Comment 1 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Debra

Last Name: Man

Email Address: dman@mwdh2o0.com
Affiliation: Metropolitan Water District

Subject: Metropolitan Water District Comments on Cap and Trade Regulation
Comment:

Metropolitan Water District is resubnmitting our nobst recent coment
letter on the Cap and Trade Regul ation, and | will be speaking at

t he Board hearing on Cctober 20th. If possible, | would prefer a
norning tine slot for my testinony.

Debra Man
Metropolitan Water District
Assi stant General Manager & Chief Operating Oficer

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-

ol d/capandtradel0/1696-

mwd_comments_carb _2nd 15 day modifications to_cap and_trade language comments _fin
a__ 2 .jksign.pdf’

Origina File Name: MWD Comments CARB 2nd 15 Day Modifications to Cap and Trade
Language Comments (FINAL) (2).jksign.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-12 12:17:56

No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Mike

Last Name: Robson

Email Address: mike@edel steingilbert.com
Affiliation:

Subject: GPI Comments on Benchmarks
Comment:

See the attached letter

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/8-gpi_letter to carb final _10-13-2011.pdf'

Origina File Name: GPI Letter to CARB Final 10-13-2011.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-13 09:12:47

No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Tim

Last Name: O'Connor

Email Address: toconnor@edf.org
Affiliation: EDF

Subject: Please approve the AB 32 Cap and Trade Regulation
Comment:

Pl ease accept this comrent in support of California's cap and trade
regul ation for consideration at the Cctober board neeting.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-13 14:48:35

No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Laurie

Last Name: Williams

Email Address: williams.zabel @gmail.com
Affiliation: Volunteer Citizens Climate L obby

Subject: GHG Offset Protocols and Regulations do not meet Integrity Criteriaof AB 32
Comment:

I would like an opportunity to present to the Air Resources Board
the reasons that the proposed GHG O fset Protocols and Regul ations
do not neet the integrity criteria that are part of the AB 32 | aw.
In addition, | will present the evidence collected by the Citizens
Cimte Lobby (CCL).

Thank you for your consideration. Laurie WIIlians

P.S. Aong with nmy husband, CCL Vol unteer Allan Zabel, | have
previously submitted 4 conmments for the record. W will be
subm tting additional comrents and evi dence prior to the Cctober
19, 2011 noon deadline and at the hearing.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-14 09:29:37

No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Allan

Last Name: Zabel

Email Address: williams.zabel @comcast.net
Affiliation: Volunteer Citizens Climate L obby

Subject: GHG Offset Protocols and Regulations Do Not Meet the Integrity Criteria of AB 32
Comment:

I would like an opportunity to present to the Air Resources Board
the reasons that the proposed GHG O fset Protocols and Regul ations
do not neet the integrity criteria that are part of the AB 32 | aw.
In addition, | will present evidence collected by the Citizens
Cimte Lobby (CCL).

Thank you for your consideration. Allan Zabe

P.S. Aong with my wife, CCL Volunteer Laurie WIlianms, | have
previously submitted 4 conmments for the record. W will be
subm tting additional comrents and evi dence prior to the Cctober
19, 2011 noon deadline and at the hearing.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-14 09:53:29

No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Mike

Last Name: Rogge

Email Address: mrogge@cmta.net
Affiliation: California Manufacturers

Subject: Cap and Trade rulemaking
Comment:

I will discuss our concerns about the cap and trade program the
elements of the rule that will unnecessarily raise costs on

manuf acturers and hurt the California economy. CARB should not
proceed with the programuntil these issues are resolved to protect
t he econony.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-14 13:20:14

No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Greg

Last Name: Karras

Email Address: gkatche@gmail.com

Affiliation: Communities for a Better Environment (CB

Subject: CBE-ARB 092711A
Comment:

The attached comment on the Air Resources Board's Second Proposed
(15-day) Revisions to the AB 32 Cap-and-Trade Regul ati on was
submtted by Comunities for a Better Environnent (CBE) on 27
Sept enber 2011. The text of this conment is provided here for the
Board's and public's conveni ence. The attachnents will follow

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/15-cbe-arb_092711a.pdf’

Original File Name: CBE-ARB 092711A .pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-14 13:40:53

No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Greg

Last Name: Karras

Email Address: gkatche@gmail.com

Affiliation: Communities for a Better Environment (CB

Subject: Attachment 1 to CBE-ARB 092711A
Comment:

Attachnent 1 of 2 to the comment CBE- ARB 092711A is | oaded here.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradell/16-att 1 cbe092711a.pdf’

Origina File Name: Att 1 CBE092711A .pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-14 13:55:48

No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Greg

Last Name: Karras

Email Address: gkatche@gmail.com

Affiliation: Communities for a Better Environment (CB

Subject: Attachment 2 of 2 to CBE-ARB 092711A
Comment:

Attachnent 2 of 2 to CBE-ARB 092711A is | oaded here.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradell/17-att 2 cbe092711a.pdf’

Origina File Name: Att 2 CBE092711A .pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-14 13:58:08

No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Cathleen

Last Name: Galgiani

Email Address: Erasmo.Viveros@asm.ca.gov
Affiliation:

Subject: CalliforniaLegidature
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
ol d/capandtradel1/40-cathleen.pdf'

Origina File Name: Cathleen.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-14 15:56:43

No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Fred

Last Name: Krupp

Email Address: toconnor@edf.org
Affiliation: Environmental Defense Fund

Subject: Letter in support of regulation
Comment:

Pl ease accept this letter of support for the AB 32 cap-and-trade
regul ati on.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/41-fk_Itr_to_mary nichols oct 14 2011.pdf'

Original File Name: FK Itr to Mary Nichols Oct 14 2011.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-14 16:08:45

No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Randy

Last Name: Gordon

Email Address: rwgordon@Ilbchamber.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of the Proposed California Cap on Greenhouse
GasEmis
Comment:

I am not opposed to a well-designed cap-and-trade program as an
el ement of California s greenhouse gas em ssions reduction

strategy. However, | have significant concerns that the rule
currently contenplated by the California Air Resources Board is a
poorly designed policy that will increase energy costs and lead to

| eakage of businesses, jobs and economic activity. This directly
contradicts not only the requirement under AB 32 that such
regul ati ons nmust mnimze negative econom c inmpacts but the
CGovernor and Legislature’s stated goal of preserving and creating
jobs as the nost inportant nmeans of fueling our state’ s economc
recovery.

Specifically:

California cannot afford to go it alone. CARB's AB 32 Scoping Plan
observes that “California cannot avert the inpacts of gl oba
climate change by acting alone,” and anticipates a regiona
cap-and-trade programin coordination with states in the Wstern
Climate Initiative. However, no other states in the WO are
pursui ng cap-and-trade policies, nor is the federal governmnent.
California would be going it alone, to the severe detrinent of our
conpetitiveness and econony.

The i ndependent Legislative Analyst’'s Ofice concluded | ast year
“California s econonmy at large will likely be adversely affected in
the near termby inplenenting climate-rel ated policies that are not
adopted el sewhere ...this ..will adversely inpact the state’s
econony through such avenues as causing the prices of goods and
services to rise; lowering business profits; and reducing
production, income, and jobs. These adverse effects will occur in
| arge part through economc | eakage, as certain economic activity

| ocates or relocates outside of California where regul atory-rel ated
costs are | ower.”

Wth the second-hi ghest unenpl oynent rate in the nation, California
simply can't afford to go it al one on cap-and trade.

Arbitrary 10% “haircut” is an unjustified, job-killing tax. By
forcing trade-exposed industries to purchase up to 10% of emni ssions

al  owances, CARB will be in effect inposing a new tax on regul ated
entities. In additional to being legally questionable, this tax
will lead to dranatically higher energy costs that will harm

virtually every sector of our econony.



CARB staff has been quoted as estimating the anpbunt of this tax
will start at $500 million in the first conpliance period and grow
to $2 billion in subsequent periods. | respectfully disagree with
your opinion that putting a multi-billion dollar tax on carbon wll
send the price signals necessary for a successful cap-and-trade
program On the contrary, such an approach will be successful only
in killing jobs, driving nore businesses out of California and
exporting GHG em ssions to unregul ated regions.

No environnental benefit. Singling out trade-exposed industries by
depriving themof the free all owances which are essential to a
California-only cap-and-trade programwi ||l do nothing to achi eve
nmeani ngf ul GHG reducti ons. The Analysis Group recently cautioned
CARB: “Wth none of California s neighboring states conmitting to
climate targets, emnission | eakage will continue as a potential risk
to the programi s environnmental integrity.”

California ratepayers and busi nesses are already facing the burden
of higher utility costs associated with existing | aws and
regul ati ons nandating a transition to | ower-carbon and renewabl e
energy sources. |In viewof the fragile state of California's
econony, this is the worst possible tine to i mpose yet another new
energy tax on struggling businesses and consuners, especially since
not even the other Western Climate Initiative states are willing to
risk their own econom es on costly cap-and-trade prograns.

In summary, the inmposition of a new tax on business or other “price
signal s” are not necessary to achieve the em ssions reduction goals
of AB 32, and will serve only to further cripple our econony,

i ncrease unenpl oyment and inpair our conpetitiveness.

| strongly oppose such taxes in any form and urge you to nodify

the cap-and-trade programto avoid the econoni c consequences they
will bring.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-14 17:45:05

No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Wade

Last Name: Lestage

Email Address: wlestage@thorcousa.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Save Our Jobs - Say NO to Cap and Trade Taxes!
Comment:

Board Member California ARB,

Unenpl oynent in California is the second-highest in the country.
Over 2 nmillion people are out of work. The last thing we need is a
regulation that will kill even nore jobs.

Pl ease consider this before voting to adopt a flawed cap and trade
rule that will force conpanies to pay for up to 10% of what woul d
ot herwi se have been free emnissions allowances. This multi-billion
dollar tax will lead to lost jobs and the flight of businesses and
revenues to other states.

The other western states that were expected to adopt cap and trade
pol i ci es have abandoned themin order to protect jobs and their
econoni es. The federal government has |ikew se determ ned the
econony cannot afford the cost of this new em ssions tax.

If California insists on going it al one we should do everything
possible to minimze the negative inpacts of a California-only cap
and trade program on our businesses and workers. Thi s neans
rejecting proposals like the 10% "haircut” on enissions

al | owances.

Save our jobs, save California's econony - say NOto cap and trade
t axes.

Si ncerely,

Wade Lest age
659 E d ai borne Dr
Long Beach, CA 90807

Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-17 08:56:44

73 Duplicates.



Comment 14 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Steven

Last Name: Smith

Email Address: Steven.B.Smith@sai nt-gobain.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Cap and Trade Comment
Comment:

Attached please find Verallia' s letter requesting your imediate
attention to our concerns on the proposed California Cap & Trade
regul ation. Also attached are the two encl osures referenced in our
letter.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/73-carb_c t_letter.zip'

Original File Name: CARB C&T Letter.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-17 15:52:32

No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Frank

Last Name: Belock

Email Address: fbelock@sdcwa.org
Affiliation: San Diego County Water Authority

Subject: Agenda Item 11-8-1; October 11, 2011 Meeting
Comment:

M. Jeff Volberg will speak on our behalf at the Board Meeting

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradell/75-california_air_resources board.pdf'

Original File Name: California Air Resources Board.PDF
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-17 17:19:58

No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Ann
Last Name: Chan
Email Address: ann_chan@tws.org
Affiliation: The Wilderness Society

Subject: TWS Comments on Adaptive Management Plan
Comment:

TWE appreciates the opportunity to provide coment on the Adaptive
Managenent Plan with respect to forests and comends ARB for its
conti nued work on sustainable policies that place a strong cap on
gr eenhouse gas emni ssi ons.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/78-tws _comments_on_adaptive_management_plan.pdf’

Original File Name: TWS comments on Adaptive Management Plan.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-18 11:32:11

No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Marlin K.
Last Name: Brown
Email Address: buglegroup@yahoo.com

Affiliation:

Subject: Message to All Board Members

Comment:

Dear Board Menber: Please vote "NO' on Cap and Trade. If you

approve this regulation, you will probably kill my job. This would
be i nmensely hurtful for me and ny fanily.

And if you approve it, you will probably kill many tens of

t housands of other jobs in California. This would be inmmensely
hurtful for those families. And inmensely hurtful for the

Cal i forni a econony.

We do not need another job-killing regulation. W do not need
anot her tax. Qur boat is sinking. Do not blow another hole in
it.

Marlin K. Brown

THE BUGLE GROUP

2356 { acier Lane, Santa Maria, CA 93455

(805) 937-4973 O fice

(805) 878-8986 Cel |
(805) 938-1492 Fax

Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-18 11:45:15

No Duplicates.



Comment 18 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Bo

Last Name: Buchynsky

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: Wildflower Energy LP
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/82-wildflower.pdf’

Origina File Name: Wildflower.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-18 12:49:35

No Duplicates.



Comment 19 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Laurie & Allan

Last Name: Williams/Zabel

Email Address: williams.zabel @gmail.com
Affiliation: Citizens Climate Lobby & as Individuals

Subject: Comment Regarding Compliance Offset Protocol Urban Forest Projects
Comment:

Urban Forest Protocol — Sunmary of Evi dence
AB 32 OFfsets Challenge — Public Comrents on Cctober 19, 2011

Laurie WIllians and Al an Zabel, as individuals and as vol unteers
for Citizens Cimte Lobby

Sunmary of Evidence that Proposed Greenhouse Gas Offset Protocols
and Regul ations do not neet the AB 32 Integrity Criteria

Standard in Protocol

The proposed Urban Forest Protocol would provide offset credits for
urban forest project that neet the description of such a project
and are by or for a nunicipality, educational institution, or
utility. This is contrary to the AB 32 Integrity Criteria -- the
requi renent that all em ssion reductions neet the foll ow ng
criteria (See Section 38562(d)):

AB 32 Integrity Criteria:

“(d) Any regul ation adopted by the state board pursuant to this
part or Part 5 (conmencing with Section 38570) shall ensure al
of the foll ow ng:

(1) The greenhouse gas em ssion reductions achi eved are real

per manent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by the state
boar d.

(2) For regulations pursuant to Part 5 (comencing with

Section 38570), the reduction is in addition to any greenhouse
gas eni ssion reduction otherwi se required by |law or regul ation
and any ot her greenhouse gas emnission reduction that otherw se
woul d occur.

Evi dence of Failure to Meet Integrity Criteria

1. Any Net Tree Gain: In the Protocol, the ARB establishes the
standard for additionality as any net tree gain. This ignores the
creation and mmi ntenance of urban forests by nmunicipalities as
ongoi ng activity which have occurred and are still occurring

wi t hout an of fset incentive.

a. San Francisco Uban Forest Program “This year marked the
conpl etion of the Mayor’'s Trees for Tonorrow canpaign to plant
25,000 trees over a 5-year period. The successful program exceeded
its goals by planting 26,408 trees in 5 years. Averaged over the
course of the Mayor's Trees for Tonorrow initiative, the Cty has



been neeting the Urban Forestry Council’s goal of planting 5,000
trees per year for each of the past five years. Additionally, San
Franci sco Unified School District began its 2012 by 2012 canpai gn
to plant 2012 trees by the end of 2012.” See Attachnment 1, p.1.

b. Los Angeles One MIlion Tree Program “ Mayor Antonio
Villaraigosa of the City of Los Angeles has charted a course for
sustai nable growth, and the region’s comunity forest is a critica
conponent of that vision. In Septenber 2006, the nayor announced
his plan to plant one mllion trees over the next several years.
The MIlion Trees LAinitiative draws attention to the inportance
of urban forests for the econonic, environnental , and socia
health of Los Angeles.” See Attachment 2, p.1.

c. New York City One MIlion Tree Program “New York City, the
largest city in the United States and one of the world' s ngjor

gl obal cities, nmaintains trees as an integral conmponent of the
urban infrastructure (Figure 1). Since 1995, over 120,000 trees
have been planted along the streets of the city's five boroughs.”
See Attachment 3, p. 1.

2. Urban Forests are Cost Effective for Minicipalities: Severa
studi es show that the creation and mai ntenance of urban forests
creates nunerous environmental benefits for municipalities and
creates econom c benefits greater than the costs associated with
the urban forest programs. Therefore, these activities are al npst
certain to continue occurring without an offset incentive program

a. City of Berkeley: “Total annual benefits produced by
Berkeley’'s street and park trees were estimated to have a val ue of
$3.2 mllion, about $89 per tree and $31 per resident. Street trees
produced benefits valued at $2.8 million ($91/tree, $27/capita),
while park tree benefits were valued at about $433,000 ($76/tree,
$4/capita). Over the same period, tree-related expenditures were
estimated at nearly $2.4 million. Net annual benefits were
therefore cal cul ated at $876, 000, or $24 per nanaged tree. The

Ber kel ey municipal forest returned $1.37 to the community for every
$1 spent on nmanagenent.” See Attachment 4, pp. 23-4.

b. New York City: “Over the years, the city has invested nillions
inits urban forest. Citizens are now receiving a return on that

i nvestment —trees are providing $5.60 in benefits for every $1 spent
on tree planting and care. New York City' s benefit-cost ratio of
5.60 exceeds all other cities studied to date, including Fort
Collins, Colorado (2.18), dendale, Arizona (2.41), and Charlotte
North Carolina (3.25).” See Attachrment 3, p.3.

3. Air Qality Planning: The creation and nai ntenance of urban
forests is relied upon by California air pollution contro
districts in their plans to reduce air pollution. These planning
projections do not rely on offset incentives.

a. Sacranento Area: “The estimated em ssion reductions fromthis
urban forest devel opnent program for the Sacranento region are
sunmmarized in the follow ng table. The estinated 2018 VOC reduction
is about 0.8 tpd, but the credited reduction is limted to 0.2 tpd.
This is consistent with the EPA policy for incorporating energing
and voluntary nmeasures in a SIP that limts the anbunt of em ssion
reductions all owed due to the uncertainty and untested nature of
the control mechanisns.” See Attachnment 5, pp. 7-19, 7-20.

4. Benefits to Utilities: Sone utilities already have extensive



and | ong- st andi ng urban forest progranms which are of economc
benefit to the utility. Therefore, these types of prograns occur
in the course of business-as-usual

a. Sacranento MJD: “From SMJD s perspective, the tree-planting
programrepresents a type of Denmand Side Managenent prograns that
have a tangi bl e econonic value to the utility. This value can be
guantified based on avoi ded supply costs of energy and capacity
during high cost of summer peak |oad periods, or the decrease in
supply costs to the utility due to reduced electrical |oads. SMJD s
total investment in the program since the programinception in 1990
has been about 30 nillion dollars and approximately 1.5 mllion

dol lars for 2008. Through 2008, over 450,000 trees have been

pl anted through the program” See Attachnent 6, p.?2.

Li st of Attachments

1. San Francisco Urban Forestry Council Annual Report, Septenber
2009

2. The Benefits of One MIIlion Trees in LA, USDA/ Forest Service,
undat ed

3. New York City, New York, Minicipal Forest Resource Anal ysis,
March 2007

4. City of Berkeley, California, Minicipal Tree Resource Analysis,
Mar ch 2005

5. Sacranento Regi onal 8-Hour Ozone Attai nnent and Reasonabl e
Further Progress Plan, Decenber 19, 2008

6. SMJD Shade Tree and Cool Roof Programs: Case Study in
Mtigating the U ban Heat |sland Effects, undated

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
ol d/capandtradel1/84-urban_forest_protocol _comment.zip'

Origina File Name: Urban Forest Protocol Comment.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-18 13:41:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Catherine

Last Name: Lyons

Email Address: clyons@bayareacouncil.org
Affiliation: Bay Area Council

Subject: Bay Area Council supports cap-and-trade program
Comment:

Dear Board Menbers,

My name is Catherine Lyons and | amrepresenting the Bay Area
Council, Ji mWinderman and the business comunity of the Bay Area
regi on.

| am here to announce our support of the inplenmentation of the
California cap-and-trade program-Alternative 2 of the Suppl ement
to the AB32 Scoping Pl an—without further costly delays to the
California econonmy and environnent.

The Bay Area Council is proud to have been the business group to
negotiate and the first business group to support California's

| andmark effort to address global climate change, starting in 2006.
We are happy to be at this point in the process. Qur menbers are
busi ness | eaders of sone of the region’s |argest enployers, and

t hey know how nuch is at stake if we do not take actionabl e steps
toward reduci ng enissions.

The foll owi ng reasons conpell ed the business comunity to act on
this issue:

e California’s nomentumto becone the center of clean technol ogy

i nnovation would be lost if we backpedal on our commitnent to
beconme a cl ean-energy based econony.

* Investors, manufacturers and workers in California’ s clean energy
sector face fierce gl obal conpetition

e Qur partners in enissions trading are noving forward with
devel opi ng their growi ng narket and need a clear signal from
California that would stabilize carbon pricing.

Now, the real work begins, and the business community is comitted
to ensuring that our state reduces its em ssions by the required 15
percent by 2020.

Thank you for your |eadership, and we | ook forward to working wth
you in the future

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/85-carb_public_comment.docx'

Original File Name: CARB Public Comment.docx



Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-18 14:03:58

No Duplicates.



Comment 21 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Legidlature

Last Name: California

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: Greenhouse Gas Emission Benchmarks for California Container Glass Industry
Comment:

Pl ease see attached letter signed by Assenmblyman Bill Berryhill,
Assenbl ynenber Kristin O sen, Senator Anthony Canella, and Senator
Tom Berryhill.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/86-1egid ature.pdf’

Original File Name: Legislature.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-18 15:00:34

No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Patrick
Last Name: Covert
Email Address. pat.covert@valero.com
Affiliation: Valero

Subject: Vaero Comments on Adaptive Management Plan
Comment:

The attached file contains Valero's conments on the Adaptive
Managenent Plan for the Cap-and-Trade Regul ati on.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/87-valero_comment_letter adaptive management_plan for_the cap-and-
trade _regulation.pdf’

Original File Name: Vaero Comment L etter Adaptive Management Plan for the Cap-and-Trade
Regul ation.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-18 15:31:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 23 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Laurie & Allan

Last Name: Williams/Zabel

Email Address: williams.zabel @gmail.com
Affiliation: Citizens Climate Lobby & as Individuals

Subject: Comment Regarding Livestock Digester Protocol
Comment:

Li vestock Protocol — Sunmary of Evi dence

AB 32 OFfsets Challenge — Public Comrents on Cctober 18, 2011
Laurie WIlliams and Allan Zabel, as individuals and as vol unteers
for Citizens dimte Lobby

Sunmary of Evi dence that Proposed Greenhouse Gas Offset Protocols
and Regul ations do not neet the AB 32 Integrity Criteria

Standard in Protocol

The proposed Livestock Project Protocol woul d provide offset
credits for projects that are above “common practice” in the

rel evant geographic region. This is contrary to the AB 32
Integrity Criteria described bel ow.

AB 32 Integrity Criteria:

“(d) Any regul ation adopted by the state board pursuant to this
part or Part 5 (comencing with Section 38570) shall ensure al
of the foll ow ng:

(1) The greenhouse gas emni ssion reductions achi eved are real

per manent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by the state
boar d.

(2) For regulations pursuant to Part 5 (comrencing with

Section 38570), the reduction is in addition to any greenhouse
gas em ssion reduction otherwi se required by |aw or regul ation
and any ot her greenhouse gas emission reduction that otherw se
woul d occur.

(See AB 32 at Section 38562(d).)

Evi dence of Failure to Meet Integrity Criteria:

1. Anaerobic Digesters are Already Being Used w thout Ofset
Payment | ncentive:

USDA News Rel ease July 19, 2010: Release No. 0377.10: “The
technol ogy uses generators that are fueled by nethane captured from
farm ani mal manure. Currently, only about 2 percent of U S.
dairies that are candidates for a profitable digester are utilizing
the technol ogy.” (Att. 1 at page 1.)

2. Anaerobic Digesters are Oten Cost-Effective:

A. Col | aboration by EPA, USDA and DCE, the Agstar Program

EPA Factsheet: Managi ng Manure with Bi ogas Recovery Systens:

| mproved Performance at Conpetitive Prices (2002): Presents the
reasons that anaerobic digesters can be cost-effective, see e.g.
“Anaer obi c digestion is cost-conpetitive when conpared to
conventional waste managenent practices. For exanple, the cost of
both a covered | agoon and heated di gester (including an attached
storage pond) ranges between $200 and $450 per AU [animal unit].



These systens can have financially attractive payback periods of 3
to 7 years when energy gas uses are enployed.” (Att. 2 at page 8.)
“Qdor Control. The effluent odor from anaerobic digesters is
significantly less than odors from conventional nanure managenent
systenms. COdor reduction using anaerobic digestion can be very
cost-effective when conpared to other alternatives such as
aeration.” (Att. 2 at p.6). Witer quality protection. Anaerobic
di gestion provides several water quality benefits . . .especially
heat ed digesters isolate and destroy di sease-causi ng organi sns that
m ght otherw se enter surface waters and pose a risk to human and
animal health.” (Att. 2 at p.7.)

EPA Agstar Study: A Conparison of the Perfornmance of Three Swi ne
Waste Stabilization Systens. (March 20, 2002.) Environnental
benefits are docunmented in use of an anaerobic digester system
Sone cost information is also collected. (Att. 3)

EPA Agstar: A Conparison of Dairy Cattle Manure Managenent with and
wi t hout Anaerobi c Di gestion and Bi ogas Recovery, by Eastern
Research Group, Inc., 2004. Describes economic viability (Att. 4
at pp. 35-36).

EPA Agstar Handbook (2005): Provides advice concerning howto

eval uate whet her and what type of systemw || be profitable. (Att.
5).

EPA Agstar: An Evaluation of a Covered Anaerobic Lagoon for Flushed
Dairy Cattle Manure Stabilization and Bi ogas Production, by Eastern
Research Group, Inc., June 17, 2008. The results of this study
confirmthe environmental quality benefits realized by the
anaerobic digestion of dairy cattle manure with biogas collection
for the generation of electricity. These results al so confirmthat
the econonic value of the electricity generated can be adequate to
recover the capital investnent in a reasonable period and then
generate a long-termincone streamif there is a reasonable rate of
conpensation for surplus electricity delivered to the grid.” Study
of “Castelanelli Brothers Dairy; a 550-acre operation |ocated Lodi
California. The study began in January 2006 and ended in January
2007. Cenerally, the size of the Castelanelli mlking herd is

bet ween 1,500 and 1, 600 cows.” “Econoni ¢ Inpact: $108, 000 per
year after recovery of capital invested in 6.6 years). (Att.6, p.
8-9 of 46.)

EPA Agstar/USDA: U.S. Anaerobic Digester Status Report. (Cctober
2010.) “Biogas recovery systems are technically feasible at nore
than 8,000 U S. dairy and swi ne operations. These systens offer a
substanti al busi ness opportunity to increase farmincome by

of fsetting energy purchases or through the sale of produced energy
back onto the electricity grid.” EPA estimates that 157 di gester
projects were operating on comrercial scale livestock facilities
nati onwi de as of this report. The report also provides updated

i nformati on on federal grant and | oan prograns. (Att. 7 p. 4 of
12.)

EPA Agstar Study — Protocol for Quantifying and Reporting the

Per f ormance of Anaerobic Digestion Systens for Livestock Manure,
March 2011 by Eastern Research Group, Inc., cites nunerous benefits
of such digesters, including reduced nmethane enissions (and
associated climte inpacts), reduced noxi ous odors, reduced water
pol I uti on potential, renewable energy production and revenue. (Att.
8 at p.7 of 48.)

B. USDA Factsheet: Fundi ng Prograns for Devel opi ng Anaerobic
Di gestion Systens. April 2011. USDA describes a variety of grant



and | oan prograns that are already in place to encourage adoption
of livestock waste digesters. (Att. 9.)

3. Anaerobic Digesters Help Farnmers Avoid Liability: As noted
above, anaerobic digesters can help control odor and run-off of
contam nants. Farmers have an incentive to adopt anaerobic
digesters to obtain these benefits in order to avoid the |ega
l[iability from nui sance | awsuits by nei ghbors and regul ators.

A. Nui sance Liability

Manure Rel ated Nui sance Lawsuits by El don McAfee (2005) notes that
“producers nust take all reasonable steps available to themto try
to mnimze the inpact of their operations on nei ghbors and
mnimze the risk of a nuisance lawsuit . . . [l]n a 1999 case the
Ceorgi a Suprenme Court agreed with the district court’s order
halting the construction of a 22,800-head swi ne operation with
anaer obi ¢ and aerobi c | agoons. Nei ghbors objecting to the proposed
hog operation clained that the operation “would result in
groundwat er and aqui fer contamination as well as inpairnment of air
quality.”” (Att. 10 at p.1.)

Pig Odor Lawsuit: Farm Must Pay Nei ghbor for Snmell by Stephanie
Rabi ner (findlaw. com blog June 7, 2011.) A pig odor lawsuit was
filed agai nst Synergy, which owns the hogs, and Kenoma, which

rai ses them reports the Associated Press. Their Barton County farm
rai ses about 200, 000 hogs per year, which equates to a | ot of
stank. And waste. A jury verdict decided the hog farners nust now
pay its neighbors $1.95 million. (Att. 11 p.1.)

M ssouri Plaintiffs Awarded $11 million in hog odor |awsuit by
Agweek. com March 5, 2010. A jury awarded nore than $11 million to
15 plaintiffs in a lawsuit over the odors froma Prenm um Standard
Farms hog operation in northern Mssouri. The conpany argued the
snells are a normal part of life in an agricultural area. (Att. 12
p.1).

B. Regulatory Liability

US EPA Chino Dairies Press Release: U S. EPA Oders 13 Chino
Dairies to Control Manure Runoff; Joint effort with [ocal Water
Board to protect Santa Ana R ver Rel ease date: 09/26/2011 EPA
announced that “Anpng the violations discovered at the dairies
subject to EPA's orders were . . . failure to construct or nmaintain
controls necessary to prevent nmanure and other contam nants from

di scharging into waterways . [EPA will] be eval uati ng whet her
nonetary penalties are appropriate, pursuant to our authority under
the federal Cean Water Act.” (Att. 13 at p.1.)

lowa Attorney General Press Release: Feb. 3, 2010. State files
lawsuit to enforce manure nanagenent plan rules. "Manure nanagenent
plans are required in order to show that operations have adequate
land for application of manure produced by the animals," said
Attorney General TomMIller. "The plans are an inportant tool to
protect the environment.” (Att. 14.)

4. The Price of Carbon Offsets is Too Low and Too Uncertain to Be
Reliably Cained as “the” reason for |nplenmentation of an Anaerobic
Di gester System

USDA Econoni c Research Service, Carbon Prices and the Adoption of
Met hane Digesters on Dairy and Hog Farms: \While additional profit
is always an incentive, this report nakes it clear that, while a

st eady known carbon offset price could encourage additiona

adoption of digesters, market price of carbon offsets has been

vol atile. “The additional revenues that could be earned from carbon
of fsets could have a large effect on digester profitability and
adoption if offset price is sufficiently high. However, future
carbon prices are uncertain.” The report docunents prices in
various narkets that have varied by 100% or nmore. Finally, the
report notes that other factors are also inportant, to whether it
is profitable for farnmers to adoption digesters, including the size



of the operation, electrical usage, price to sell surplus
electricity, initial levels of methane, anong other factors.
(Att.15 at pages 6 -8.)

Attachnment s:

Li vestock Att. 1 - USDA News Rel ease No. 0377.10, July 19, 2010.
Li vestock Att. 2 - EPA Factsheet: Managi ng Manure w th Bi ogas
Recovery Systens: |nproved Perfornmance at Conpetitive Prices,
2002.

Li vestock Att. 3 - EPA Agstar Study: A Conparison of the
Performance of Three Swine Waste Stabilization Systens, March 20,
2002.

Livestock Att. 4 - EPA Agtar: A Conparison of Dairy Cattle Manure
Managenent with and wi thout Anaerobic Digestion and Bi ogas
Recovery, by Eastern Research G oup, Inc., 2004.

Livestock Att. 5 - EPA Agstar Handbook, 2005.

Li vestock Att. 6 - EPA Agstar: An Evaluation of a Covered Anaerobic
Lagoon for Flushed Dairy Cattle Manure Stabilization and Bi ogas
Production, by Eastern Research G oup, Inc., June 17, 2008.

Li vestock Att. 7 - EPA Agstar/USDA: U.S. Anaerobic Digester Status
Report, October 2010.

Li vestock Att. 8 - EPA Agstar Study — Protocol for Quantifying and
Reporting the Perfornmance of Anaerobic Digestion Systens for

Li vestock Manure, March 2011.

Li vestock Att. 9 - USDA Factsheet: Funding Prograns for Devel opi ng
Anaer obi ¢ Di gestion Systenms. April 2011.

Li vestock Att. 10 - Manure Rel ated Nui sance Lawsuits by El don

McAf ee, 2005

Li vestock Att. 11 — Pig Odor Lawsuit: Farm Miust Pay Nei ghbor for
Snel |l by Stephani e Rabi ner findlaw com bl og, June 7, 2011.

Li vestock Att. 12 - Mssouri Plaintiffs Anarded $11 nmillion in hog
odor | awsuit by Agweek.com March 5, 2010.

Li vestock Att. 13 - US EPA Chino Dairies Press Release: U S. EPA
Orders 13 Chino Dairies to Control Manure Runoff; Joint effort with
| ocal Water Board to protect Santa Ana River Rel ease date:

09/ 26/ 2011.

Li vestock Att. 14 - lowa Attorney General Press Rel ease, Feb. 3,
2010.

Li vestock Att. 15 - USDA Econoni c Research Service, Carbon Prices
and the Adoption of Methane Digesters on Dairy and Hog Farms by

Ni gel Key and Stacy Sneeringer, Feb. 2011.

See also: the follow ng web excerpts:

This is an excerpt from EERE Network News, a weekly electronic
newsl etter.

http://appsl. eere. energy. gov/ news/ news_detail.cfm news_i d=15685
Decenber 16, 2009

Anaerobic Digesters to Help Cut Dairy Em ssions by 25% by 2020
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) announced on Decenber 15
an agreement with U S. dairy producers to cut their greenhouse gas
em ssions by 25% by 2020 while turning manure into electricity

usi ng anaerobi c digesters. Under a Menorandum of Under st andi ng
signed by the Innovation Center for U S. Dairy , the USDA, and
dairy producers, the groups agreed to work together to reach the
target. USDA will contribute by undertaking research initiatives,
allowing inplenentation flexibility, and enhancing efforts to

mar ket anaer obic digesters to dairy producers.

Anaer obi ¢ digester technology is a proven nethod of converting
wast e products, such as nanure, into electricity. The technol ogy
utilizes generators that are fuel ed by nethane captured fromthe
ani mal nanure. Currently, only about 2% of U S. dairies that are
candi dates for a profitable digester are using the technol ogy, even
t hough dairy operations with anaerobic digesters routinely generate



enough electricity to power 200 homes. Through the agreenent, USDA
and the I nnovation Center for U S. Dairy will increase the nunber
of anaerobi c digesters supported by USDA progranms. Beyond pronoting
the digesters, the agreenent will encourage the research and

devel opnent of new technol ogies to help dairies reduce their
greenhouse gas em ssions. See the USDA press rel ease and the
description of anaerobic digesters on DOE's Energy Savers Vb

site.

http: //ww. ener gysavers. gov/ your _wor kpl ace/ farms_ranches/ i ndex. cf ni nyt opi c=300
05

Econoni cs and Benefits of Anaerobic Digesters

Before you install a anaerobic digester—also known as a

bi odi gest er—en your farm or ranch, you should explore its economc
val ue and potential benefits.

A bi odi gester usually requires manure fromnore than 150 | arge
animals to cost effectively generate electricity. Anaerobic

di gestion and bi ogas production can al so reduce overall|l operating
costs where costs are high for sewage, agricultural, or anina
wast e di sposal, and the effluent has econonic val ue.

In the United States, the availability of inexpensive fossil fuels
has limted the use of digesters solely for biogas production
However, the waste treatnment and odor reduction benefits of
control | ed anaerobi c digestion are receiving increasing interest,
especially for large-scale |livestock operations such as dairies,
feedl ots, and sl aughterhouses.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
ol d/capandtradel1/89-livestock _digester_protocol _comment.zip'

Original File Name: Livestock Digester Protocol Comment.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-18 16:03:13

No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Laurie & Allan

Last Name: Williams/Zabel

Email Address: williams.zabel @gmail.com
Affiliation: Citizens Climate Lobby & as Individuals

Subject: Offset Protocols and Regulations Do Not Meet Integrity Criteria of AB32
Comment:

AB 32 OFfsets Challenge — Public Comrents on Cctober 18, 2011
Laurie WIlliams and Allan Zabel, as individuals and as vol unteers
for Citizens Cimte Lobby

Sunmary of Evi dence that Proposed Greenhouse Gas Offset Protocols
and Regul ations do not neet the AB 32 Integrity Criteria — Overal
Conments - Suppl enent al

Standards in Protocols and Regul ati ons Do Not Meet Integrity
Criteria:

The proposed Protocols and Regul ati ons woul d provide offset credits
for projects that are above “comon practice” in the rel evant
geographic region. This is contrary to the AB 32 Integrity
Criteria described below. (W incorporate by reference, all of our
prior comrents, including our coorments submitted on Dec. 13, 2010,
Aug. 10, 2011, and Sept. 27, 2011, Cctober 18, 2011.)

AB 32 Integrity Criteria:

“(d) Any regul ation adopted by the state board pursuant to this
part or Part 5 (conmencing with Section 38570) shall ensure al
of the foll ow ng:

(1) The greenhouse gas eni ssion reductions achi eved are real

per manent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by the state
boar d.

(2) For regulations pursuant to Part 5 (comencing with

Section 38570), the reduction is in addition to any greenhouse
gas eni ssion reduction otherwi se required by law or regul ation
and any other greenhouse gas emnission reduction that otherw se
woul d occur.

(See AB 32 at Section 38562(d).)

Evi dence of Urgency

CARB shoul d give special scrutiny to the integrity of offsets
because of the urgency of taking effective actions to prevent the
very serious inmpacts that are anticipated froma failure to reduce
emni ssi ons.

NSF Press Rel ease, Methane Rel eases From Arctic Shelf may be Mich
Larger and Faster than Anticipated, March 2010 - National Science
Foundati on Reported that Methane Emi ssions indicated that the East
Si berian Arctic Shelf has begun | eaking | arge anounts of nethane
and that further rel eases of methane through the shelf could
“trigger abrupt climte warmng.” (Att. 1.)

Nat i onal Acadeny of Sciences Report Press Rel ease, May 2010. Three



reports issued in 2010 indicate that “climte change is already
occurring and poses significant risks. The reports reconmend
“pronpt and sustained efforts to pronote mgjor technol ogical and
behavi oral changes” are needed to avert additional climte inpacts.
(Att. 2.)

NY Tines. Cinmate Change Seen as Threat to U S. Security, by John
Broder, August 2009. “US military and intelligence anal ysts
anticipate that climte change will contribute to serious security
risks to the United States in the com ng decades. (Att. 3.)

Revised MT Cinmate Mbdel Sounds Alarm March 2009. MT scientists
found that new information indicated that, wthout “rapid and
nmassi ve action” clinmate change inpacts would be twice as severe as
nodel i ng showed six years prior. (Att. 4.)

NY Times Tree Death, 2011. Experts are seeing extensive tree death
in mllions of acres of US Forests as a result of beetle

i nfestations and drought, due in part to clinmate change. The | oss
of these trees will make it even nore difficult to control gl oba
warmng. (Att. 5.)

News Report — G obal em ssions of greenhouse gas emni ssions hit
their highest [evel ever in 2010, May 30, 2011. Both the chief
econom st of the International Energy Agency and the UN Cinate
Change Secretariat made statenents indicating that it would be
difficult in light of this trend to keep gl obal warm ng bel ow 2
degrees Centigrade, the target previously set by at the
international climate talks in Cancun | ast year. (Att. 6)

Esci enceNews. com Act now to tackle the health and security threat
of climte change, say experts, Cctober 17, 2011. Health experts,
government officials and scientists at a British Medical Journa
neeting in London warned of “grave and escalating threat to the
heal th and security of people around the gl obe and nust be tackl ed
urgently.” (Att. 7)

Evi dence of Failure to Meet Integrity Criteria:

G ven the urgency of effective actions to address climate change,

t he adoption of a conpliance nmechanismthat |acks integrity poses
huge risks. Since California s actions are anticipated to be node
for the nation and the international comunity, it is extremely

i mportant that regul ations and protocols adopted under AB 32 neet
the integrity criteria found in that statute. As shown in the
attachnents incorporated in this conment, prior experiences in

Eur ope under the European Eni ssions Tradi ng Schenme (“ETS") and

Cl ean Devel opment Mechanism (“CDM'), indicate that it is either
difficult or inpossible to assure the integrity of greenhouse gas
of fsets and nmany experts, including those interviewed by the U S.
CGovernment Accountability Ofice, believe that it may be inpossible
to achieve such integrity, because it is nearly inpossible to know
whet her the offset projects are “additional” to what woul d have
happened absent the offset program

U S. Government Accountability O fice report: Cimate Change,
Observations on the Potential Role of Carbon Offsets in Climate
Change Legi sl ation, March 2009. The GAO found that “it is

i npossible to know with certainty whether any given [greenhouse gas
of fset] project is additional.” (Att. 8.)

Eur opean carbon tradi ng faces sharply dropping prices, E&QE
Publ i shing, Cctober 11, 2011. News report docunents that carbon
mar kets continue to be very volatile. (Att. 9.)



Proliferation of enissions offsets threatens to depress Europe's
carbon tradi ng, Jan, 17, 2011. The CDM has approved | ots of new
carbon offsets at a tine when demand is low, resulting in
addi ti onal market uncertainty. (Att.10.)

A Realistic Policy on International Carbon Ofsets by Mchael Wara
and David Victor, 2008. Researchers find that nost of the offsets

approved under the CDM of fsets have not been “additional.” They
conclude that “any offset nmarket of sufficient scale to provide
substantial cost-control for a cap-and-trade programw || involve

substantial issuance of credits that do not represent rea
em ssions. Finally, they determ ne that the CDM created perverse
i ncentives that increased emissions. (Att.11.)

California Emssions Plan to Explore the Use of Ofsets, by E

Ki ntisch, Science Magazine, July 4, 2008. Relying on the work of

M chael Wara, David Victor and other experts, the article raises
guesti ons about the integrity and efficiency of carbon offsets as a
nmechani smto address climte change. (Att.12.)

Trading in Fake Carbon Credits: Problens with the C ean Devel opnment
Mechani sm (CDM by Friends of the Earth and International Rivers,
2009. Additional research provides exanpl es and reasons that

of fsets approved under the CDM are not additional. (Att.13.)

EU Emi ssions Trading — Failure at the Third Attenpt, by Carbon
Trade Watch, April 2011. In a race to the bottom approximtely 80
percent of the carbon offsets approved under the CDM have been

i ndustrial gas projects that could have been achi eved nuch nore
cheaply by regulation or direct payment for the expense of
destruction of the gas. The report notes in the words of EU
Climate Action Conm ssioner Connie Hedegaard these offsets suffer
from®“a total lack of environnental integrity.” However, they wll
remain | egal through 2012. (Att.14.)

Carbon O fsetting: An Efficient Way to Reduce Eni ssions or to Avoid
Reduci ng Em ssi ons?

An I nvestigation and Analysis of Offsetting Design and Practice in
India and China, by Barbara Haya, 2010. Ms. Haya found that offset
devel opers could nake it appear that offsets nmet the profitability
test, the idea that the project would not have been profitable “but
for” the offset credit payment, by “turning the knobs.” (Att. 15 at
p. 51.) Measuring Em ssions Against an Alternative Future:
Fundanental Flaws in the Structure of the Kyoto Protocol’s C ean
Devel opnent Mechani sm by Barbara Haya “Interviewees comonly made
statements such as: CDMrevenues are just “creamon the top”;

devel opers decide to build projects “on their own terns,” not based
on the small and uncertain change in IRR fromcarbon credit sales;
“any project can be registered under the COM” Validators, tasked
with auditing CDM additionality clainms, believe that current
additionality testing procedures are subjective and can be
mani pul at ed. One val i dator described the nmany “knobs you can turn”
to change the results of the financial analysis. Several validators
suggested ways to | essen the manipul ati on, but did not believe that
it is possible to prevent it.” (Att.16 at p. 14)

Cap- and- Trade Market |ssues, by the California Legislative
Analyst’s Office (CA LAO, June 29, 2011. The CA LAO sees the
potential for gam ng and mani pul ation in carbon markets, including
the offsets market. Wth respect to the “spot” narket, the report
notes, “ARB has no experience in regulating such narkets, and its
| ack of technical expertise and institutional know edge of such



matters increases the chance that market nmanipul ati on could go
undetected, in spite of any nonitoring efforts that it puts in
place.” (Att. 17 at p. 5.)

Subprime Carbon? Re-thinking the Worl d’s Largest New Derivatives
Mar ket, by M chelle Chan, Friends of the Earth March, 2009.
“Subprinme carbon would nost |ikely conme from shoddy carbon of f set
credits, which could trade al ongsi de em ssion allowances in carbon
markets.” Ms. Chan finds that the inmpacts of a lack of integrity in
these nmarkets could be simlar to subprine nortgages. (Att. 18.)

Conning the Cinate: Inside the Carbon Market Shell Gane, by Mark
Schapi ro, February, 2010. “As thousands of reductions are clainmed
wor | dwi de, the projects already far outstrip the UNs ability to
police them” M. Schapiro’'s research indicates that whether a
project is additional is described as a “counterfactual” inquiry.
He concl udes that the carbon markets are “in essence, an el aborate
shell ganme, a disappearing act that nicely serves the inmedi ate
interests of the world s governnents but fails to neet the
chal | enges of our |ooning environmental crisis.” (Att. 19 at pp. 4,
6, 8 and 9.)

Wi stl ebl ower Disclosure: Disclosure of Unfixable Flaws of
Greenhouse Gas Offsets in Proposed U S. dinmate Legislation, by
Laurie WIllianms and Al an Zabel, July 22, 2010. The authors
describe the two tests that have been devel oped to determ ne

whet her projects are additional (the performance test and the
econom ¢ analysis (or but for”) test and why these tests are

i ncapabl e of determ ning whether a particular project is
additional. The analysis is applied to the U S. EPA dimte
Leaders protocols, many of which are sinilar to the California AB
32 proposed offset protocols. The authors describe the four
unfixabl e flaws associated with the protocols and the nethodol ogi es
for deternmining the additionality of greenhouse gas offset
projects. (Att. 20.)

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/91-overal_evidence.zip'

Original File Name: Overall Evidence.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-18 20:57:09

No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Laurie & Allan

Last Name: Williams/Zabel

Email Address: williams.zabel @gmail.com
Affiliation: Citizens Climate Lobby & as Individuals

Subject: Comment Regarding ODS Protocol
Comment:

Ozone Depl eting Substances Protocol — Sumary of Evi dence
AB 32 OFfsets Challenge — Public Comrents on Cctober 19, 2011

Laurie WIllians and Al an Zabel, as individuals and as vol unteers
for Citizens Cimte Lobby

Sunmary of Evidence that Proposed Greenhouse Gas Offset Protocols
and Regul ations do not neet the AB 32 Integrity Criteria

Standard in Protocol :

The proposed Ozone Depl eting Substances (“0ODS’) Protocol would
provide offset credits for any ODS projects that neet the
description of such a project. This is contrary to the AB 32
Integrity Criteria -- the requirenment that all em ssion reductions
nmeet the following criteria (See Section 38562(d)):

AB 32 Integrity Criteria:

“(d) Any regul ation adopted by the state board pursuant to this
part or Part 5 (conmencing with Section 38570) shall ensure all
of the foll ow ng:

(1) The greenhouse gas eni ssion reductions achi eved are real,
per manent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by the state
boar d.

(2) For regulations pursuant to Part 5 (comencing with
Section 38570), the reduction is in addition to any greenhouse
gas eni ssion reduction otherwi se required by |law or regul ation,
and any other greenhouse gas emnission reduction that otherw se
woul d occur.

Evi dence of Failure to Meet Integrity Criteria

1. Al Reductions Are Deened Additional: In the ODS Protocol, the
ARB est ablishes a standard which treats all ODS reductions from

al l owed projects as being additional. This standard relies on
grossly distorted, msinterpreted, and i nconplete information used
by the dimte Action Reserve (“CAR’') to draft an earlier version
of the ODS protocol (“CAR ODS Protocol”). In establishing this
standard, the ARB al so ignores nore recent data gathered and
published by the ARB itself concerning California data.

a. Flaws in Earlier CAR ODS Protocol: In Appendix B of the CAR
ODS Protocol (Attachnent 1, pp. 59-62), CAR sets forth data which,
CAR cl ai ns, denobnstrates that very little ODS is destroyed in the



Uni ted St ates.

Table B.1. Destruction of ODS in the U S.
CFC 2003 Destroyed (kg) 2004 Destroyed (kg)
CFC-11 58,846 109, 884

CFC-12 23,709 62,364

CFC-114 464 4,044

CFC-115 4,401 6,737

Source: Reproduced fromICF, ODS Destruction in the United States
of Anerica and Abroad (2009), prepared for U S. EPA

However, the “ODS Destruction in the United State of America and
Abroad” (“2009 Report”) fromwhich CAR took this data very clearly
states that the data is very inconplete. “Table 3 presents the
total reported quantity of ODS (by type) destroyed in the U S. for
the years 2003 and 2004. Data is only presented for those
facilities destroying ODS commercially that provided responses to
guesti onnaires. Several other conpanies reported sending ODS to
other off-site destruction facilities, but these data were not

i ncluded due to their inconplete nature. Therefore, the data
presented are not inclusive of all comrercial ODS destruction that
occurred in the U S. in 2003 and 2004. Quantities of ODS
destruction as reported in the TRl database, are presented in
Appendi x C.” See Attachnent 2, at p. 20 of 2009 Report, enphasis
in original. The data in Appendix C, taken from EPA's Toxic

Rel ease I nventory, shows that the 2003 data used by CAR understates
the actual ODS destruction as foll ows:

CFC2003 Destroyed Kg (CAR) 2003 Destroyed Kg (EPA TRI)
CFC- 11 58, 846 103, 995
CFC- 12 23, 709 38, 599
CFC- 114 464 1, 085, 015
CFC- 1154, 401 314, 143

Even these TRl figures may undercount actual destruction because,
as stated in the 2009 report, ODS listed as “Treated OFf-Site” in
the TRI data base were not included as destroyed due to | ack of
certainty that they were, in fact, destroyed. See Attachnment 2, at
pp. 48-9 of 2009 Report).

In addition to understating ODS destruction rates by nore than a
factor of 17 times for the conbination of the 4 CFC listed, CAR
also “interpreted” the neaning of this data and added its own
conpletely unverifiable data. CAR decided that the 2003-04 data
represented practices of handling CDS which were “not yet

i nfluenced” by the potential incentives for generating GAG offsets
and further relied up data provided by industry anonymously in

m ni m zing the amount of historic and ongoi ng ODS destruction which
m ght qualify for generating offsets under the ODS Protocol
Attachment 1, at p. 59-60

b. Current ODS Recovery From Foamin California: “California has
two appliance recycling facilities operated by JACO Environnent al
and two facilities operated by Appliance Recycling Centers of
America (ARCA). They handl e about 145,000 to 150 000 units per
year, with the vast mpjority of units recycled as part of a
state-wide electric utility incentive programto renove ol der
wor ki ng appliances (that are energy efficient) fromthe electricity
grid. JACK and ARCA handl e 80,000 units for Southern California

Edi son, 40,000 units for Pacific Gas & Electric (P&E) and a
further 25,000 units for Sacranento Municipal Wility District



(SAUD). Therefore about 12- 13% of residential
refrigerator-freezers reaching end-of-life in California is
recycl ed using a conprehensi ve foam bl owi ng agent recovery
process.” See Attachnment 3, pp. 51-2.

2. ODS Projects Already Cccurring: Projects of the type described
in the ODS Protocol are currently being inplenmented. Therefore,
the ODS Protocol would grant credit to projects which have occurred
and will continue to occur in the course of business-as-usual

a. Huge Project in Philadel phia: “GE and ARCA | nc. announced
Sept. 9 that the UNTHA Recycling Technol ogy systemwas ready to
crunch its first refrigerator. It will recover about 95 percent of
the insulating foam plus high-quality plastics, alumnum copper
and steel

The new UNTHA Recycling Technol ogy (URT) system at the Appliance
Recycling Centers of America (ARCA)'s facility in Philadel phiais
ready to begin recycling as nmany as 150,000 refrigerators annually,
GE and ARCA announced Sept. 9. ARCA hired 50 new enpl oyees as part
of its $10 million investment in URT and other new capita

equi prent. Since February, the two conpanies said, they have
doubl ed the nunber of states served, feeding 100, 000 additiona
appliance units to the Pennsylvania facility from Massachusetts,
Connecticut, Pennsylvania, Mryland, Virginia, West Virginia, New
Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Delaware, Rhode |Island and
Vernont. Consumers bring their used refrigerators to participating
retailers, who then send themto ARCA as part of GE s participation
in the EPA Responsi bl e Appliance Di sposal program” See Attachment
4.

b. Utilities Fund Projects, Realize Benefits: Southern California
Edi son states that its participation in EPA's RAD Program which

i nvol ved recycling old and inefficient but still working
refrigerators and freezers, had a benefit-cost ratio of 3:1 or
greater, saving the conpany tens of mllions of dollars. See
Attachment 5.

c. Retailers Joining Recycling Program Mjor retailers,
i ncl udi ng Honme Depot, Sears, and Best Buy have joined EPA's RAD
Programto recycle refrigerators and freezers. See Attachment 6.

3. ODS Protocol Ignores Profitability of New Destruction
Technol ogy: The standard created by the Protocol ignores recent
advances in technol ogy, devel oped in Europe, which are
cost-effective and profitable. This new technol ogy has been
established in the United States and, given its conpetitive
advantages, is very likely to gain w de-spread usage.

a. ARCA Shows New Technology is Profitable: The 2010 ARCA annua
report shows the refrigerator and freezer recycling, especially
with the new control technology, is profitable. “2010 was a solid
year for our appliance recycling operations. Appliance recycling
revenues increased from$15.9 mllion in 2009 to $19.4 nmillion in
2010, mainly as a result of new recycling contracts we were awarded
during the year. Gross profit as a percentage of tota
revenues—excl udi ng our new joint venture, ARCA Advanced Processi ng,
whi ch began operations in February 2010—+ncreased to 42.8% from
35.6%in 2009. Goss profit increased 32% from$9.2 mllion in
2009 to $12.1 million in 2010, which we attribute to stronger

bypr oduct revenues and i nproved efficiencies inplenmented throughout
our recycling operations.



We signed twel ve contracts with electric utilities |last year
maki ng 2010 one of our nobst productive years ever in ternms of
addi ng new custoners. Al so of note, we were successful in retaining
t he busi ness of many of our current customers, including renewed
contracts with all of our nmajor utility custoners in California.
Sout hern California Edi son, whose programwe have provided turnkey
refrigerator and freezer recycling services for since 1994, is
rapi dly approaching the collection of their 1,000,000th appliance.
The consistently high energy savings denonstrated through prograns
such as Edison’s have contributed to naking appliance recycling a
mai nstay of energy efficiency portfolios across North Aneri ca.

The February 2010 openi ng of our ARCA Advanced Processing facility
i n Philadel phia, which was acconplished through a joint venture
with 4301 Operations, LLC, was a pivotal event in our efforts to
permanently retire old appliances through a highly effective
process and technol ogy. Qur nmajor contract on the East Coast now
provides us with the steady stream of appliances required to nmake a
fully integrated appliance recycling center economically
attractive. W expect to conplete the installation of an UNTHA
Recycling Technol ogy (URT) materials recovery systemfor
refrigerators and freezers in our Phil adel phia recycling center
during the second quarter of 2011. This equiprment will not only
significantly reduce enissions of greenhouse gases and
ozone-depl eti ng substances that can occur during the disposal of
appliances, but will also r educe the typical landfill waste of a
refrigerator by approximately 85% by wei ght. Another benefit of
this technology is that the URT systemw ||l enable us to generate a
finer grade of byproduct materials to sell to netals and plastics
recyclers.” See Attachnent 7, p. 7.

4. New ODS Destruction Technol ogy Creates Market Advantage
Marketing information created and published by General Electric
shows there is a very significant marketing advantage for retai
sellers of refrigerators in being able to offer and perform
environnental ly friendly recycling of custoners’ old
refrigerators.

a. Recycling Creates Market Advantage: 70% of custoners want
appl i ance recycling (see Attachment 8, p. 2), 82% of custonmers will
go out of their way to purchase froma manufacturer that recycles
(see Attachnent 9, p. 2), and 67% of custonmers are willing to pay
nore if a retailer offers recycling prograns (see Attachment 9, p.
2).

Li st of Attachments

1. dimte Action Reserve, U S. Ozone Depl eti ng Substances Project
Prot ocol, February 3, 2010

2. ICF International, ODS Destruction in the United State of
America and Abroad, May 2009, as attached to, Conpilation of
Strategies for the Environmental |y Sound Management of Banks of
Ozone-Depl eti ng Substances, United Nations Environment Programe,
June 26, 2009

3. California Air Resources Board and California Environmenta
Protecti on Agency, Developing a California Inventory for Ozone
Depl eti ng Substances (ODS) and Hydrof | uorocarbon (HFC) Foam Banks
and Em ssions from Foans, March 14, 2011

4. Environnental Protection, Big Goals for Philadel phia
Refrigerator Recycling Project, Septenber 3, 2011

5. EPA and Southern California Edi son, Safeguarding the

Envi ronnent One Appliance at a Tine, undated



6. Consuner Reports, It's CGetting Easier to Recycle Your Ad
Appl i ances, Septenber 9, 2011

7. Appliance Recycling Centers of America, Inc., 2010 Annual

Repor t

8. Ceneral Electric, GE Partners with EPA on Responsi bl e Appliance
Di sposal (RAD) Programto Reduce G eenhouse Gas Em ssions and
Landfill, February 8, 2011

9. New York Tinmes, GE Expands Appliance Recycling for Consuners
and Retailers — How RAD, Septenber 9, 2011

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/92-ods docs 10-11.zip'

Origina File Name: ODS docs 10-11.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-18 21:49:10

No Duplicates.



Comment 26 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Michael

Last Name: Mazowita

Email Address: mmazowita@olympuspower.com
Affiliation:

Subject: PE-Berkeley's Additiona Comments
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coments from PEB.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/95-peb_comment letter to arb 10 19 2011 final.pdf'

Original File Name: PEB Comment Letter to ARB _10 19 2011 Final.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 05:36:14

No Duplicates.



Comment 27 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Rick

Last Name: Horne

Email Address: rick.horne@graphicpkg.com
Affiliation: Graphic Packaging Int

Subject: Benchmarking for Recycled Boxboard Manufacturing Activity
Comment:

G aphi ¢ Packaging International, with its recycl ed boxboard
manufacturing facility in Santa Clara California, believes that the
proposed benchmark for the recycl ed boxboard manufacturing activity
was unfairly constructed. W ask the Board direct ARB Staff to
work with us to develop a fair benchmark, free of the inpacts of
early action projects we conducted to reduce GHG emi ssions, over
the next 12 nmonths. Please accept the attached comrents.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/97-gpi_comment_10-19-11.pdf’

Original File Name: GPI Comment 10-19-11.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 09:24:53

No Duplicates.



Comment 28 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Audrey

Last Name: Chang

Email Address: achang@efficiencycouncil.org
Affiliation: CA Energy Efficiency Industry Council

Subject: Support for Adoption of Proposed Regulation
Comment:

Dear Chairman Ni chol s,

Pl ease find attached the California Energy Efficiency Industry
Council's letter in support of the Proposed California Cap on
Greenhouse Gas Eni ssions and Market - Based Conpli ance Mechani sis
Regul ati on. W al so provi de suggestions relating to the

i mpl enent ati on and enforcenent of the cap-and-trade regul ations.

Si ncerely,
Audr ey Chang
Executive Director

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/98-carb_efficiency council_letter re ¢ t 10-20-11.pdf’

Original File Name: CARB Efficiency Council Letter re C& T_10-20-11.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 09:47:22

No Duplicates.



Comment 29 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Laurie & Allan

Last Name: Williams/Zabel

Email Address: williams.zabel @gmail.com
Affiliation: Citizens Climate Lobby & as Indivisuals

Subject: Comment Regarding Early Action Offsets and Market-Based Regulation
Comment:

AB 32 O fsets Challenge — Public Comments on Early Action Ofsets &
QO her Proposed O fset Regul ations - Cctober 19, 2011

Laurie WIllians and Al an Zabel, as individuals and as vol unteers
for Citizens Cimte Lobby

Sunmary of Evi dence that Proposed Greenhouse Gas Off set Regul ations
and Early Action O fsets do not nmeet the AB 32 Integrity Criteria:

In the proposed “Article 5: California Cap on Greenhouse Gas
Emi ssi ons and Market - Based Conpliance Mechani sns” (the
“Regul ation”), the ARB attenpts to go far beyond the authority
given it by the Legislature in enacting AB32. |In addition, through
t he Regul ation the ARB unl awfully creates vague, subjective and
unenf orceabl e standards that violate the clear integrity criteria
established by AB32 for narket-based nechanisns. The ARB fails to
di stingui sh and disallow clained offset projects that woul d have
occurred without the incentive of the offset program Through
all owing offset credits for “Early Action,” the Regul ati on woul d
provide offset credits for projects that are al ready happening
and/ or have happened prior to the adoption of the offset protocols.
Finally, by approving “sector based” offsets for “reduced
def orestati on and degradation,” the proposed Regul ation creates an
i magi nary baseline of degradation and permits offset credits for
achi eving | ess deforestation and degradation than that imaginary
basel i ne. Each of these problens neans that the offset credit
provi sions of the proposed Regul ation are ultra vires and contrary
to | aw because they fail to nmeet the AB 32 Integrity Criteria
described below. (W incorporate by reference, all of our prior
coments, including our conments submitted on Dec. 13, 2010, Aug.
10, 2011, and Sept. 27, 2011, Cctober 18, 2011.)

AB 32 Integrity Criteria:

“(d) Any regul ation adopted by the state board pursuant to this
part or Part 5 (conmencing with Section 38570) shall ensure al
of the foll ow ng:

(1) The greenhouse gas em ssion reductions achi eved are real

per manent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by the state
board.

(2) For regulations pursuant to Part 5 (comrencing with

Section 38570), the reduction is in addition to any greenhouse
gas em ssion reduction otherwi se required by |law or regul ation
and any ot her greenhouse gas em ssion reduction that otherw se
woul d occur.



(See AB 32 at Section 38562(d).)

No Legal Basis for Expansion of the ARB's Authority

The regul atory provisions regarding the creation of offset credits
far exceed the ARB's statutory nandate. Fundanentally, under
California law, an agency does not have the discretion to

pronmul gate an administrative regulation that is not authorized by
or is inconsistent with or enlarges the scope of an act of the
Legi sl ature. See Sabatasso v. Superior Court, 84 Cal. Rptr. 3d 446
(Cal. App. 4th Dist. 2008), as nodified, (Oct. 22, 2008); Inre
J.G 159 Cal . App.4th 1056, 1067, 72 Cal.Rptr.3d 42 (2008); Slocum
v. State Bd. OF Equalization 134 Cal.App.4th 969, 974, 36

Cal . Rptr.3d 627 (2005).

Here, under the guise of AB32, the ARB has created a nassive new
regul atory schene regarding the creation of offset credits and
ceded to itself vast discretionary power to deternine whether
proposed of fset projects would occur in the course of

“busi ness-as-usual .” The Legislature has clearly linited the ARB' s
legal authority in this area. AB32 states that any regul ation
adopted by the ARB “nust ensure” that any clai ned GHG reduction
in addition to any greenhouse gas em ssion reduction otherw se
required by law or regulation, and any other greenhouse gas
reduction that otherwi se would occur.” AB32 Section 38562(d)
Under the ARB's schene in the Regulation, “ARB offset credits”
must be “additional. Regulation section 95802(a)(12). |In order to
be “additional,” reductions underlying offset credits nust “exceed
any greenhouse gas reductions or renovals that woul d ot herw se
occur in a conservative business-as usual scenario.” Regulation at
section 95802(a)(3). A “business-as-usual scenario” is:

[ T]he set of conditions reasonably expected to occur within the

of fset project boundary in the absence of the financial incentives
provi ded by offset credits, taking into account all current |aws
and regul ations, as well as current econonic and technol ogi ca
trends.

Regul ati on at section 95082(a)(36).

The Regul ation provides no further guidance on how one can

obj ectively analyze conditions that are “reasonably expected to
occur.” The Regulation places the chief responsibility for making
this standardl ess determination on either the of fset project
operator, which is the entity responsible for inplenenting the

of fset project, Regulation at 8 95082(a)(179), or the operator’s
agent (the “authorized project designee, Regulation at §
95082(a)(22)) and the offset verifier. Thus, this key, inherently
governnental function has been del egated to private industry.

Once a request to create an offset credit is submtted to CARB
CARB nust nmake a decision within 45 days. Regulation at 8§
95981(c). Through this process, then, the public is provided no
opportunity to weigh in on the deternination made by the project
devel oper and the private i ndependent verifier on the deternination
of what is “reasonably expected to occur,” conmpoundi ng the prospect
of erroneous or inconsistent determ nati ons of what may reasonably
be expected to occur. This unauthorized, behind-cl osed doors
process regarding this key el enment of offset creation has no
statutory basis, and therefore does not neet the requirenents of
California I aw.

“

is

Evi dence of Failure to Meet Integrity Criteria

1. The Proposed Regul ati on contains definitions and ot her
provisions related to the generation and verification of offset



credits that are vague, subjective and unenforceabl e:

“Addi tional” means, in the context of offset credits, greenhouse
gas em ssion reductions or renovals that exceed any greenhouse gas
reduction or renovals otherw se required by |aw, regulation or

I egal |y binding mandate, and that exceed any greenhouse gas
reductions or renovals that woul d otherw se occur in a conservative
busi ness-as-usual scenario. (Proposed Reg, at p. A-5.)

Conment: There is no way to reach an objective (and therefore
verifiable and enforceabl e) determ nation concerni ng what woul d
constitute a “conservative business-as-usual scenario.”

“Adverse Offset Verification Statenent” means an O f set
Verification Statenent rendered by a verification body attesting
that the verification body cannot say with reasonabl e assurance
that the submtted OFfset Project Data Report is free of an of fset
material msstatement, or that it cannot attest that the O f set
Project Data Report conforns to the requirenments of this article or
appl i cabl e Conpliance Offset Protocol. (Proposed Reg. at p. A-6.)

Comment: In this definition and in the definition below, the use of
a “reasonabl e assurance” standard is further confirmation that the
“verification body” is not being provided with an objective
standard agai nst which to conmpare the project and therefore cannot
make a determ nation that that the project nmeets the Integrity
Criteria.

“Less Intensive Verification” neans, for the purposes of this
article, the offset verification services provided in interimyears
between full verifications of an Offset Project Data Report; |ess
intensive verification of an Ofset Project Data Report only

requi res data checks and docunent reviews of an Ofset Project Data
Report based on the analysis and risk assessnent in the nost
current sanpling plan devel oped as part of the npbst recent ful

of fset verification services. This level of verification nay only
be used if the offset verifier can provide findings with a
reasonabl e | evel of assurance. (Proposed Reg. at p. A-27.)

Conment: See prior discussion, above, re: “reasonabl e assurance.”

“Project Baseline” means, in the context of a specific offset
project, a conservative estinmate of business-as-usual GHG em ssion
reducti ons or CGHG renoval enhancenents for the offset project’s GHG
em ssi on sources, GHG sinks, or GHG reservoirs within the of fset
proj ect boundary. (Proposed Reg. at pp. A-38-39.) (See prior
di scussion re “conservative business as usual scenario.”

Conment: Here the use of the term“estimate” inserts another
acknow edgenent of best guess subjectivity, rather than an
obj ective, enforceabl e standard.

“Reasonabl e Assurance” neans a high degree of confidence that
submtted data and statenents are valid. (Proposed Reg. at p.
A-41.)

Comment : See di scussion of “reasonabl e assurance” above.

Establish a project baseline that reflects a conservative estinate
of busi ness-as-usual performance or practices for the offset
project type; (Proposed Reg. at p. A-197.)

Comment : See di scussion of “conservative estimate of

busi ness-as-usual ,” above.

2. The Inclusion of Early Action Ofset Credits under dinate
Action Reserve Protocols and other Programs Violates the Integrity



St andar ds

a. The “Early Action” provisions of the Regulation create a
mechani smto retroactively approve and issue offset credits for
projects which started before, sonmetinme several years before, the
enact ment of AB32 and the promul gati on of offset protocols.
Exanpl es of these provisions include:

“Early Action Ofset Credit” neans a tradable credit issued by an
Early Action O fset Programthat represents a GHG reduction or GHG
renoval enhancenent equivalent to one netric ton of CO2e and neets
t he requirenents of section 95990(c). (Proposed Regul ati on at
A-17.)

Early Action Ofset Project Commencenent Date. Offset projects that
transition to Conpliance Offset Protocols pursuant to section
95990(k) may have an O fset Project Comencenent date before
Decenmber 31, 2006. (Proposed Regul ation at A-200.)

Conment: The definitions and rules in the Early Action O fset
Credits section allows offset credits fromprograns that have been
ongoi ng, in sone cases as early as 2001. Alleged em ssions
reductions that occurred between 2001 and 2004, are eligible to be
part of a forest buffer account. In addition, offset credits can
be provided for alleged em ssion reductions that occurred between
January 1, 2005 and Decenber 31, 2014. The grandfathering of such
“reductions” is contrary to the requirenment that reductions nust be
beyond what woul d have occurred absent the inplenmentation of AB 32.
The early action prograns are ongoing prograns in the voluntary

of fset market and, by definition, are not “additional” as a result
of the offset programcreated by the proposed Regul ation

b. The schene for approving “Early Action” offsets |acks any
nmechani sns for attenpting to assure that these projects neet the
integrity criteria of AB32. The nobst blatant truncation of a
necessary review process is the follow ng:

§ 95990. Recognition of Early Action Ofset Credits: Approval of
Early Action O fset Prograns. To qualify as an Early Action Ofset

Program either the Executive Oficer shall issue an Executive
Order pursuant to section 95986(k) or the program nust denonstrate
to ARB that it (anpbng other criteria). . . occurred between January

1, 2005, and Decenber 31, 2014.

Conment : The process of approval of Early Action Ofset Credits

all ows the Executive O ficer to approve such offsets with no public
notice or transparency and wi thout naking any required findings
regarding AB 32’s Integrity Criteria.

3. Potential Future Approval of Reduced Em ssions from
Def orestati on and Forest Degradation (REDD):

By including offset credits for REDD, the proposed Regul ation
provides a future road nmap for project developers to create an

i magi nary baseline of degradation and then permts such projects to
create offset credits for achieving | ess deforestation and
degradation than that imaginary baseline. This allows California
to participate in a programthat allows for ongoi ng degradation
while calling it “additional” em ssions reductions.

4. Concl usi on:



The offset credit provisions of the proposed Regul ation, and the
four OfFfset Protocols incorporated by reference therein (see
proposed Regul ati on incorporated by provisions found at p. A-199,
Li vestock, ODS, Urban Forest and U. S. Forest Protocols), fail to
nmeet the AB 32 Integrity Criteria and should be removed. All
provi sions of any revised version of the Regul ation nust conply
with the AB 32's Integrity Criteria (see AB 32 Section 38562(d)).

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/99-regulation __ early action_offsets.doc’

Original File Name: Regulation & Early Action Offsets.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 10:07:32

No Duplicates.



Comment 30 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Bart

Last Name: Broome

Email Address: bbroome@sfwater.org

Affiliation: San Francisco Public UtilitiesCommission

Subject: SFPUC Comments Regarding the ARB's Proposed Adoption of Cap and Trade
Regulations
Comment:

Attached: Comments of the San Francisco Public Uilities Conm ssion
Regarding the California Air Resources Board' s Proposed Cctober

20- 21 Adoption of the Cap on G eenhouse Gas Em ssions and

Mar ket - Based Conpl i ance Mechani sm Regul ati on and Conpliance O f set
Pr ot ocol s

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtrade11/100-sfpuc_comments - ¢ t proposed regs 10-19-2011 final.pdf'

Original File Name: SFPUC Comments - C T Proposed Regs 10-19-2011 final .pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 10:05:12

No Duplicates.



Comment 31 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Robert

Last Name: Lucas

Email Address: bob.lucas@cal obby.com
Affiliation: CCEEB

Subject: CCEEB comments Cap and Trade Program
Comment:

CCEEB coments to cap and trade program

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/101-cceeb _letter on_cap-and-

trade with_suggested resolution_|language.pdf

Original File Name: CCEEB letter on Cap-and-Trade with Suggested Resolution Language.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 10:22:40

No Duplicates.



Comment 32 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Steven

Last Name: Kelly

Email Address: steven@iepa.com
Affiliation: 9164489499

Subject: |EP Letter to the Board
Comment:

| EP Letter to the Board.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/102-iep letter to the board_october 2011.pdf’

Original File Name: |EP Letter to the Board October 2011.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 10:20:21

No Duplicates.



Comment 33 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Laurie & Allan

Last Name: Williams/Zabel

Email Address: williams.zabel @gmail.com
Affiliation: Citizens Climate Lobby & as Individuals

Subject: Comment Regarding US Forest Protocol
Comment:

US Forest Protocol B Sunmary of Evidence
AB 32 OFfsets Challenge B Public Comrents on Cctober 19, 2011

Laurie WIllians and Al an Zabel, as individuals and as vol unteers
for Citizens Cimte Lobby

Sunmary of Evi dence that Proposed Conpliance G eenhouse Gas O f set
Protocol for U S. Forest Projects does not neet the AB 32 Integrity
Criteria

Standard in Protocol

The proposed U. S. Forest Protocol would provide offset credits for
three different types of projects: reforestation, inproved forestry
management practices, and avoi ded conversion of existing forests.
Each project type fails to neet one or nore of the AB 32 Integrity
Criteria described below. (W incorporate by reference all of our
prior comrents, including our comments submitted on Dec. 13, 2010,
Aug. 10, 2011, Sept. 27, 2011, Cct. 18 and 19.)

AB 32 Integrity Criteria:

A(d) Any regul ation adopted by the state board pursuant to this
part or Part 5 (conmencing with Section 38570) shall ensure al
of the follow ng:

(1) The greenhouse gas em ssion reductions achi eved are real

per manent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by the state
boar d.

(2) For regulations pursuant to Part 5 (commencing with

Section 38570), the reduction is in addition to any greenhouse
gas eni ssion reduction otherwi se required by law or regul ation
and any other greenhouse gas emnission reduction that otherw se
woul d occur.

(See AB32 at Section 38562(d).)
Evi dence of Failure to Meet Integrity Criteria

1. Already Happening — rather than “in addition to” em ssion
reductions “that otherwi se would occur:” Al three types of
projects covered by the U S. Forest Protocol are already happening,
wi t hout the added incentive of greenhouse gas offsets fromthe AB
32 program



a. Numerous Ongoing Projects: The Cimate Action Reserve (ACARQ
operates a registry that includes projects that will be eligible to
apply for early-action credits for U S. Forest Projects, including
all three types of projects allowed under the U S. Forest Protocol

See CAR Registry website at
https://thereservel. apx. conl nyModul e/ rpt/ nyrpt.asp?r=111. Sone of
t hese projects began nore than 5 years ago, before AB32 was
enacted. As aresult, it is clear that these projects were viable
wi t hout the offset incentive provided by AB 32 offset credits and
do not neet the AB 32 Integrity Criteria.

b. Preservation O ganizations: O ganizations whose stated m ssion
is the preservation of forest |land have projects listed in the CAR
registry. The Northeast WIderness Trust states on its website
that A[t]he mission of the Northeast WIlderness Trust is to
conserve forever wild | andscapes for nature and people. @ The

Nort heast W/ derness Trust has at |east two projects in the CAR
registry. These projects are designated as CAR655 and CAR681. The
Nat ure Conservancy states on its website that A[t]he mission of The
Nat ure Conservancy is to preserve the plants, aninals and natura
comunities that represent the diversity of life on Earth by
protecting the | ands and waters they need to survive.@ The Nature
Conservancy has at least five projects in the CAR registry. These
proj ects are designated as CAR680, CAR686, CAR696, CAR697, and
CAR699. While it is understandable that these organizati ons would
like the additional income that may be provided by offset credits
to do their valuable work, it is inmpossible to determ ne which or
what percentage of their CAR projects exist solely because of the
extra funding that may be available as a result of the availability
of the CAR registry and/or the AB 32 offset credit paynents. The
very nature of these organizations and their clainmed reason for

exi stence indicates that these organi zations woul d undert ake
projects of the type they have placed in the registry, and would

al nost certainly continue to do so, w thout any greenhouse gas
(“GHG') offset credit payments. (See CAR Registry website
https://thereservel. apx. conl nyModul e/ rpt/ nyrpt.asp?r=111 and
Attachnment 1, American Forests’ Tree Planting program website,
2011.)

2. The Proposed Protocol’s Tests WII Include Non-Additiona
Projects: The proposed U S. Forest Protocol includes three types
of projects:

(1) reforestation projects, including:

(a) areas with less than 10 percent tree canopy cover for at |east
10 years, and

(b) areas with a significant disturbance that has renpved at |east
20% of land’ s above ground live biomass in trees, (Section 2.1.1,
page 9 of Protocol)

(2) inproved forestry managenent practices, and

(3) avoi ded conversion of existing forests.

The procedures provided for each of these projects in the U S
Forest Protocol will result in issuance of offset credits for
non- addi ti onal projects.

1. Reforestation Projects: As evidenced by the descriptions of
projects in Attachnent 1, nany projects are ongoing that neet the
criteria laid out in the proposed Protocol for reforestation
Projects are untaken to provide wi nd breaks, to reforest areas that
have been inpacted by fire, drought and pests. It will be

i npossible to deternine the percentage of projects that would have
occurred but for the incentive of the AB 32 offset credits.



2. Improved Forestry Managenent Projects: By its terms, the
proposed Protocol, allows any activity that is above “comopn
practice” in the rel evant Forest Assessnent Area to qualify for AB
32 offset credits. This would appear to include even projects that
have been ongoing for some time. Since this will always be a range
of managenent practices, any nmanagenent practice that are “above

average” will quality for offsets and this will has the potenti al
to include a |l arge percentage of what is already occurring in each
Assessnent Area. The Protocol =s reliance on the Acommbn practice@

standard as the baseline for determ ning additionality means that
forestry nanagenent practices which are nerely above-average wil |l

be eligible to generate AB 32 offset credits. By definition, an

average neans that many al ready-exi sting nanagenent practices wll
be credited as though they did not occur in the course of

busi ness-as usual .

3. Avoi ded Conversion Projects: The project type relies on an
econom ¢ analysis. It requires project devel opers to docunment that
there may be a nore profitable use to which a particular forest
area could be put. This turning-the-knobs type exercise (to get

t he answer you are looking for) will be specul ative and subjective
and will not be objective verification or enforcenent.

Under these tests, it is clear that the proposed U S. Forests

Project Protocol will necessarily include non-additional projects
that count activities that are ongoing and woul d have happened
wi thout the AB 32 offset credit incentive. However, it will be

i mpossi bl e to know what percentage of the projects would have
happened with or without that incentive, give the nature of the
tests that verifiers and the Air Resources Board would apply. As a
result, the proposed Protocol fails to neet the AB 32 integrity
criteria and should not be approved.

3. Leakage conpletely undercuts the ability of avoi ded conversion
projects to generate additional reductions.

a. World Market Negates Additionality: Wod products exist in a
world market. The supply of, and denand for, wood products

i nvol ves al nost every habitable I and area of the planet, w th wood
products bei ng shipped and traded on a gl obal basis. See, e.g.

d obal Trade Network website at http://ww. gl obal wood. org. Avoi ded
conversion of any particular tract or area of forest will in no
nmeani ngf ul way affect either the supply of or demand for wood
products. Therefore, if any particular tract or area of forest is
preserved rather than cut, and the demand for wood products remains

unaf fected, another tract or area of forest will be cut to supply
t he demand for wood products. This shifting of supply will negate
any GHG em ssions benefit because there will be no net gain in

wor | d-wi de forest bionmass and the attendant sequestration of
carbon. The proposed U. S. Forest Projects Protocol conpletely
ignores this problem This sort of ASecondary Effect @i s supposed
to be taken into account and references are nmade to “Section O @
but no such section appears to be included in the Protocol. (See,
e.g. Protocol at p. 27.)

4. Inmpacts fromdCinmate Change — Increases in Forest Death and
WIld Fires: Increased preval ence and future |ikelihood of both
Aforest death@and forest fires as a result of clinate change
creates such high risks of project failures that such projects fai
the integrity criterion of Apermanence, @notwi thstandi ng the Forest
Buf fer Account created by the U S. Forest Projects Protocol. See



Attachnments 2 and 3.

5. Subjectivity and Conmplexity of Standards will make
Additionality Unenforceable: Many aspects of the U S. Forest
Prot ocol are highly subjective and are, therefore, both
unenf orceabl e and woul d al | ow cl ai red GHG reductions or
sequestrati on which woul d happen anyway, w thout an offset

i ncentive.

The net result of the problens described above is that, if the
proposed U. S. Forest Projects Protocol is approved non-additiona
projects will receive AB 32 offset credits. This in turn wll
result in California's “capped” sectors emtting greenhouse gases
above the alleged “cap” on their emissions. As noted in our
earlier comments, since the |east additional projects wll
general ly be the cheapest, the flaws in the U S. Forests Protoco
wi Il open the door to non-additional offset credits that wll
undermne the integrity of the AB 32 program The Protocol should
not be approved.

Li st of Attachments
1. Tree Planting, by Anerican Forests, www AmericanForests. org,
Li st of ongoing U.S. projects, in partnership with various

organi zations and U. S. federal agenci es.
https://ww. et ree. com TreePl anti ng. aspx?cc=US& ang=en&bhj s=0&f | a=0

2. The Science of the Total Environnent, Cinmate Change and Forest
Fires, March 4, 2000
htt p: // ww. usgcr p. gov/ usgcr p/ Li brary/ nati onal assessnment/forests/forestsbh. pdf

3. NY Tines, Wth Deaths of Forests a Loss of Key Cinmate
Protectors, by Justin Gller, Cctober 1, 2011
http://ww. nytines. coni 2011/ 10/ 01/ sci ence/ eart h/ 01f or est . ht M ?pagewant ed=al

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtrade11/103-us forest _docs 10-11.zip'

Origina File Name: US Forest docs 10-11.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 10:47:39

No Duplicates.



Comment 34 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Janet

Last Name: Bell

Email Address: jbell @mwdh20.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Comments
Comment:

Pl ease see attached comment letter regarding the ARB's FED Prepared
for the Cap and Trade Program and the Response to Comments on the
FED.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtrade11/104-101911 |tr to carb - goldstene nichols.jksign.oct2011.pdf’

Original File Name: 101911 Ltr to CARB - Goldstene Nichols.JKsign.Oct2011.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 10:52:37

No Duplicates.



Comment 35 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Laurie & Allan

Last Name: Williams/Zabel

Email Address: williams.zabel @gmail.com
Affiliation: Citizens Climate Lobby & as Individuals

Subject: Supplemental Comment Regarding US Forest Protocol
Comment:

US Forest Protocol B Supplenmental Conment to Submit Article
AB 32 OFfsets Challenge B Public Comrents on Cctober 19, 2011

Laurie WIllians and Al an Zabel, as individuals and as vol unteers
for Citizens Cimte Lobby

Sunmary of Evi dence that Proposed Conpliance G eenhouse Gas O f set
Protocol for U S. Forest Projects does not neet the AB 32 Integrity
Criteria

Evi dence of Failure to Meet Integrity Criteria

In this Supplemental Comment, we submit an article published by the
Harvard Kennedy School of Government that provides additiona

evi dence that the project-by-project approach in the U S. Forest
Projects Protocol will include non-additional projects that fail to
neet the AB 32 Integrity Criteria (cited in our prior coments).

Attachnent:

I nternational Forest Carbon Sequestration in a Post Kyoto
Agreenent, by Plantinga and Ri chards, Harvard, Kennedy School of
Covernnment, COctober 2008.

http://bel fercenter.ksg. harvard. edu/ fil es/ Pl anti ngaWweb3. pdf (“We
concl ude that project-by-project accounting, as under the C ean
Devel opnent Mechani sm of the

Kyoto Protocol, is fundanmentally flawed due to problens with
additionality, |eakage, and

per manence.” At p.5)

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
ol d/capandtrade11/105-supplemental _us forest comment.zip'

Origina File Name: Supplemental US Forest Comment.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 11:05:26

No Duplicates.



Comment 36 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Nicholas

Last Name: van Aelstyn

Email Address: nvanagel styn@bdlaw.com
Affiliation: Beveridge & Diamond, PC

Subject: Comments of Powerex Corp. on ARB's Proposed Final Cap-and-Trade Rule
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached letter setting forth the coments of
Power ex Cor p.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/106-powerex_comments re proposed fina _cap-and-trade rule  2011-10-
19 .pdf!

Original File Name: Powerex Comments re Proposed Final Cap-and-Trade Rule (2011-10-
19).PDF

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 10:38:19

No Duplicates.



Comment 37 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Catherine

Last Name: Reheis-Boyd

Email Address: joey@wspa.org
Affiliation: WSPA

Subject: Western States Petroleum Association Comments on 2nd 15-day Proposed Regulations:
Californ
Comment:

Pl ease see attached Western States Petrol eum Associ ati on Comment s
on 2nd 15-day Proposed Regul ations: California Cap on G eenhouse
Gas Eni ssions and Market - Based Conpl i ance Mechani sns.

Thank you.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/107-wspa_comments october 19 2011.zip'

Original File Name: WSPA Comments October 19, 2011.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 11:44:53

No Duplicates.



Comment 38 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Edwin

Last Name: Lombard

Email Address: edwin@lombardmgmt.com
Affiliation: Sacramento Black Chamber of Commerce

Subject: Cap and Trade

Comment:
The fees being charged to the energy and oil conpanies will be
passed down to small business and consuners and will have an

adverse effect on their finances. There has to be a better way.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 11:52:27

No Duplicates.



Comment 39 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: James

Last Name: Brady

Email Address: jbrady @con10u.com
Affiliation: 100 Black Men

Subject: Cap and Trade
Comment:

There has to be a better way to start the Cap and Trade program
i nstead of causing such and increase in fees for mnority
comunities and small businesses. | don't think you considered

| ower incone groups when you decided to do this.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 11:56:31

No Duplicates.



Comment 40 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Eddie

Last Name: Price

Email Address: wfgeddie@gmail.com
Affiliation: NAACP San Diego

Subject: Cap and Trade
Comment:

Don't agree with cap and trade.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/110-cap_naacp.docx'

Origina File Name: CAP naacp.docx
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-19 12:04:31

No Duplicates.



Comment 41 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell) - Non-
Reg.

First Name: Shelly

Last Name: Sullivan

Email Address: ssullivan@onemain.com
Affiliation:

Subject: California Chamber of Commerce
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/112-cal_chamber.pdf’

Original File Name: Cal Chamber.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 09:45:13

No Duplicates.



Comment 1 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Paul

Last Name: Shepard

Email Address: p.shepard@dgc-us.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Wildflower Energy
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/113-paul _shepard.pdf

Original File Name: Paul Shepard.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Nathan

Last Name: Voegeli

Email Address: nvoegeli @yuroktribe.nsn.us
Affiliation:

Subject: Yurok Tribe
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradell/114-nathan_voegeli.pdf

Original File Name: Nathan V oegeli.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Chuck

Last Name: White

Email Address: cwhitel@wm.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Waste Management
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/115-chuck _white.pdf

Original File Name: Chuck White.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Tim

Last Name: Rainey

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: California Labor Federation
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/116-tim_rainey.pdf

Origina File Name: Tim Rainey.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Steve

Last Name: Kelly

Email Address: iep@iepa.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Independent Energy Producers
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/117-steve kelly.pdf

Original File Name: Steve Kelly.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Greg

Last Name: Karras

Email Address: gkatche@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Communities for a Better Environment
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/118-greg_karras.pdf

Original File Name: Greg Karras.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Brian

Last Name: Nowicki

Email Address: bnowicki @biologicaldiversity.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Center for Biologica Diversity
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/119-brian_nowicki.pdf

Origina File Name: Brian Nowicki.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Michelle

Last Name: Passero

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: The Nature Conservancy
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/120-michelle_passero.padf

Original File Name: Michelle Passero.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Senator Anthony

Last Name: Cannella

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: The California State Senate
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/121-anthony cannella.pdf

Origina File Name: Anthony Cannella.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Rand

Last Name: Swenson

Email Address: Kathy.Elftmann@conocophillips.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Conoco Philips
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/122-rand swenson.pdf

Origina File Name: Rand Swenson.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Nidia

Last Name: Bautista

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: Coailition for Clean Air
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/125-nidia_bautista.pdf

Origina File Name: Nidia Bautista.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Major General Paul

Last Name: Monroe Ret.

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: Operation Free
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/126-major_general _paul _monroe.pdf

Original File Name: Mgjor General Paul Monroe.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Aubry

Last Name: Stone

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: California Black Chamber of Commerce
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/127-aubry stone.pdf

Original File Name: Aubry Stone.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Ron

Last Name: Espinoza

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: United Steelworkers
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/128-ron_espinoza.pdf

Origina File Name: Ron Espinoza.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for California Cap-and-Trade Program (capandtradell). (At
Hearing)

First Name: Kate

Last Name: Beardsley

Email Address: kebd@pge.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/capandtradel1/129-pg___e.pdf

Original File Name: PG & E.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-10-25 11:38:25

No Duplicates.



