
Comment 1 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: TheLast Name: UndersignedEmail Address: theundersigned@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Combination of fees and rebates deserves more attentionComment:Here's an alternative that is worth considering. It could bereferred to as feebates, since it calls for a combination of feesand rebates, which I believe works most effectively. Rather thanprescribing feebates, though, the proposed overall alternativeallows its implementation to a large extent to be decided locally.

1. Fees are imposed on polluting products, as a percentage added tothe price paid by the consumer. Obvious products are gasoline,electricity produced from fossil fuel, vehicles and equipment that(comparatively) cause a lot of emissions. Such fees could becollected by the Board of Equalization or by a Fund to be set upfor this purpose. 

2. The revenues of these fees are then distributed back to thecity, county or district where they were collected, provided therespective area manages to reduce emissions locally by a certainpercentage, set equally across the state for all areas. 

3. Where an area fails to meet the target percentage reduction,part of the revenue will default to the state in accordance withthe gravity of the failure. In such cases, revenues will be usedfor state-wide programs aimed at reducing greenhouse gases. 

4. Areas that exceed targets will also be offered the (optional)opportunity to collect fees locally, e.g. as part of feebateprograms that make vehicles registration more expensive for themost polluting vehicles and less expensive for the cleanestvehicles. 

The provision under 2. will survive under 4., to encourage thatrevenues are used for effective local programs to electrifytransport and offer rebates on clean energy facilities, feed-intariffs, etc. State-wide set target percentages could be reviewedregularly, say annually. Areas that exceed the target can use theirsurplus toward their target the following year. 

Feebates are most commonly known in the vehicle sector, but theycan be equally applied in other sectors. Feebates are attractivebecause they can be implemented by changing the existing sales taxsystem, rather than by introducing new taxes. The combination offees and rebates minimizes leakage. Feebates can also beimplemented on a budget-neutral way. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-06-22 01:30:09No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: EdwardLast Name: CaseyEmail Address: ed.casey@alston.comAffiliation: Alston & BirdSubject: Comment LetterComment:Attached please find my comment letterAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/2-letter_to_carb_re_supplement_to_ab_32.pdf'Original File Name: Letter to CARB re Supplement to AB 32.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-01 14:46:44No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: KennethLast Name: JohnsonEmail Address: kjinnovation@earthlink.netAffiliation: Subject: Price FloorComment:Please see my attached comments regarding the supplemental FED.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/3-comments_fed_supplement.pdf'Original File Name: Comments_FED_Supplement.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-05 17:39:41No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MikeLast Name: SandlerEmail Address: mike@carbonshare.orgAffiliation: Subject: Cap & DividendComment:Dear ARB,

Please see the attached comment letter describing how carbon marketdesign elements could address certain groups' specific objections. Instead of giveaways, CARB could auction 100% of permits. Insteadof unlimited offsets, CARB can limit them. Regarding inequality inthe use of allowance value, a Cap & Dividend , or Carbon Share ,approach addresses this directly.

These comments are my own and do not reflect those of anyorganization with which I am affiliated.  Thank you for yourconsideration.

Sincerely,

Mike Sandler
Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/4-comment_on_supp_to_scoping_plan7-6-11.doc'Original File Name: Comment on Supp to Scoping Plan7-6-11.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-07 22:14:13No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: FrankLast Name: LossyEmail Address: ftlossy322@comcast.netAffiliation: physician in private practice in CASubject: Better alternatives to current proposals re Carbon PermitsComment:Dear CARB,

Specific carbon market designs can address objections raised bycertain groups.  Instead of giveaways, CARB could auction 100% ofpermits. Rather than unlimited offsets, CARB can limit them.

Inequities in the use of allowance value can be addressed with aCap & Dividend or Carbon Share approach that returns revenues backto all Californians equally.  Please incorporate these elementsinto the environmental analysis. 

Sincerely,

Frank T. Lossy, M.D. and Barbara Steinberg, LCSW 

_____________

 Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-07 23:45:44No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MarshallLast Name: SaundersEmail Address: mlsaun@aol.comAffiliation: Citizens Climate LobbySubject: AB32 Cap and TradeComment:Dear CARB, 

In 2006, I became alarmed about the climate and warming of theglobe.  In 2007, I began to be a strong proponent of Cap and Trade,urging my friends and partners in Citizens Climate Lobby to writeto the Congress of the United States in support of Cap and Trade. I had not thought it through at that time and I was trusting "BigGreen", that is to say, Environmental Defense Fund, NaturalResources Defense Council and Union of Concerned Scientists. However, the more I studied Cap and Trade, the more I began torealize that it is an unworkable scheme and I even believe it to beunfixable.  It would create volatility in energy prices, would becomplex, difficult to administer, and wide open for fraud andmanipulation.  I have read widely about Cap and Trade over the lastfour years and I'm convinced that especially the offset portionwould be a shell game for big polluters and Wall Street traders.  Ihave a strong fear that if California adopts a Cap and Tradescheme, other states would follow (trusting as I did) and realsolutions to the climate crisis would be postponed a decade ormore, time we certainly do not have.  

I urge you to employ a much simpler system of reducing greenhousegases.  That is to say, a Fee and Dividend whereby producers offossil fuel, for example, would be charged a fee when the fossilfuel comes out of the ground or through a port of entry intoCalifornia.  All the revenue would be given to citizens ofCalifornia.  This would allow them to pay for increased energycosts.  Fee and Dividend has the additional  advantages ofsimplicity, comparative ease of administration, fairness, return ofthe increased energy prices to the people not the polluters, andthe avoidance of an invitation for fraud.  

Sincerely,  
Marshall SaundersAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-13 12:40:50No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: BarryLast Name: VesserEmail Address: bvesser@climateprotection.orgAffiliation: Climate Protection CampaignSubject: Comment on CEQA for AB 32Comment:Equity and disproportionate impact issues have been raised by theenvironmental justice community. Specific carbon market designs canaddress many of these legitimate objections to the Cap and Traderule as it was adopted in December of 2010.  Instead of giveawaysto polluting industries, CARB could auction 100% of permits. Ratherthan unlimited offsets, CARB can strictly limit the number ofoffsets to a minimum.  Inequities in the use of allowance value canbe addressed with a Cap & Dividend approach that returns revenuesback to all Californians equally.  Please incorporate theseelements into the environmental analysis.

Thanks for your work on this important issue.

Barry Vesser
Climate Protection CampaignAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-13 15:20:47No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MarkLast Name: DeBackerEmail Address: landmarc@sonic.netAffiliation: Architect, Preservationist, Energy AuditSubject: Oppose AB32 Cap and Trade provisionsComment:Please do not let Cap and Trade Provisions move forward.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-14 11:29:39No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: KristinLast Name: ThigpenEmail Address: kristint@sonic.netAffiliation: Subject: AB 32Comment:Dear CARB,
I want you to know that I care deeply about this subject. We needCap and Dividend to move California forward on GHG reduction on ascale and speed  that makes a difference. Specific carbon marketdesigns can address objections raised by groups critical of theimpacts of AB 32&#8242;s Cap & Trade program.  We must stop givingpasses to polluting industries. CARB should auction 100% ofpermits. Rather than unlimited offsets, CARB can strictly limitthem.  Inequities in the use of allowance value can be addressedwith a Cap & Dividend approach that returns revenues back to allCalifornians equally.  It's time for  action. Please incorporatethese elements into the environmental analysis.

Sincerely,Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-14 11:29:27No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: CassandraLast Name: ListaEmail Address: clista@sonic.netAffiliation: Subject: Cap & TradeComment:Dear CARB,
Specific carbon market designs can address objections raised bygroups critical of the impacts of AB 32&#8242;s Cap & Tradeprogram.  Instead of giveaways to polluting industries, CARB couldauction 100% of permits. Rather than unlimited offsets, CARB canstrictly limit them.  Inequities in the use of allowance value canbe addressed with a Cap & Dividend approach that returns revenuesback to all Californians equally.  Please incorporate theseelements into the environmental analysis.

Sincerely,Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-14 13:32:35No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: RoseLast Name: RobertsEmail Address: rose@farmstewards.comAffiliation: Subject: AB 32 Cap & TradeComment:Dear CARB,

There are problems with the Cap & Trade program as described in AB32.  Please take this opportunity to make changes that will improvethis program, making it more transparent, equitable, and effecive,and address objections raised by groups (on both sides of thepolitical divide) that are critical of the impacts of AB 32•Œs Cap& Trade program.  

Please consider making the following changes:
1) Instead of giveaways to polluting industries, CARB could auction100% of permits.  The goal is to reduce emissions, not facilitatethem!
2) Rather than unlimited offsets, CARB can strictly limit them. Thegoal is reduction of GHG emissions!
3)  Inequities in the use of allowance value can be addressed witha Cap & Dividend approach that returns revenues back to allCalifornians equally.  Instead of choosing which competing specialinterest groups should receive the revenue, return it to allCalifornians, which will raise trust & support for the measure andstimulate local economies.

Please incorporate these elements into the environmental analysis.

Sincerely,

Rose M. Roberts
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-15 08:29:14No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JoanLast Name: LinneyEmail Address: joan_linney@ymail.comAffiliation: Subject: Cap and Dividend plan satisfies objectionsComment: reBoard Item ceqa-sp11
Cap and Dividend can most certainly be designed to address theobjections raised by groups concerned about the effects of AB 32.It will still help us meet California's greenhouse gas reductiongoals and make the transition away from costly, dwindling fossilfuel sources to renewable energy which is much less expensive inthe long run. 
1) Start by auctioning 100% of permits for fossil fuel pollution atthe source. This is the lowest cost method for the state-noloopholes to monitor, way less costly paperwork.

2) Return 100% of the revenue to taxpayers equally--empoweringeveryone to cope with inevitable rises in energy prices in the waythat makes the most sense for each individual.

I hope you'll incorporate "Tax and Dividend" into the environmentalanalysis.
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-15 12:53:38No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MichaelLast Name: AlcantarEmail Address: mpa@a-klaw.comAffiliation: Alcantar& KahlSubject: Comments by CAC/CCC/EPUCComment:Attached are the Comments of the Joint CHP Parties' (CAC/CCC/EPUC)to CARB's Supplement to Scoping PLan Functional Equivalent DocumentAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/14-epuc-cac-ccc_-letter_to_carb_7.19.11.pdf'Original File Name: EPUC-CAC-CCC -letter to CARB 7.19.11.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-19 14:50:50No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: BrianLast Name: CarrEmail Address: brian.carr21@verizon.netAffiliation: Subject: A Fee and Dividend Plan Deserves Serious ConsiderationComment:I urge the Board to give more than perfunctory consideration to afee & dividend plan as a means of implementing AB 32.  There aremany reasons, but I will note just two, neither of which wasconsidered in the Supplement to the Scoping Plan.

Unlike a cap and trade plan, fee and dividend will not have anegative impact on the state's economy.  Cap and trade acts like atax on energy and could have a depressive effect on an economy thatis already in a precarious state.  A fee and dividend plan thatrebates all of the fees collected to the people avoids thisproblem, and gives consumers the freedom to spend their dividendsas they wish.  We can expect that many will opt for alternativeforms of energy that will become more affordable as investorsdirect their funds to less expensive alternative technologies.  Theadvantages of fee and dividend over cap and trade to the economyare compelling and should not be ignored in a state with highunemployment and uncertain economic prospects.

The second point is that fee and dividend is far more politicallyviable than cap and trade.  Because it is revenue neutral andrebates the fees to the people, politicians who on principle opposea cap and trade tax, will be open to a plan that will put a checkin every voter's mailbox.  Cap and trade has failed in Congress,and there is no reason to believe its future chances are anybrighter. By adopting fee and dividend, California could be a modelfor other states, and, eventually, the nation. We all understandthat AB 32 will not work if the idea does not spread to otherstates and countries. Fee and dividend has the best chance of beingadopted elsewhere, and therefore, of achieving our goal.

Unfortunately, it appears CARB has not seriously considered a feeand dividend approach where gradually increasing fees on fossilfuels are rebated, 100%, to the people of California .  It deservesthat consideration.  Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-19 16:07:36No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: DanielLast Name: RichterEmail Address: darichter@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Revenue-Neutral Fee and Dividend. Comment:Abstract:
	The goal of the cap and trade system in the ARB scoping plan is toreduce our greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The ARB must now attemptto lower our emissions during tough economic times. Anincrementally increasing, revenue-neutral carbon fee assessedupstream with 100% of proceeds returned evenly to Californians as amonthly check can lower our emissions less expensively thancap-and-trade while simultaneously helping the economicallyvulnerable. Seeing such a "green check" arrive in the mail eachmonth also holds the potential to precipitate a paradigm shift inthe way the Californian public views and acts with regard to thecauses of climate change. For all these reasons, I urge the ARB toimplement such a revenue-neutral fee and dividend in the place ofcap and trade. 

Effectiveness of a carbon fee vs. cap and trade:
	In a 2008 study (1), the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) foundthat a carbon tax was more efficient (i.e. achieved the samereductions in emissions at a lower cost) than any iteration of acap-and-trade system considered ("Summary Table 1" in this documentis particularly helpful). This included an inflexible cap system,and various iterations of a flexible cap with a safety valve. True,this analysis was made for the United States as a whole. But sinceCalifornia accounts for 12% of the US population (2) and a roughlycomparable portion of US GDP (3), I make the assumption thatlessons applicable to the US are also applicable to California.
	Salient highlights from this report include: 

- A tax could achieve a long-term emissions targets at roughly afifth the cost of an inflexible cap.  
- A tax is comparatively simple to implement, as it could build onalready existing infrastructure for levying and collecting existingtaxes. 
- A tax avoids year-to-year fluctuations in price, significantlyaiding businesses in long-term planning. 
- Because it has a single price in any given year, a tax is simplerto harmonize internationally, or to assess at our borders forinterstate or international commerce. 

	The next most efficient incarnation in this report, acap-and-trade system with a price ceiling and a price floor, isessentially a tax. If there is a high price limit, and a low pricelimit, why not take the average price and skip all the bureaucracyassociated with setting up, monitoring, and regulating theexchange? 

Benefits of returning the proceeds evenly to all Californians:
	It is widely acknowledged that the poor spend a higher percentageof their income on fossil carbon, but less than the rich on carbonoverall (4, 5, 6). Indeed, this makes intuitive sense. The poortend to take public transportation more often, travel by air less,and tend to own fewer Hummers. This means the poor would bedisproportionately affected by a price on carbon. In other words, acarbon price on its own is regressive. It is a good idea at anytime to make sure that our most vulnerable citizens do not bear thebrunt of a price on carbon. It is especially true in these tougheconomic times with bloated unemployment numbers and cuts togovernment safety nets. It is therefore desirable that any carbonpricing mechanism be progressive, not regressive.
	If we accept that a price on carbon should be progressive and notregressive, what is the best way to do this? Of 5 policiesconsidered, Butraw (4) found 3 policies progressive (expansion ofthe Earned Income Credit, and direct return of the money as taxableor non-taxable income) and 2 regressive (reducing income or payrolltaxes). The CBO (5) found similar results. The Carbon Tax Center(6) has a readable and relatively condensed analysis of this withthought-provoking numbers.
	Of these progressive options, I urge the ARB to adopt returning100% of the proceeds as either a taxable or non-taxable dividendeach month directly to California households. Firstly, a monthlydividend will save poorer Californians from having to bear thecosts of higher carbon prices the entire year before gettingrelief. Instead, they would be able to keep up with the higherbills, and have some extra money left above their costs. Extramoney in the hands of the poor is more likely to generate revenuethan money put in the hands of the rich, as it is more likely to bespent on things such as clothes and food rather than saved. It maybe considered a type of unemployment insurance, which generates$1.62 in economic activity for every dollar spent (7). Thus, notonly will returning the proceeds from the fee in this way help thepoor while reducing our emissions at minimal cost to thegovernment, it may also stimulate the economy. 
	
Eliciting a paradigm shift:
	What may prove to be the most important piece of this proposal isthe potential of this monthly "green check" to precipitate aparadigm shift in the way Californians think and make decisionsabout their own carbon emissions. When people see that check everymonth, they will very quickly realize that by changing theirbehavior, they can "get under" the fee. That is, by embracinglower-carbon activities, they will be making money. 
	This monthly check thus adds a carrot to the end of the stick thatis higher carbon prices. Recall the significant change in behaviorwe all witnessed during the gas price spikes of 2008. The high gasprices were all stick and no carrot, but still people madesignificant changes in the way they acted and what they purchased.The carrot of more money in their pocket on top of the highercarbon prices that we know can change behavior can only speed ourjourney to lower carbon emissions. 

Conclusions:
	In summary, an incrementally increasing, revenue-neutral carbonfee assessed upstream with 100% of proceeds returned evenly toCalifornians as a "green check" is a superior policy tocap-and-trade. Due to its price stability and ability to piggy-backon top of existing government infrastructure, it imposes lowercosts on businesses and government for the same emissionsreductions. It helps the poor at a time when they need all the helpthey can get. By putting money in their hands, it is likely toactually stimulate the economy while still cutting carbon. Finally,by returning the money as a monthly "green check", it offers everyCalifornian "carrot" incentives to change their habits on top ofthe "stick" incentives imposed by any price on carbon. Perhaps morethan anything, this will place California in the lead both in thenation and in the world in the race to regain a stable climate. 

Thank you for reading my comment. 
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Comment 16 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: KirstenLast Name: SchwindEmail Address: kirsten@baylocalize.orgAffiliation: Bay LocalizeSubject: Carbon Tax and Site Regulation instead of Cap and TradeComment:Dear CARB,

Bay Localize works to reduce reliance on fossil fuels and buildcommunity resilience in the Bay Area. We recognize California’sGlobal Warming Solutions Act, AB 32, as an important step towardaddressing climate change. However, when it passed we weredisappointed that it included a cap-and-trade program. There arenumber of serious problems with this model, and we are particularlyconcerned about the opportunities for the system to be gamed. Dueto corporate influence, the European Union’s first cap-and-tradesystem actually produced windfall profits for polluters, and failedto seriously reduce emissions.

A stronger plan would combine two of the approaches identified byCARB:

- Carbon Tax. This is a much more transparent approach to pricingcarbon. Also, it creates a steady multi-year revenue stream for thestate, which can use it to close the budget gap, re-fund our publictransportation systems, schools, and social services, and invest ingreen energy and climate adaptation.

- Regulate specific pollution sources. We recognize a carbon taxdoes not guarantee less emissions. That’s why we support combiningthis policy with strict regulation of the biggest polluters, suchas oil refineries, making sure to clean up the environment for thecommunities that live around them.

Thank you for your fair consideration of all perspectives in thisdecision. We have asked our members to contact you on this issuesas well. We look forward to an even stronger AB 32 that trulyprotects California's air for all communities and funds cleanenergy solutions.

Sincerely,

Kirsten Schwind
Program Director

Bay Localize
436 14th St, Ste 1216
Oakland, CA 94612
510-834-0420
www.baylocalize.org
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 15:33:41No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JoshuaLast Name: PulvermanEmail Address: josh_pulverman@dot.ca.govAffiliation: Subject: Notice of Public Availability of a Supplemental to the AB 32 Scoping PlanComment:Good afternoon, 

Please find attached comments from The California Department ofTransportation (Caltrans) in regards to the Notice of PublicAvailability of a Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan FunctionalEquivalent Documen (SCH# 2008102060).  A hard copy of this letterwill also be sent.  Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/22-supplement_to_the_ab_32_scoping_plan_sch__2008102060.pdf'Original File Name: Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan_SCH# 2008102060.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 15:37:53No Duplicates.



Comment 18 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: RubyLast Name: PapEmail Address: rubyapap@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: please reconsider carbon tax!Comment:I support the carbon tax, not the cap and trade system. This willbe much easier to implement for California, and much more likely tobe effective in reaching our climate goals. Thank you.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 17:30:08No Duplicates.



Comment 19 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MikeLast Name: WertheimEmail Address: mikew@hyperreal.orgAffiliation: Subject: forest protocol is flawedComment:I believe the ARB should be doing everything possible to safeguardthe state's watersheds.  The current forestry protocols undercap-and-trade defeat this goal by rewarding clearcutting.
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 18:09:47No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: PaulLast Name: StoftEmail Address: p.stoft@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: DESTROYING FORESTSComment:Dear Chairman Nichols:

While the ARB is considering alternatives to the cap-and-tradeprogram, please also correct the major flaws in your agency'sforestry protocol.

As it stands now with the current cap-and-trade forestry protocol,California will be rewarding timber companies for despoiling theland and emitting large volumes of CO2.

The protocol allows forest clearcuts (a.k.a even-aged management)that can dramatically impair water quality and quantity in affectedwatersheds.  The clearcuts you permit to qualify as "offsets"potentially impact the health and well-being of millions ofCalifornians, as well as future generations.

Please correct the forestry protocol to allow "offset" projects toinclude only uneven-age forests — which not only sequester CO2 butpreserve wildlife habitat and other values.

Sincerely,

Paul Stoft ScDAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 18:45:425 Duplicates.



Comment 21 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: TimothyLast Name: MakovkinEmail Address: paragon007@comcast.netAffiliation: Subject: A.B. 32Comment:Dear Chairman Nichols:

As your agency implements the provisions of A.B. 32, the boardshould be doing everything possible to safeguard the state'swatersheds.  Unfortunately, the current forestry protocols undercap-and-trade defeat this goal by rewarding forest clearcutting.

While you are considering alternatives to the cap-and-tradeprogram, as required by recent litigation under CEQA, please alsocorrect the major flaws in the forestry protocol.

It appears that the ARB regards California's forests as a netcarbon sink, always sequestering more CO2 than they release.  Butthis clearly overlooks the possibility that individual timbercompanies – especially those doing clearcutting – may be netemitters of CO2 from their forestlands.

Please hold timber companies accountable for the CO2 they release. You can do this by eliminating the provision in the forestryprotocol that allows even-aged harvests (i.e. clearcuts) inprojects qualifying as "offsets" under cap-and-trade.

Sincerely,

Timothy A MakovkinAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 18:43:16No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: VirginiaLast Name: MariposaEmail Address: vmariposa@cox.netAffiliation: Subject: This shouldn't even have to be proposed!Comment:We tried to take care of the environmental depredation as far backas the Nixon administration, and people have chosen to follow theirselfish interests time and time again.  To hell with them!Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 20:07:53No Duplicates.



Comment 23 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MarciaLast Name: KolbEmail Address: mbkolb@hotmail.comAffiliation: Subject: fix cap-and-tradeComment:

As you reconsider the alternatives to cap-and-trade in meeting thegoals of A.B. 32, please also reconsider your board's decision toallow even-aged forest management (i.e. clearcutting) to be allowedin forestry "offset" projects.  

The ARB's cap-and-trade program should not reward landowners forclearcutting their forests, directly or indirectly. Clear-cuttingis an out-dated forestry practice that is harmful to water-shedsand detrimental to a healthy forest ecosystem. It should not bepart of our efforts to control carbon emissions.

 

Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 20:14:07No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: Jeff Last Name: CohenEmail Address: jcohen@eosclimate.comAffiliation: EOS Climate, Inc.Subject: Supplement to AB 32 FEDComment:Please see attached file, thanksAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/30-eos_comments_ab_32_fed_july_25_2011.pdf'Original File Name: EOS Comments AB 32 FED July 25 2011.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 20:50:06No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JoeLast Name: LoreeEmail Address: jloree@hotmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Please reform the cap-and-trade forestry protocol to ban clearcutsComment:Dear Chairman Nichols,

As you reconsider the alternatives to cap-and-trade in meeting thegoals of A.B. 32, please also reconsider your board's decision toallow even-aged forest management (i.e. clearcutting) to be allowedin forestry "offset" projects. 

The ARB's cap-and-trade program should not reward landowners forclearcutting their forests, directly or indirectly. 

As you know, even-aged management releases enormous quantities ofCO2.  In essence,  the currently adopted forestry protocol giveslicense to landowners to degrade water quality and reduce itsquantity across vast regions of the state while releasing tons ofCO2 into the atmosphere.

For the sake of all Californians, and especially for thegenerations who will be coming of age at a time of increasingclimate uncertainty, please fix the forest protocol to preventclearcutting, including "leakage" of even-aged management practicesto areas outside the approved-project boundaries.

Sincerely,
Joe LoreeAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 21:15:34No Duplicates.



Comment 26 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: GarethLast Name: LoyEmail Address: dgl@garethloy.comAffiliation: Subject: cap-n-trade encourages clear cutting forests?Comment:I understand that the current cap-and-trade plan was adopted lastyear by ARB as part of A.B. 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of2006, and originally was scheduled to be put into operation inJanuary 2012 but, thankfully, has been delayed.

The delay in implementation to January 2013, which resulted from acourt ruling, gives me a chance to impress upon the ARB the need torectify its cap-and-trade scheme's glaring forest-clearcuttingloophole. 

The ARB's cap-and-trade program perversely rewards landowners forclearcutting their forests. In essence, the ARB's forest protocolcould give money to landowners who degrade and diminish waterquality and quantity across potentially vast regions of the state.

Everyone knows that forest clearcuts dramatically impair waterquality and quantity in affected watersheds. They potentiallyimpact the resources, amenities and pockebooks of millions ofCalifornians.

Please take this opportunity to do what's best for forests, and thefuture of California, and sever the linkage between cap-and-tradeand clear cutting.
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 21:24:47No Duplicates.



Comment 27 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: WendyLast Name: BardsleyEmail Address: wendy@mutantfactory.comAffiliation: Subject: Global Warming Solutions Act, AB 32Comment:Hello,

A stronger plan would combine two of the approaches identified byCARB:

Carbon Tax. This is a much more transparent approach to pricingcarbon. Also, the revenues go to the state, which can use it toclose the budget gap, re-fund our public transportation systems,schools, and social services, and invest in green energy. We thePeople need that money more than Chevron does – make polluterspay!

Regulate specific pollution sources. A carbon tax makes it moreexpensive to pollute, but does not always guarantee less pollution.That’s why it’s a good idea to combine this policy with strictenforcement of clean air laws with the biggest polluters, such asoil refineries, making sure to clean up the environment for thecommunities that live around them.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 10:22:40No Duplicates.



Comment 28 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: YinlanLast Name: ZhangEmail Address: yinlanz@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: carbon tax over cap and tradeComment:Setting aside politics and the heavy lobbying efforts from industryand opportunists aiming to get rich from the carbon trade, yourcompetent and highly trained staff know that the most effectivepath for meaningful carbon reduction is not cap and trade but acarbon tax. The potential abuses in a cap and trade program are somany and the program would require such significant resources tomonitor and enforce that it could be rendered  meaningless. Howeverpolitically unsavory a carbon tax would be, you cannot dispute thatit would be the most effective way of achieving the goals of ab32and the board should not abandon its consideration based onpolitical pressures but should fully evaluate it on its meritsalone.


Sincerely

Yinlan ZhangAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 10:17:33No Duplicates.



Comment 29 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JohnLast Name: AllenEmail Address: Johnaallen@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: I prefer a carbon taxComment:I prefer a carbon taxAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 10:44:40No Duplicates.



Comment 30 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: davidLast Name: schneiderEmail Address: ds6956@earthlink.netAffiliation: Subject: Safeguard State's WatershedComment:
 The current forests protocols do not do this.

 They reward clear cutting.

Please safeguard state's watershedAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 11:04:56No Duplicates.



Comment 31 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MichaelLast Name: AndrewsEmail Address: norcalkook@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Eliminate Cap and TradeComment:A stronger plan would combine two of the approaches identified byCARB:

Carbon Tax. This is a much more transparent approach to pricingcarbon. Also, the revenues go to the state, which can use it toclose the budget gap, re-fund our public transportation systems,schools, and social services, and invest in green energy. We thePeople need that money more than Chevron does — make polluterspay!
 
Regulate specific pollution sources. A carbon tax makes it moreexpensive to pollute, but does not always guarantee less pollution.That’s why it’s a good idea to combine this policy with strictenforcement of clean air laws with the biggest polluters, such asoil refineries, making sure to clean up the environment for thecommunities that live around them.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 11:16:5311 Duplicates.



Comment 32 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: BenjaminLast Name: FarnumEmail Address: scouterben@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: Subject: Flaws in forest protocolsComment:I would like to strongly urge the ARB to correct the major flaws inthe forest protocols. Thank you, Ben FarnumAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 11:24:33No Duplicates.



Comment 33 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: PeterLast Name: BurchardEmail Address: peterdb@sonic.netAffiliation: Subject: Stop rewarding clearcutting of forestsComment:Dear Air Resources Board,

As someone who lived on the Klamath River for seven years duringthe height of logging there in the 1970s, I know the devastation ofclearcuts to watersheds, the working of nature for overall healthof the earth, and beauty. It is simply wrong for your forestryprotocols to reward clearcutting under cap-and-trade. Selectivelogging and crop alternatives to wood could easily eliminate theneed for clearcutting. Please do everything possible to safeguardthe state's watersheds, a goal undermined by rewardingclearcutting.

 Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 11:24:42No Duplicates.



Comment 34 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: TressaLast Name: BermanEmail Address: tressa@baylocalize.orgAffiliation: Subject: Cap and TaxComment:While Cap and Trade seems like a good idea, it is really only the'Cap' part that will help us meet global goals to reduce carbonemmissions and increase energy efficiency.  Rather than 'trade' tokeep caps constant, it makes more sense to TAX those that pollute,and re-invest the tax revenues into clean, green energyalternatives.  I am in favor of strong laws that enforce corporatepolluters, wherever they may be doing business on the planet.  Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 12:41:03No Duplicates.



Comment 35 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JosephLast Name: SullivanEmail Address: joesully2@prodigy.netAffiliation: Retired Geological EngineerSubject: AB-32Comment:AB32 Supports a Hoax

In September 2006 Assembly Bill AB32, titled the Global WarmingSolutions Act, aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions,principally carbon dioxide (CO2), to 1990 levels by 2020, wasapproved. This stems from a contention of the IntergovernmentalPanel on Climate Change that global warming results mainly fromburning fossil fuels, pumping carbon dioxide into the atmosphere.However 31,487 scientists, including me, a Geological Engineer forover half a century, petitioned the government to reject thatcontention, recognizing it as a hoax perpetrated by those who willbenefit financially worldwide from expenditures of billions ofdollars to reduce carbon dioxide. They depend on the ignorance ofthe general public regarding historical geology and climatology tofoster this hoax. Reducing CO2 will not effect climate change.

Harold Lewis, famous Professor of physics emeritus at theUniversity of California recently resigned from the topprofessional association for physicists saying “the money flood”has corrupted science and calls global warming a ‘scam’ with thetrillions of dollars driving it that has corrupted so manyscientists.” “It is the greatest and most successfulpseudoscientific fraud I have ever seen in my long life as aphysicist.” 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) is theso-called authority on climate change, yet Vice Chair Yurri Izaelin April 2007 wrote, “the panic over global warming is totallyunjustified;” “there is no serious threat to the climate.” IPPCreports are not those of its scientists, but are policymakers’summaries produced by a committee of 51 government appointees, manyof who are not scientists. Some of its 2500 scientists haveresigned in protest against IPPC summaries, in which thesepolitical appointees alter their own scientist’s reviews. Thelatest example of this type activity occurred in 2009 when computerhackers broke into the computers of the British Hadley Institute,hailed for research of global warming, and it was discovered theInstitute manipulated data to cover up evidence that went againsttheir beliefs in man-made global warming. Admitted was that we arenot seeing global warming, but rather global cooling. The sameevidence appears in graphs showing the start of the cooling trend.From 1850 to 1950 CO2 levels increased significantly, but thetemperature rose only 0.1 degree Celsius. The earth has beencooling and is likely to do so for the next couple of decades. CO2makes up only 38 one-hundredth of one percent of the earth’s totalgases in the atmosphere. That 0.038 percent, which Global Warmingadvocates want to reduce by a smidgen at a cost of trillions ofdollars worldwide, is being advocated at a time when the earth iscooling.

The Earth warms and cools in 100,000 year cycles. Our planet hasmostly been much hotter and humid than today, with far more carbondioxide (CO2) than today. Earth’s atmosphere now contains about 380ppm CO2 (0.038%). Compared to former geological times, our presentatmosphere is CO2 impoverished. In the last 600 million years onlyone other geological period witnessed CO2 levels less than 400 ppm.To the consternation of global warming proponents, the lateOrdovician Period 550 million ago was an Ice Age while at the sametime CO2 concentrations were nearly 12 times higher than today,4400 ppm. According to the greenhouse theory, it should have beenexceedingly hot. 

What really affects our climate? During Earth’s formation it wasimpacted at a low angle by Theia, a planitodail mass a littlesmaller than Mars. The impact knocked off part of the earth’sforming mantle, which later formed part of the moon. Theia’s impactis responsible for the earth’s 23.5-degree axial tilt, whichcreated the Earth’s seasons. After the impact the remaining mantlefractured, and parts drifting on the earth’s semi-molten surfaceformed tectonic plates. The plates collided with each other manytimes and the present set, making up our continents, are still inmotion. The earth’s tilt; changes in the way it orbits the sun;variation of the sun’s radiation as it burns up; volcaniceruptions; changes in oceans flows; and melting snow and icecontrol the earth’s climate. Large numbers of earthquakes occurevery year, a reminder that earth is a cracked dynamic sphere,whose parts are constantly in motion, and are all involved inclimatic conditions. Considering these factors human attempts tocontrol the Earth’s climate are a pipe dream 

Joe Sullivan
Geological Engineer

Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 14:14:26No Duplicates.



Comment 36 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: ShellyLast Name: SullivanEmail Address: ssullivan@onemain.comAffiliation: AB 32 Implementation GroupSubject: AB 32 IG FED Comments-July 26, 2011Comment:Attached please find comments from the AB 32 Implementation Groupregarding the workshop and Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping PlanFED.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/51-ig_carb_fed_7_26_2011.pdf'Original File Name: IG_CARB_FED_7_26_2011.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 15:09:41No Duplicates.



Comment 37 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: TomLast Name: FrantzEmail Address: tfrantz@bak.rr.comAffiliation: Association of Irritated ResidentsSubject: Comments on the Alternatives to the Scoping PlanComment:Please accept the attached comments.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/52-association_of_irritated_residents_comments_on_the_alternatives_analysis_for_ab_32_cap_and_trade.doc'Original File Name: Association of Irritated Residents Comments on the Alternatives Analysis for AB 32 cap and trade.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 15:19:25No Duplicates.



Comment 38 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: CarolLast Name: MoneEmail Address: cemone@reninet.comAffiliation: Subject: Cut polluting emmissions at source!Comment:The California Air Resources Board should not use forest carbonprojects to offset emissions from California industries. This doesnothing to improve Californians' quality of life and can adverselyaffect others such as the Lacandon Indians in southern Chiapas.Emissions need to be cut at the source. These tradeoff schemes arevery similar to the selling of indulgences, in my opinion.  It doesnot solve the problem.
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 15:30:43No Duplicates.



Comment 39 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: BarbaraLast Name: MaukEmail Address: kariit@bluebottle.comAffiliation: Subject: REDD+ Impacts in Chiapas, MexicoComment:The way the people and communities of Chiapas, Mexico - and inparticular the people of Amador Hernandez - are being intimidatedand threatened by cutting off medical services is abominable. Idemand that the California Air Resources Board not use forestcarbon projects to offset emissions from California industries. Idemand emissions be cut at the source - where it rightfully shouldbe! And I hope you will do everything in your power to reinstatemedical services to the people in Amador Hernandez and anywhereelse it has been taken away in that area. For shame!

Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 16:41:47No Duplicates.



Comment 40 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: SharonLast Name: KulzEmail Address: s_kulz@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: AB32Comment:The incremental reduction and capping of pollution is a positivestep. However, skip the trading credits. Trading pollution creditis tantamount to selling indulgences (as in Middle Ages church)whilst re-arranging the chairs on the Titanic.

I support AB32 WITHOUT the Trading.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 19:21:59No Duplicates.



Comment 41 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JackLast Name: GuelffEmail Address: jguelff@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: Why carbon credits?Comment:It seems to me that the carbon credits set up a system to kick thecan down the street.
Why not a system of solar credits, where the polluter pays a feethat is used to rebate the residence or business that installs asolar energy system that either directly supplies energy in rawform (to heat) or converts it to electricity (to use for cooling,etc.)
Sample out of the stack or immediate area to determine pollutionlevel and levy fee accordingly.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 06:12:20No Duplicates.



Comment 42 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MayoorLast Name: SteinbergEmail Address: whitnyb@aol.comAffiliation: Subject: We need alternatives to Cap and TradeComment:Dear Board,
as a California voter I am hoping that you will consideralternatives to cap and trade.  It is great that the State islooking at how to decrease greenhouse gases, but my concern is thatcap and trade has not worked in Europe and the offsetting leavesopenings for scams that create incentives for false offsets.  Myfear is that cap and trade will not actually reduce emissionsoverall, but create a false distraction that make it seem like weare tackling the problem, when we are not.
Please consider a Carbon Tax that will be open and direct inpricing carbon.  Also, the revenues of this should come to theState to create a green economy and close our budget gap.
I am also concerned that cap and trade will continue the injusticeto residents of areas close to the big polluters such as Chevron inRichmond.  We need stricter enforcement of the Clean Air laws, anda way to clearly make the polluters pay for the cleanup of theenvironment in the areas where they are located.  thank you.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 09:10:53No Duplicates.



Comment 43 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: KathyLast Name: LabriolaEmail Address: anarchofeminist@yahoo.comAffiliation: Bay Area Community Land TrustSubject: No Cap and Trade!Comment:Dear Board,
I am outraged that the recent bill included a Cap and TradeProgram. This is a scam the gives polluters windfall profits andjust allows more and more pollution rather than solving theproblem. Please eliminate this cap and trade option and put somereal controls on polluters!Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 09:46:01No Duplicates.



Comment 44 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JamesLast Name: TanseyEmail Address: james.tansey@offsetters.caAffiliation: Offsetters Clean TechnologiesSubject: Commentary CEQA-SP11Comment:Please find the attached commentary.  Thank you for yourconsideration.

James Tansey
CEO, Offsetters Clean Technologies, Inc.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/62-ceqa-sp11_commentary__offsetters_.doc'Original File Name: ceqa-sp11 commentary (Offsetters).doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 09:51:50No Duplicates.



Comment 45 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: Janet Last Name: SchwindEmail Address: janschwind45@cruzio.comAffiliation: Subject: Cap and Trade policyComment:I urge the board to concentrate on alternatives to a cap and tradepolicy that will little or nothing to reduce the emission ofgreenhouse gasses. Please consider first and foremost, measures toconserve energy use and secondly, the creation of local cleanenergy sources.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 12:01:20No Duplicates.



Comment 46 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: AliceLast Name: KaswanEmail Address: kaswan@usfca.eduAffiliation: USF School of LawSubject: Supplemental FED commentsComment:Comments attachedAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/64-kaswan_supplemental_fed_commentes.docx'Original File Name: Kaswan Supplemental FED commentes.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 13:45:35No Duplicates.



Comment 47 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: BrendaLast Name: ColemanEmail Address: brenda.coleman@calchamber.comAffiliation: California Chamber of CommerceSubject: CalChamber’s Comments on the Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan FEDComment:Please see attached comments.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/65-fed_comments.pdf'Original File Name: FED comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 15:45:39No Duplicates.



Comment 48 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MatthewLast Name: FidanqueEmail Address: mfidanque@gmail.comAffiliation: West Oakland Environmental Indicators PrSubject: AB32: Alternative to cap and tradeComment:As an environmental policy analyst and social justice advocate, Iunderstand the need to move forward with comprehensive climatechange legislation for California. However, the cap and tradesystem that CARB has advocated is neither equitable nor effective.Rather than giving away pollution rights to corporations, andsupporting ineffective and discriminatory offset projects indeveloping countries, we should focus on reducing greenhouse gasemissions here in our state and charging forward into the cleanenergy future.

A more productive strategy would be to regulate specific pollutionsources, in order to improve the health of our vulnerablecommunities that live near these sources, and implement a carbontax, whose revenue can encourage public transportation, energyefficiency projects, and solar and wind generation. We cannot havea "Global Warming Solutions Act" unless it supports solutions forall of us, including communities at risk. 

Thank you,
Matthew FidanqueAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 16:20:15No Duplicates.



Comment 49 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: HarveyLast Name: EderEmail Address: harveyederpspc@yahoo.comAffiliation: Public Solar Power Coalition &selfSubject: Comments Supp. to Scoping Plan FED CARB 1HE PSPCComment:Hereby incorporate by reference all of the comments and thecomplete record that I/we submitted in the spring and summer oflast year 2010 in the Cap and Trade proceedings and the 33%Renewable Electric Ssytem RPS.REC,RES in CARBS records includingbut not limited to the full transcript of The Story of Cap andTrade by Annie Lenard google for same and enter in record, full testamony/comments in the record from South Coast Air QualityManagement District in the spring March-June of 2010 including thehistory of derivatives starting with the Panic of 1907 to present transcript from 60 minutes over the last 10 years record on greenhouse gas and trading proposal. The aritcle cover of ScientificAmerican from November of 2009 onConvberting the World by 2030 tosolar renewables wind water and solar by Mark Jacobson  Env.Engineering Prof at Standford University and Mark Delucci of UCDavis which is was submitted into the record cited above in full aswell as their 2 articles from Dec. 2010 on the same subject inEnergy Policy Journal hereby in incorporated into the record.

     The supplement to the scoping plan FED under Cap and Tradediscusses the problems with SCAQMD RECLAIM Nox trading system in2000 and 2001 when prices when out of wack and nothing was citedabout the gaming of the system done by Enron which also resulted inblack outs and brown outs and PG&E going bankrupt and SCEdisonwithin in hours of going bankrupt and the price of electricity skyrocketing. Also incorporated by reference is the program aboutEnron that included this information played several times over thisyear and last year onCNBC the finance investment channel. This is aglaring omission to the evaluation of the models for Cap and Tradethat is consistant with the record that i we submitted as citedabove with CARB last year and here (inb the supplement to scopingplan FED and the extremely advarse environmental socio economicimpacts that were omitted from this whole process.

     As suggested in the June 8 meeting transcript that was hard tofind and onlu listed under the June 7 liosting for the comments tothe Supplement and not separatelky when searched at the CARBwebsite. AlsoThere shold be hearings in this process to gather infosuch as cited in the June 8 transcript of the meeting and thenumbers  that were wrong or omitted should be provided timely forreview along with those cited in the June 8 transcript and on theComments at the June 7 cite. This whole process shouuld ber sloweddown. In the meeting with J. Beardsley etc. where i we suggest3edthat a social economic study ber conducted this should have andstill needs to be done as was commucated at the meeting in oraboput June 2010 that could be attended by telephone . The June 8meeting should have been connected by telephons video etc. and wasnot and inquery was timely made. I we intend to enter the legalprocess in this matter.
     Only the Cap past of the Cap and trade system in the Supp tothe FED scoping Plan whould be used not the Cap and Trade system.Regulation should be used with a co2 equivilent FEE
that may be adjusted. The state needs a 10 year solar conversionplan and a back up 20 and 40 year plan  as cited in the record bysubmittal and above/ The 2005 Executive Order made by the Governorfor an 80 % reduction of co2e from 1990 levels by 2050 will likel;ybe made into law as the 33% RPS renewable enenergy
implementation was in SX1,2 that became state law this spring. CARBshould support with other state energy related agencies a 25% oilproduction tax like Sara Palin enacted in Alaska except this shouldbe split 50/50% with education and solar conversio( there is aninitative that is working its way through the ballot in  near termcoming months that will put a 15%  or $3.6 billion dollar fund foreducation in California

More comments will follow before the 5pm 7/28/11 deadline


Harvey Eder citizen and Executive Director of the Public SolarPower Coalition there shold not be a 60 min limit on comments madethrought this system. This limits public input and the democraticprocess !!! harveyederpspc@yahoo.com


5Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 16:02:41No Duplicates.



Comment 50 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MarkLast Name: ToneyEmail Address: mtoney@turn.orgAffiliation: TURN-The Utility Reform NetworkSubject: Replace Cap and TradeComment:See letterAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/69-arb-replace_c_t.doc'Original File Name: ARB-Replace C&T.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 17:03:42No Duplicates.



Comment 51 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: BrianLast Name: BeveridgeEmail Address: brian.woeip@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: Carbon tax, not cap and tradeComment:Cap and trade does little for our local communities and what isworse, often allows polluters like refineries to pollute locallyand buy redemption across the ocean somewhere. A carbon tax marketwill allow the same financial incentive for every carbon producerwith less burden on local communities of color.

I urge the CARB to recognize this fundamental environmental justiceissue and recomend carbon taxing, not cap and trade, to thelegislature.

thank you, Brian BeveridgeAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 17:05:12No Duplicates.



Comment 52 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JamesLast Name: DemeterEmail Address: james@demeteramps.comAffiliation: California ManufacturerSubject: What ifComment:What if this whole Man caused Climate Change Thing is a fraud andthe science is proven wrong? This is happening now as the computermodels used by the IPPC  fall into error and the planet refuses towarm. Will you cancel this super job Killing farce before it is toolate? More and more real science is coming out proving that naturalvariations are driving climate change. You continue to generatemore and more rules and regulations That will drive out allindustry and ruin this once Golden State. My science class taughtCO2 is plant food and all life is dependent on it, but that wasbefore politics corrupted the classroom.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 17:02:05No Duplicates.



Comment 53 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: RavahnLast Name: SamatiEmail Address: ravahn.samati@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Consider Cap & Trade AlternativesComment:I hope that the Board will consider the alternative Carbon Tax toCap and Trade. This is a much more transparent approach to pricingcarbon. Also, the revenues go to the state, which can use it toclose the budget gap, re-fund our public transportation systems,schools, and social services, and invest in green energy. 

Simultaneously, regulate specific pollution sources. A carbon taxmakes it more expensive to pollute, but does not always guaranteeless pollution. Thatâ€™s why itâ€™s a good idea to combine thispolicy with strict enforcement of clean air laws with the biggestpolluters, such as oil refineries, making sure to clean up theenvironment for the communities that live around them. 

The â€œtradeâ€• part of Cap & trade is problematic.  It allowscompanies that want to continue emitting to buy credits from thosethat emit less. In addition companies were able to game thecap-and-trade system to make money for polluting by getting creditsgiven away by government with no real reductions in emissions atall.  This has been the case in the European Union.  Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 18:45:30No Duplicates.



Comment 54 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: HarveyLast Name: EderEmail Address: harveyederpspc@yahoo.comAffiliation: Public Solar Power Coalition &selfSubject: Comments Supp. to Scoping Plan FED CARB Part 2 HE PSPCComment:This is part 2 of comments due to lack ot thim on part 1 submitted2 hours ago today 7/27/11

     The 22MMTons of co2/co2e? reductions cited in the Supplementto scoping plan FED  cites that LCFS Low Carbon Fuel Standards willbe used in excess of 10MMTons reductions co2/ co2E ? to meet thetotal goal of apx. 450MMTco2/co2e? goal for the state by 2020. There was ameeting of the LCFS workgroup apx. 1 month ago thathe/PSPC participated in on the phone and gave comments during thepublic section of that meeting in Sacramento. The issue of  Cap andTrade was cited in the meeting and that a sub group of the LCFSwould meet to work on Cap and Trade or market mechanism forimplementing the LCFS Low Carbon Fuel Standard. This is illegal andthe instant proceedings superceed the/ any activity tqaking part inthe LCFS area. It is rather part of this proceedings. The activityof the LCFS group must stop until these proceedings are resolved.Aparently there was it was reported in the meeting that there hasbeen some staff/ structural reorganization of the Cap and Tradepeople now some most of all working on LCFS. This is possibler anend run by CARB to go arould the Courts decision. All of thenumbers have to be revaluated.
    The issue of fuel switching as in the diesel to low sulferdiesel in the recent pass, and CARB etc et al have been pushingnatural gas as the Clean Alternative Fuel to the tune of $2 billion Through the Carl Moyer Program etc. converting buses and nowrefues trucks. PSPC has participated in the process before the LCFSwas established by the board or the SCoping plan over the past fewyears. raising the issue of ch4/methane as well as nitrous oxideemissions over the life of vehicles. During the history of theproceedings over the past few years the only data on this subjectwas provided with Michael Benjamin and Cody Livingston providinginfo on studins on methane emission eetc,. over the life of avehhicle. This was ignored by CARB staff and incorporated into therecord is the communications with staff including cochair of theLCFS group Jim Duffy who was sent a copy link of , along with JohnCourtis
of CARB staff of the Washington D.C study of Metro Buese overtimedone by NREL/DOE Univ. of West Virginia which is alsoincorporated herein the record. CARB has not and does not plan tostudy what happens over time to natural gas vehicles.neither isCEC, Fed EPA DOE etc. and there is proposed legislation in Congressto convert the nations truck . and bus fleet to natural gaswitho9ut study9ing this. This needs to be done as soon as possible.SCAQMD recently said the they were going to look at only 2 buses ina study of 22 buses. The grams of ch4 emissions per mile for buseswas.3 used in the Feb 2009 LCFS for LNG &CNG fuels while theWashington D.c. study cited 10 and 17 grams per mile of ch4 and areport done last year for South Coast for trucks found from 45 to100 gerams ch4/methnae per mile emitted. GHG must be measured andconsdereed in this proceeding completely without an end run orfurther omissions !!! Dr. Duffy was sent this info over 1 year agoand over 2 years ago info was  cited to Anal Prabu and John Courtiswithout responce and more recently as well !!! Pickens has moneybut his Plan needs to be evaluated alomng with the environmentalimpoact on water of fracking and included in this supplement to thescopinmg plan FED.

More comments will follwo before  5pm tomarrow. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 18:50:44No Duplicates.



Comment 55 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: Laurie & AllanLast Name: Williams/ZabelEmail Address: williams.zabel@gmail.comAffiliation: Private Citizens & Volunteers CCLSubject: Comments on Supplement to Scoping Plan - Flaws of Using GHG OffsetsComment:AB 32 Supplement to Scoping Plan - Comment submitted July 27, 2011 
COMMENT ON SUPPLEMENT TO AB 32 SCOPING PLAN FUNCTIONAL EQUIVALENTDOCUMENT – IMPLEMENTATION OF AB32

Comment by Laurie Williams & Allan Zabel on behalf of ourselves asprivate citizens, as residents of California and as volunteers,writing on behalf of Citizens Climate Lobby, a non-profitorganization based in San Diego, California, asserting thatadoption of the proposed greenhouse gas offset program, regulationsand protocols is arbitrary and capricious and contrary to theintent and requirements of AB 32, the California’s Global WarmingSolutions Act of 2006.  
The California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) has repeatedlyacknowledged that in order to maintain the integrity of thecap-and-trade system, any greenhouse gas offsets must beverifiable, enforceable and “additional” (see Supplement at p. 53,“Offsets must meet rigorous criteria that demonstrate that theemissions reductions are real, permanent, verifiable, enforceable,and quantifiable. To be credited as an offset, the action orproject must also be additional to what is required by law orregulation or would otherwise have occurred”).  CARB’s staff reporton Offsets notes that AB 32 requires these criteria to be met. See,e.g., Staff Report on Compliance Offset Protocols for U.S. OzoneDepleting Substances Projects, dated October 13, 2010 at page 1. As explained in our prior comments, which are hereby incorporatedby this reference and provided in full below, these criteria cannotbe met with respect to greenhouse gas offsets and are not met bythe proposed protocols or regulations.  See our comments datedDecember 13, 2010 regarding the offsets and offset protocols, andour July 30 and August 1, 2008 comments, regarding thedisadvantages of a cap-and-trade program, including the damage tosuch a program's integrity from offsets.

In addition to our prior comments, we provide the followingadditional comments on the Supplement to the Scoping Plan:
 
1.	No Response to Prior Comments: We have not seen any response toour prior December 13, 2010 comment on the fatal flaws of thegreenhouse gas offset program and protocols.  Nor have we seen aresponse to our July 30 and August 1, 2008 comments on the flaws ofcap-and-trade with offsets as an approach to addressing greenhousegases.  The San Francisco Superior Court decision dated March 18,2011 (http://op.bna.com/env.nsf/id/smiy-8f6uv7/$File/CARBorder.pdf“Sup. Ct. Decision”) states that CARB is required to respond tocomments prior to making a decision.  We do not believe it is legalfor CARB to move forward with adopting or approving the offsetprogram and/or protocols until our comments have been presented tothe Board and responded to in writing.  See Sup. Ct. Decision at p.33, citing Cal. Code Reg. tit. 17, § 60007, subd. (a).  Pleasenote, not only did CARB fail to respond in writing to our comments,but CARB also failed to respond in writing to other commenters whodescribed the flaws of offsets and their potential to undermine theintegrity of the AB 32 program.

2.	Program Violates AB 32’s Requirements: Our conclusion is thatthe AB 32 requirements for greenhouse gas offsets in AB 32 are notmet by the proposed program and protocols.  In addition, wedescribe what we believe to be the unfixable flaws of the offsetsapproach and conclude that offsets should not be part of the AB 32program to reduce Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) emissions.  The proposedregulation provides admissions of uncertainty and lack ofenforceablility.  For instance the statement at page 9: (35)“Business-as-Usual Scenario” means the set of conditions reasonablyexpected to occur within the offsets project boundary in theabsence of the financial incentives provided by offset credits,taking into account all current laws and regulations, as well ascurrent economic and technological trends.  “Reasonably expected tooccur” in this context is speculative and subjective and cannot bepart of an enforceable standard.  The proposed regulation statesthat “additionality” includes: “activities, that result in GHGreductions or GHG removal enhancements, are not required by law,regulation, or any legally binding mandate applicable in the offsetproject’s jurisdiction, and or any GHG reduction or GHG removalenhancement activities that would not otherwise occur in aconservative business as usual scenario.” (Emphasis added; seehttp://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/candtmodreg.pdf  atpage 170.)   The use of the term “conservative” does not make thisspeculative standard enforceable or verifiable.  The net result ofthese flaws, and the others discussed in our December 13, 2010comment, will be a system that claims reductions based onactivities that have already happened and would have happenedwithout the offset credit program.  This in turn will result infalse accounting and a failure to correct the incentives that arekeeping GHG emissions at dangerous, unsustainable levels, therebylocking in additional climate degradation.

3.	The Proposed Offsets Represent a Substantial Portion of RequiredReductions:  The Supplement confirms that up to 8 percent of allcompliance obligations can be met with offsets.   While CARB notesthat a reduction is required from projected 2020 emission levels of507 million metric ton CO2e to 427 million metric ton CO2eemissions, current 2011 levels are not noted, nor is the percentagereduction needed to reach the goal of 1990 levels by 2020. However, the Electric Power Research Institute’s paper “Overview ofthe California Greenhouse Gas Offsets Program, dated April 2011,states at page 10 states that, if the maximum quantity of offsetsis submitted for compliance, offsets could be used to satisfy asmuch as 85% of required reductions.  Seehttp://globalclimate.epri.com/doc/EPRI_Offsets_W10_Background%20Paper_CA%20Offsets_040711_Final2.pdfat p.10.   Even if a smaller percentage of compliance obligationsare met with offsets, it is clear that offsets are intended to be asubstantial portion of required reductions and their failure torepresent real, additional, enforceable reductions could beextremely damaging to California’s efforts to address climatechange, as well as to the efforts of the many states and countriesexpected to follow California’s lead. 
 
4.	Using Offsets to Keep Costs Low Undermines Incentives forEfficiency, Investment and Individual Decisions that Would ReduceEmissions:  The Supplement repeatedly indicates that an importantfunction of offsets is (1) to keep the costs of compliance low(“cost containment mechanisms” see Supplement at p. 52) and (2) tothereby prevent leakage of California’s industry and attendantpolluting activities to other jurisdictions, as well as (3) toaddress other sectors of the economy not subject to the cap. (1)Keeping Costs of Compliance Low:  Relying solely on compliance withcaps and low cost offsets to reduce emissions, rather than anincrease in fossil fuel prices, hurts many of the incentives thatwould drive the rapid transition to a clean-energy economy that isneeded to avert dangerous climate change.  For instance, if CARBwere to adopt carbon fees that rose predictably, to insure thatclean energy would become cost-competitive with fossil fuels withina known time frame, this would create huge incentives for a shiftin private investment from fossil fuel energy into clean energyinfrastructure and innovation as well as into energy efficiency. Similarly, individuals and businesses would experience a strongincentive to be creative in reducing their carbon footprint.  Inthis respect the cost containment approach of greenhouse gasoffsets is not only lacking in integrity but also undermines acritical incentive needed to provide the rapid reductions withoutwhich costly and potentially irremediable effects of climate changeare likely to become inevitable.  (2) Leakage of emissions is asignificant concern.  As noted in the Scoping Plan, one way toaddress leakage is “border adjustments,” adding costs to goods thatarrive from jurisdictions whose regulations do not have programs toaddress greenhouse gases and rebating costs to goods that travelfrom California to other jurisdictions. (See Supplement at p.92.) While such border adjustments can be more easily imposed oninternational trade, it may be possible to impose such adjustmentson interstate commerce as long as the adjustments merely create alevel playing field for out-of-state businesses and are notprotectionist.  However, the potential for leakage to occur is notan excuse for adopting a fatally flawed and unworkable approach,such as cap-and-trade with greenhouse gas offsets.  Essentially,CARB fails to acknowledge that higher prices for activities thatproduce greenhouse gases are an extremely valuable tool for drivinggreenhouse gas reductions.  CARB instead claims that keeping costslow is a higher value, discarding the alternative as politicallyand legally untenable, rather than analyzing this alternative asrequired by the Superior Court decision and State law.  If carbonfees would be more effective but less implementable in California,CARB should acknowledge this.  As noted in our paper, “Keeping OurEyes on the Wrong Ball” (incorporated by this reference andavailable at:http://www.carbonfees.org/home/Cap-and-TradeVsCarbonFees.pdf ),carbon fees returned to residents in equal monthly rebates can keepenergy affordable while creating strong incentives for investmentsin clean energy and energy efficiency.  (3) Addressing otherSectors:  Nor should the need to address other sectors, such asforestry and agriculture, be an excuse for using unverifiable andunenforceable GHG offsets to address our fossil fuel usage.  Aseparate program of regulation and incentives for increased forestcover and better agricultural practices would have greaterintegrity and make sure we do not confound the accounting necessaryto determine whether we are making appropriate reductions in theenergy and industrial sectors.

PRIOR COMMENTS – INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE AND BELOW:
Comment submitted December 13, 2010 and available at:http://www.arb.ca.gov/lispub/comm/bccomdisp.php?listname=capandtrade10&comment_num=878&virt_num=521
COMMENT ON PROPOSED ADOPTION OF A CALIFORNIA CAP ON GREENHOUSE GASEMISSIONS AND MARKET-BASED COMPLIANCE MECHANISMS REGULATION,INCLUDING COMPLIANCE OFFSET PROTOCOLS – IMPLEMENTATION OF AB32

Comment by Laurie Williams & Allan Zabel on behalf of themselves asprivate citizens of California and as volunteers, writing on behalfof Citizens Climate Lobby, a non-profit organization located in SanDiego, California, asserting that adoption of the proposed offsetprotocols is arbitrary and capricious and contrary to the intentand requirements of AB 32, the California’s Global WarmingSolutions Act of 2006.  
Overall Point – AB 32 requires that greenhouse gas (“GHG”) offsetsbe “real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, enforceable, andadditional.”  Adoption of the proposed Offset Protocols by theCalifornia Air Resources Board is arbitrary and capricious andshould be rejected because the protocols for proposed GHG offsetscannot meet these standards.  In addition, to the extent that GHGoffsets are not additional, they destroy the integrity of theentire program by allowing additional GHG emissions from the cappedsector above the “cap” that will not be offset by additionalemission reductions elsewhere.  Finally, because California’sprogram is looked to as a model and proof of concept, adoption ofthis flawed mechanism would be extremely damaging to national andinternational efforts to effectively reduce GHG emissions. Adoption of GHG offsets as part of the California program wouldserve as a template for such programs, encouraging others to pursuethis flawed approach to the most urgent problem facing humanity,increasing the chances of catastrophic climate change, anddefeating the stated purpose of AB 32.  Under the proposed action,“covered entities can use offset credits to satisfy up to eightpercent of the entity’s total compliance obligations.”  See Noticeof Public Hearing at p. 5.  This 8% of the compliance obligation isvery significant percentage of the total reductions sought.

Fatal Flaws of GHG Offsets - To be credited as an offset, the staffreport states that a project “must also be additional to what isrequired by law or regulation or would otherwise have occurred.” See ARB Staff Report, page 35 of 472.  (Emphasis added.)  Ouranalysis focuses primarily on the latter requirement.  Asdemonstrated in our Whistleblower Disclosure (“Williams/ZabelDisclosure”), dated July 22, 2010(http://www.carbonfees.org/home/Whistleblower_Disclosure_to_Congress_7-21-10.pdf),
GHG offsets of the type that ARB proposed to adopt are fatallyflawed and cannot be fixed.  There is no reliable way todistinguish offset projects which will occur because of the offsetincentive from those which would have happened anyway because ofthe following four unfixable flaws of GHG Offsets:
•	Additionality: Whether reductions outside the capped sector areadditional is necessarily a hypothetical inquiry and such aninquiry cannot reliably distinguish business-as-usual. Specifically, it is impossible to know what “otherwise would haveoccurred” and therefore it is not possible to create an offsetprogram that reliably excludes business-as-usual activities frombeing counted as “additional.” (See U.S. Government AccountabilityOffice discussion below, confirming this conclusion.)
•	Leakage/Shifting Economic Activity: In some cases, such as in thecontext of forestry projects, the offsets will fail to appreciablymitigate demand and the polluting activity (such as logging) willsimply shift elsewhere; 
•	Perverse Incentives to Increase Emissions and Keep Them Legal:GHG offsets create perverse incentives to keep polluting activitieslegal and in some cases to increase them, so they can keep beingsold as offsets (Note: this dynamic is recognized in the OzoneDepleting Substances (“ODS”) Protocol re: HCFC-22 by-product HFC-23destruction in the United Nations Clean Development Mechanism(“CDM”), see ODS Protocol at p. 11 of 67); and
•	Unenforceable: The complexity and subjectivity of offsets rendersthem impossible to certify, regulate or enforce. 
As explained in our discussion below of each of the four proposedoffset protocols suffers from one or more of these flaws and wouldresult in approval of non-additional projects in violation of AB32.  As a result, it would be arbitrary and capricious to adopt theproposed GHG offset protocols as part of the proposed cap-and-tradeprogram  

See also, U.S. Government Accountability Office, March 2009&#8213;Observations on the Potential Role of Carbon Offsets inClimate Change Legislation&#8214; at p. 12, GAO-09-456T(http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d09456t.pdf).  “Because additionalityis based on projections of what would have occurred in the absenceof the CDM [United Nations Clean Development Mechanism], which arenecessarily hypothetical, it is impossible to know with certaintywhether any given project is additional.”  (Emphasis added.) 

Keeping Our Eyes on the Wrong Ball - Offsets are described in theStaff Report as a “cost containment mechanism,” which offersadditional low-cost emissions-reduction opportunities.   See StaffReport at page 14 of 472.  However, cost containment interfereswith another goal cited in the Staff Report -- to “stimulateinvestment in clean and efficient technologies.” See Staff Reportat page 11 of 472.  Keeping the price of fossil fuel emissionslower by allowing offsets delays investment in clean energytechnologies and energy efficiency by keeping fossil fuels costcompetitive.  As a result, such “cost containment” defeats the goalof a rapid transition to clean energy and energy efficiency.  Seehttp://www.carbonfees.org/home/Cap-and-TradeVsCarbonFees.pdf

Critique of Proposed GHG Offset Protocols for AB 32:
The four offset protocols proposed for adoption by the ARB areLivestock Manure (Digester) Projects, U.S. Ozone DepletingSubstance Projects, U.S. Forest Projects and Urban Forest Projects. We provide a specific critique of why each of the protocols cannotmeet the AB 32 requirements below:
(1)	Livestock Manure (Digester) Projects
The digester performance standard contradicts AB 32 requirement ofadditionality:  
As noted above, key element of additionality is that the project isadditional to what “would otherwise have occurred.”  See ARB StaffReport at p. 35 of 472.  
a.	Significantly Better Than Average:  The offset protocol forLivestock Manure Digester Projects fails to meet this standard ofadditionality by having a performance standard that allows all suchdigesters to be offsets on the basis that a digester “issignificantly better than average.”  See Livestock Protocol at p. 9of 68.  Thus, the protocol redefines “what would have occurredotherwise” to include what is already occurring at some facilities. “Data shows that California livestock operations (dairy, inparticular) manage waste in a manner primarily in liquid-basedsystems that are very suitable for digesters. Yet even in thesefavorable conditions digesters are found on less than 1% of thedairies,” (Id.) (however, the majority of the farms that currentlyhave digesters are significantly larger than the average Californiadairy.) 
b.	Evidence that Digester Projects Can Be Profitable Without OffsetPayments:  A December 2009 announcement by the U.S. Department ofAgriculture and the U.S. Department of Energy indicates that“Currently, only about 2% of U.S. dairies that are candidates for aprofitable digester are using the technology, even though dairyoperations with anaerobic digesters routinely generate enoughelectricity to power 200 homes.”  See,http://apps1.eere.energy.gov/news/news_detail.cfm/news_id=15685. The Department of Energy has confirmed that “A biodigester usuallyrequires manure from more than 150 large animals to costeffectively generate electricity. Anaerobic digestion and biogasproduction can also reduce overall operating costs where costs arehigh for sewage, agricultural, or animal waste disposal, and theeffluent has economic value.  In the United States, theavailability of inexpensive fossil fuels has limited the use ofdigesters solely for biogas production.  However, the wastetreatment and odor reduction benefits of controlled anaerobicdigestion are receiving increasing interest, especially forlarge-scale livestock operations such as dairies, feedlots, andslaughterhouses.”   See,http://www.energysavers.gov/your_workplace/farms_ranches/index.cfm/mytopic=30005.

c.	Existing Projects:  The proposed program appears to allowexisting digester projects to count as additional to what“otherwise would have occurred.”  The ARB staff report states, “Theproposed regulation also includes a process for offset credits fromqualified existing offset projects operating under specific offsetprotocols to be accepted into the compliance offsets program.”  SeeARB Staff Report at p. 78 of 472.  This feature means that existingprojects -- project that are currently in progress – can be countedas additional to “would otherwise have occurred.”  The net resultis a system that allows profitable, existing projects andapproaches to methane reduction to be used to allow emissions abovethe cap in the allegedly “capped” sector. 

d.	Perverse Incentive to Increase Emissions (Digester Offsets MayIncrease Emissions and Cause Other Environmental Harm):  The ARBLivestock Manure Protocol Report notes that “The installation of aBCS [Biogas Control Systems] at an existing livestock operationwhere the primary manure management system is aerobic (produceslittle to no methane) may result in an increase of the amount ofmethane emitted to the atmosphere. Thus, the BCS must digest manurethat would primarily be treated in an anaerobic system in theabsence of the project in order for the project to meet thedefinition of an offset project.”  See Livestock Report at p.  19of 68, FN 5.  This footnote provides an important admission thatproposed Digester Protocol may encourage an increase in emissionsas a means to gain offset payments.  Specifically, manure could be,and sometimes is, processed in an aerobic environment, producinglittle to no methane.  An example is that manure can providevaluable fertilizer to farming operations and be used instead ofpetrochemical fertilizers.  However, by creating the offsetprogram, ARB may encourage facilities to first switch from anaerobic to an anaerobic process (and hence increasing methane), sothat their farm can qualify to participate in obtaining offsets. This decision could also lead to increased use of petrochemicalsand other environmental harm.

e.	Perverse Incentive to Keep Methane Emissions Legal and PreventRegulatory Evolution:  In addition to potentially encouraging amove to anaerobic conditions so that a dairy would qualify foroffsets, the Digester Protocol also creates an incentive foradditional market participants to oppose regulation that wouldrequire either aerobic treatment or an anaerobic digester.  Asnoted with respect to the other Protocols and in the Williams/ZabelDisclosure, normal regulatory evolution would move in the directionof prohibiting activities that are found to be harmful insignificant ways that were not previously appreciated or known.  Inthis case, all facilities that engage in anaerobic storage ofmanure for more than 150 cows could potentially be required to usea biogas control system and destroy or sell the resulting methanefor energy.  A law that creates an offset market for this activitycreates opposition to a comprehensive regulation that would removethis activity from the offset market and deprive these marketparticipants of the related revenue, creating instead an obligationthat has associated costs.  The heightened opposition to suchregulation should be analyzed as part of “what otherwise wouldoccur,” in order to fully consider whether the proposed offsetprotocol creates truly additional reductions outside the cappedsector.

f.	Summary:  In summary, there are five types of evidence that itwould be arbitrary and capricious to approve the proposed DigesterProtocol for Offsets: (1) the protocol redefines additional as“significantly better than average,” which clearly includes a typeof activity that is already occurring (non-additional) without theoffset incentive, (2) the protocol allows offsets for activitiesthat would be profitable even without the offset payment, (3) theprotocol allows existing projects to create offsets, (4) theprotocol creates a perverse incentive for some farms to increateanaerobic manure storage to increase the chance of offset income,and (5) the protocol increases the incentives for those who profitfrom the offsets to fight new regulation that would require thecapture and/or use of the methane produced by livestock, as thiswould deprive them of offset profits.  In light of these fivefactors, the degree of additionality created by the Protocol isunknowable and unverifiable and thus fails to meet the requiredstandards for AB 32 offsets. 

(2)	U.S. Ozone Depleting Substances (“ODS”) Projects
a.	Destruction of ODS from Refrigeration Equipment and Foam:  Theproposed ODS Protocol would grant GHG offsets for projects whichcollect and destroy ODS from refrigeration equipment containing ODSand from foam which was manufactured using ODS as a blowing agent. Both the ODS refrigerant and the ODS blowing agent must originatefrom the United States.  See ODS Protocol at sections 2.3.1 and2.3.2 (p. 22 – 23 of 67).  The ODS Protocol contains two majorflaws.  These flaws would allow potential project operators toreceive GHG offsets for claimed GHG emission reductions which arenot additional.  In addition, the ODS Protocol’s reliance onunverifiable assertions and records generated by the offset projectoperator would create opportunities for fraud which would beextremely difficult or impossible prove once the fraud wascompleted.
b.	Unsupported Assumptions:  In explaining how the performancestandard of destruction of ODS pursuant to the Protocol would beadditional, the Staff Report claims, without providing anysupporting citation or materials, that “Data shows that less than1.5% of recoverable US sourced ODS are destroyed upon end-of-lifeof the [refrigeration] equipment or [foam] material. This indicatesthat collecting and destroying the ODS is above and beyond commonpractice and therefore destruction meets the performance standard.” Staff Report, page 6.  In addition, the ODS Protocol assumes thatall ODS recovered from refrigeration equipment is reclaimed forfurther use.  ODS Protocol at sections 2.3.1 and 5.1.1.
c.	Destruction of ODS during Business-As-Usual: The combination ofthese assumptions is important for claiming that all ODS destroyedpursuant to the Protocol are additional for purposes of generatingoffsets.  If ODS removed from refrigeration equipment is not alwaysreclaimed and reused, but for technical and/or financial reasons issometimes destroyed, the destruction of this ODS would not beadditional because it would occur in the course ofbusiness-as-usual.
d.	Barriers to Reclaiming and Reuse - Title VI of the Clean AirAct:  In fact, not all ODS recovered from refrigeration equipmentis reclaimed and reused.  To be used as reclaimed refrigerant, ODSmust meet established specifications under Title VI of the CleanAir Act.  To be economically viable as reclaimed refrigerant, ODSremoved from refrigeration equipment must not be mixed with othertypes of ODS and must not be heavily contaminated with oils andother impurities.  Either of these problems will most often makethe cost of bringing the ODS up to Clean Air Act specificationprohibitively expensive.  These problems regularly occur and asignificant amount of ODS removed from refrigeration equipment isdestroyed rather than being reclaimed and reused.  The ODS Protocolwould allow the generation of GHG offsets from this destruction.
e.	Barriers to Verification:  The ODS Protocol contains two glaringenforcement weaknesses.  First, as stated above the ODS Protocolrequires that both the ODS refrigerant and the ODS blowing agentdestroyed in a project must originate from the United States.  Thisrequirement is not practically enforceable.  Once the foam orrefrigerant is destroyed, it will be virtually impossible for anenforcement inspector to verify or challenge the paper records keptby the project operator.  Second, this hopelessly flawed relianceon paper records generated by the self-interested project operatoris a hallmark of the entire verification “methodologies” in the ODSProtocol.  The temptations for a project operator to exaggerate oroutright fabricate records will be enormous.  If GHG offset pricescome close to the offset prices in the European GHG tradingprogram, destruction of a single pound of GHG could be worth nearly$100.  Again, once all the real evidence is gone, e.g., the foamand refrigeration unit are in the landfill and the ODS hasallegedly been destroyed, there is little, if any, hope of provingthe fraud.
f.	Emissions Above the Cap:  As with the Digester protocol above,the net result of the unverifiable and non-additional offsets thatcan be created under this protocol is a system that would allowemissions above the cap in the capped sectors.
g.	Perverse Incentive to Keep Landfill Disposal of Foam ContainingODS Legal:  Allowing offsets for ODS destruction from foam may alsocreate additional barriers to passage of appropriate regulationsthat would require ODS destruction before foam containing thesesubstances could be brought to a landfill.  Once an offset activityis profitable, those who are profiting will provide additionalresistance to the passage of legislation and/or regulations thatcould provide an across the board, rather than piecemeal solution. In this sense, the proposed offsets do not meet the standard ofadditional reductions beyond what would have occurred otherwise.
(3)	U.S. Forest Projects
a.	Reforestation, Improved Forest Management and AvoidedConversion: The proposed U.S. Forest Protocol would grant GHGoffsets for three types of projects – reforestation, improvedforest management, and avoided conversion.  This Protocol containsa plethora of very serious flaws.  The most serious of these flawsconcern the determination of whether any given forest project isadditional, i.e., whether the project would have occurred in thecourse of business-as-usual.  For each type of forestry project,the U.S. Forest Protocol established a performance test.  If theproject meets the applicable performance standard, the project isdeemed to be additional.  U.S. Forest Protocol at section 3.1.2.(p. 34 of 131.)
b.	Performance Standard Approach to Additionality andBusiness-As-Usual : We have set forth an analysis concerning thecommon failures of a performance standard approach to determiningadditionality in the Williams/Zabel Disclosure at pp. 9-11.  Asdetailed below, the U.S. Forest Project Protocol includes a numberof these failures that result in include projects which would haveoccurred in the course of business-as-usual.  This is becauseperformance standards of this type are, by their very nature,almost always comparisons to projects which have actually occurred. In a market economy, the most advanced methods quite often givethe business using them a competitive advantage.  This is why theseadvanced pieces of equipment and methods are most often“significantly better than average” and “better than commonpractice.”  In a market economy, they are the result ofbusiness-as-usual.  It violates AB 32’s requirement ofadditionality to grant offsets to such projects. 
c.	Improved Forest Management and the “Common Practice” PerformanceStandard:  The U.S. Forest Protocol for improved forest managementprojects contains several different performance standard flaws.  Itrelies on calculations that involve mind-numbing complexity and aseries of subjective and unenforceable judgment calls.  Thisprotocol also relies heavily on “common practice” as its benchmarkfor additionality.  The entire demonstration of additionality isbased upon “estimating baseline onsite carbon stocks” and comparingthis to “common practice” on “similar lands” in the area of theproject.  U.S. Forest Protocol at section 6.2.1.  (p. 64 of 131.) Since it is impossible to have an objective determination ofwhether forest management projects are beyond what would otherwisehave occurred under this protocol, the offset performance standardclearly fails to satisfy AB 32’s requirements that offsets be“real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, enforceable, andadditional.”
d.	Reforestation - “Less Than 10% Tree Canopy Cover” PerformanceStandards: For reforestation projects, the U.S. Forest Protocolallows two possible performance standards, either of which couldlead to the approval of offsets.  One of the standards is the thereis currently less than 10% tree canopy cover.  In this case, theprotocol merely states that projects which occur on land that hashad less than 10 percent tree canopy cover for the last 10 yearsare automatically additional.  No analysis, data, or rationale ispresented for this determination.  
e.	Reforestation  - Areas with “Significant Disturbance” - Alternative Performance Standards-  “Economic Cost Scenario” or“Historical Not Engaged In or Allowed Timber Harvesting”:  Forreforestation projects which occur on land which has undergone a“Significant Disturbance” (e.g., fire) projects are additional ifthey either meet one of two performance standard.  For the economiccost scenario (set forth in a two page appendix to the Protocol) orif the “Forest Owner has not historically engaged in or allowedtimber harvesting.”  U.S. Forest Protocol at section 3.1.2.1.   The economic cost scenario approach to additionality appears tovery heavily rely on data which either does not yet exist or havenot been made public.  Twice this part of the Protocol states thatcertain economic information and assumptions can be found in “thelookup table in the Forest Offset Protocol Resources section ofARB’s website.”  U.S. Forest Protocol, Appendix E, p. 103.  We wereunable to locate this section of ARB’s website.  In addition, thesecond test for additionality contains no explanation or number ofyears which constitute “historically engaged in or allowed timberharvesting.”  It is suggested, by example, that this qualificationwould apply to municipal or state parks, but this is made clear orexclusive in the Protocol.  U.S. Forest Protocol at section3.1.2.1.  This completely subjective “standard” is neither rationalnor enforceable.
f.	Avoided Conversion Projects – Shifting Economic Activity: Finally, for avoided conversion projects (e.g., conversion offorest to commercial, residential or agricultural land), the U.S.Forest Protocol relies very heavily on appraisals of land value inthe various land use scenarios.  U.S. Forest Protocol at section3.1.2.3.  This approach has two basic problems.  First, leaving aforest uncut and unconverted to another use does not necessarilyresult in fewer GHGs.  Forest products exist in a world market. The largest supplier to the U.S. of softwood (used, for example, inbuilding homes), is Canada.  If U.S. demand for softwood is notdiminished, the forest preserved in the U.S. will almost certainlyresult in additional timber harvesting in Canada or some othercountry.  This will result in no net decrease in GHGs.  In fact, itwould like result in a slight increase represented by the fuel ittakes to import the timber products.  Second, appraising land valueis hardly an exact science.  Anyone aware of the mortgage meltdownshould be aware that appraisals can be manipulated, fabricated,and, essentially, purchased by a self-interested party.  Having a“qualified” appraiser, as required by the Protocol, hardlyaddresses this problem.
(4)	Urban Forest Projects
a.	Tree Planting and Maintenance:  The proposed Urban ForestProtocol would grant GHG offsets for tree-planting and maintenanceprograms carried out by municipalities, educational institutions,and utilities.  This Protocol is the most benign, and probably themost well-intentioned, of the proposed offset protocols.  However,even the Urban Forest Protocol contains one serious flaw.
b.	Net Tree Gain:  The Urban Forest Protocol assumes that any “NetTree Gain” represents an additional reduction in GHGs.  While anyNet Tree Gain is a happy thing for the environment, people, and thelivability of our communities, these gains do occur in the courseof business-as-usual.  A case in point is the urban forest projectcarried out by San Francisco’s Department of the Environment.  Inits September 2009 Annual Report to the Mayor and Board ofSupervisors, San Francisco’s Urban Forestry Council noted that afive-year plan, initiated in 2004, had resulted in the planting andmaintenance of 26,408 trees.  This occurred well before theincentives of GHG offsets.  See Annual Report, September 2009,http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/sfe_urban_forest_annual_report_2009.pdf.
c.	Emissions Above the Cap:  Ultimately, for an offset protocol tohave integrity, the results of all offset projects must be theresult of the financial incentive.  It this is not the case, thefinancial gain for the “would-have-happened-anyway” project ismerely a gratuitous reward.  While cities and other institutionswould appreciate the extra revenue for planting and maintainingtrees they would have planted and maintained anyway, the problem isthat all non-additional GHG offset will inexcusably undercut thegoal of the associated environmental program, reducing emissions. Any such non-additional offsets, will result in allowing additionalunjustified emissions above the cap in the capped sectors. 
CONCLUSION
It is critically important for ARB to resist the temptation to makeoffsets part of California’s cap-and-trade program.  Given thatrapid transition to cleaner energy and energy efficiency iscritical to avoiding global climate disruption, California cannotafford to endorse a program that would allow increases in emissionsin the capped sector above the cap to be “offset” by unverifiablereductions that overlap with business-as-usual.  A system thatallows such offsets will encourage other jurisdictions to followsuit and create a system that locks in climate degradation and theattendant harsh consequences.  While these offset protocols aresupported by interests that would like to profit from the protocolsand by continued emissions in the capped sectors, they would createa huge loophole of non-additional offsets and would delay effectiveaction in ways that are likely to be tragic for today’s youngpeople and for future generations.  
While we agree that it would be positive for California to createincentives for a net increase in additional forest cover, morereliable capture and destruction or recycling of ozone depletingsubstances, and reductions in livestock methane emissions, we donot believe that GHG offsets are a reliable way to accomplish thesegoals.  As demonstrated above, the proposed offset protocols are aninappropriate mechanism for seeking these improvements because itthere are numerous barriers to reliably verifying that any givenproject is additional.  As a result, it is arbitrary and capriciousand inappropriate for the Air Resources Board to approve theproposed GHG offset protocols.
Comment 42 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan(sp-design-ws)
- 1st Workshop(http://www.arb.ca.gov/lispub/comm2/bccommprt.php?listname=sp-design-wsat page 53 of 177)

First Name: Laurie
Last Name: Williams
Email Address: williams.zabel@gmail.com
Affiliation: www.carbonfees.org
Subject: Carbon Fees not cap-and-trade; also Request for Extension
Comment:
My husband, Allan Zabel and I have written 2 pieces regarding this
issue. Please consider our explanations of why carbon fees are
the more efficient and effective market mechanism in the 2 pieces
below (1)our website at www.carbonfees.org, and (2) our July 11th
editorial, imported below. In summary, we believe that
cap-and-trade is a flawed strategy for addressing climate change.
The Acid Rain experience does not prove that cap-and-trade is
applicable to climate change. The two situations are completely
distinguishable. With climate change we face the need for massive
new infrastructure and innovation (as opposed to Acid Rain, where
an easy fuel switch was available); we also have a lack the
comprehensive accurate monitoring of greenhouse gases that was
available for the contaminants of concern in Acid Rain. Finally
Acid Rain did not allow outside offsets. All of this makes the
applicability of the Acid Rain experience to climate change a
myth. 

Also attached as a PDF please find a visual explanation of how
carbon fees work, and a request for additional public education
and an extension of the comment period on this issue. 

1. Please see our May 4th, 2008 Open Letter to Congress at
www.carbonfees.org. While this is not aimed at California and the
AB 32 process, the same arguments apply. This website also
provides additional information on our credentials as public
sector environmental enforcement attorneys and references for the
arguments that we make.

2. Please also consider the arguments in the following piece:
Cap & Trade - Misplaced Confidence (published in California Energy
Circuit on July 11, 2008) which addresses AB 32 and the upcoming
decision by the California Air Resources Board. 

By Laurie Williams & Allan Zabel 

As poles and glaciers melt, permafrost thaws and oceans acidify
from our ever-increasing greenhouse gas emissions, the question of
whether a carbon cap-and-trade program or carbon fees wouldprovide
swifter, more equitable and certain emissions reductions is
increasingly urgent. Based on our experience as environmental
enforcers (including Allan’s experience with cap-and-trade
programs), we believe that the California Air Resource Board’s
confidence in cap-and-trade is misplaced and that carbon fees
provide the more effective and efficient path to the goals of AB
32, California’s landmark climate protection law. 

As long expected, California’s recently released AB 32 Draft
Scoping Plan relies heavily on “cap-and-trade” to reduce the
state’s significant contributions to global greenhouse gas
emissions. The draft minimizes the value of a system of “carbon
fees.” The Air Resources Board justifies its preference by calling
cap-and-trade a more certain route to meeting AB 32’s requirement
to reduce California’s emissions 30 percent below “business as
usual” by 2020. 

However, cap-and-trade has serious downsides. 

Unless all cap-and-trade elements, including offsets, are limited
to systems with accurate emissions measurement, the cap on total
emissions will likely be inflated and claimed reductions
exaggerated. While the emissions of large electrical generating
facilities with continuous emission monitoring systems can be
accurately tracked, many other sources of emissions and offsets
cannot be as closely monitored. 

If these less-accurately-measured sources participate, the
integrity of the cap-and-trade program will be undermined, as will
the certainty in reductions that CARB seeks. In addition, even if
the market is limited to facilities with continuous emission
monitors, this will create artificial scarcity that is likely to
result in disruptions and unfairness, as initial and future
allocations of the right to emit are distributed and traded. 

A preview of such disruptions was provided by the manipulations
that created the California energy crisis early in this decade.
This potential was also demonstrated in a recent simulation at the
University of California at Berkeley’s Haas School of Business, in
which students gamed a carbon-trading market for individual gain,
leading to scarcity and high prices. This potential for market
manipulation could contribute to undesirable price volatility. The
resulting lack of price predictability in a cap-and-trade system
(specifically, the lack of certainty that the price of energy from
fossil fuels will exceed the price of green energy) reduces the
incentive for the substantial investments in the new
infrastructure and innovation necessary to provide alternative
energy at affordable prices. 

The history of cap-and-trade demonstrates the limitations of the
state’s proposal. 

The so-called “cap-and-trade” of the federal acid rain program in
no way resembles the complex challenge we face in reducing
greenhouse gases. Under the program, all facilities had monitors,
so the system had the integrity of accurate measurement. There was
relatively little trading, particularly outside of any given
corporation and its subsidiaries. Trading in the acid rain program
primarily meant that some corporations complied with the gradual
reductions in total sulfur emissions by averaging among several of
their facilities. In addition, there was no significant need for
investments in new technologies or innovation in order to reduce
sulfur. All that was needed--and what happened--was a “fuel
switch” from high-sulfur coal, to the low-sulfur coal found in
Wyoming’s Powder River Basin. 

In contrast, another cap-and-trade program failed spectacularly in
Los Angeles. Known as RECLAIM (the Regional Clean Air Incentives
Market), it was aimed at reducing ground level ozone. In RECLAIM,
despite the presence of monitors, an inflated cap delayed most
emission reductions for over seven years. At the end of that time,
the market collapsed and the necessary control technology was
required by regulation. 

Similarly, attempts to design an effective carbon cap-and-trade
system have failed under the Kyoto Protocol--a 1997 international
accord to cut greenhouse gas emissions which the U.S. never
ratified. Utilities and other sources have underreported their
emissions, purchased flawed offsets, driven up prices, reaped
billions in undeserved profits and generally failed to produce
promised emission reductions. 

Despite cap-and-trade’s enormous disadvantages, it is ardently
supported by two disparate groups. This first consists of those
who stand to profit, whether from trading, certifying offsets
and/or delaying the phase-out of fossil fuels. The second includes
those who truly want rapid reductions, but believe that thegreater
efficiency and transparency of carbon fees is politically
unattainable and/or fail to understand that the vulnerabilities of
cap-and-trade to manipulation and fraud will make the “cap”
illusory. 

The advantages of carbon fees, in contrast, include simplicity and
transparency. For instance, the U.S. Congressional Budget Office
stated in its February 2008 report: “A tax on emissions would be
the most efficient incentive-based option for reducing emissions
and could be relatively easy to implement.” These advantages
include that it is much easier to effectively trace and impose a
fee on all fossil fuels at the point of importation or extraction
than it is to accurately measure all greenhouse gas emissions. 

By phasing in gradually increasing carbon fees that would go up
each year until the price of energy made from fossil fuels exceeds
the price of clean technologies, carbon fees would create the
certainty needed to spur investment in post-fossil fuel energy
sources. A per-capita rebate of these carbon fees to all
California taxpayers would cushion the impact of higher energy
prices, particularly for low and middle income taxpayers, during
the transition to the post-fossil fuel economy. The relative
certainty provided by escalating carbon fees and the investments
they would foster are likely to catapult California and the nation
into a leadership position in green technology and set a roadmap
for the rest of the world on how to move beyond the ineffective
policy of cap-and-trade. 

As CBO acknowledges, the main barrier to the carbon fees approach
is a lack of political acceptability. It in turn is based on a
lack of public education about why carbon fees (and a ban on new
coal-fired power plants without sequestration) are our best hope
to save our way of life and leave a habitable biosphere to the
next generation. 

By selecting carbon fees to meet AB 32’s goal, California could
lead the nation in effectively and efficiently addressing climate
change. While CARB’s draft scoping plan attempts to support its
preference for cap-and-trade by indicating that it would fit well
with expected cap-and-trade programs by the Western Climate
Initiative and the federal government, this justification is
unworthy of California’s proud tradition of environmental
leadership. 

Only if we discuss the urgency of the problem and the most
effective solution with friends, families, neighbors and
colleagues, and ask them to join us in calling and writing our
representatives, can we jump-start the huge outpouring of public
participation necessary to make carbon fees the acceptable as well
as the wise choice. 

--Laurie Williams and Allan Zabel of www.carbonfees.org wrote this
editorial as citizens and parents. In May, the two lawyers issued
an open letter to Congress urging lawmakers to put their efforts
into setting carbon fees in place of a carbon cap-and-trade
program. For details about their professional experience and
carbon fees approach, see their website. 

3. Attached please find a visual providing a chart to
demonstrates how the certainty that green energy will become less
expensive than fossil fuel energy would affect investment and
affordability. Cap-and-trade cannot deliver this same price
certainty and hence will not be as effective in moving us to a
post-fossil fuel economy.

4. REQUEST FOR EXTENSION:
We believe that an additional period of public education should
occur on the issue of carbon fees vs. cap-and-trade, and that
there should be an additional comment period on this issue prior
to a final decision.
Attachment:www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-design-ws/45-why_carbon_fees_work_7-28-08.pdf
Original File Name: Why Carbon Fees Work 7-28-08.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 22:56:07

 

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/75-lw___az_comment_re_ab_32_supplement___offsets_7-27-11v4.doc'Original File Name: LW & AZ Comment re AB 32 Supplement & Offsets 7-27-11v4.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 22:52:38No Duplicates.



Comment 56 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: KathyLast Name: ScrippsEmail Address: purplestarca11@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: Clear cuttingComment:eAs a 4th generation Californian nothing is more disturbing to myfamily & freinds than clear cutting. Our favorite family campingarea was clear cut. The loggers left it looking like a Nuclearblast zone. They also left 50 gal oil drums, broken loggingequipment and large patches of petroleum on the ground. Our forestsshould be cut using selective practices. Clear cutting damages thecomplete ecosystem of the forest. It damages the creeks, habitatfor all plants ans animals that live in, around and on the tree's.The native forest lands belong to our future generations.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 23:43:15No Duplicates.



Comment 57 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: Frank T.Last Name: LossyEmail Address: ftlossy322@comcast.netAffiliation: Subject: Up coming hearingComment:Dear ARB,

I appreciate being invited to express my views at this time.

It is my impresson that the broad plans and judgements you havedeveloped are sound ways of fostering a carbon emission reduction,and I wish to commend that work.

However I believe that it would be preferable in a nuber of waysfor the body public if you would give further thought to the issueof how the carbon caps you have developed should be enforced. Instead of trading of permits by means of auctions of unusedallowances, I would recommend a system of CAP AND DIVIDEND bedeveloped without permitting trading .  Instead I propose that allpenalties for exceeding allowances be assessed and collected by theState of CA, and distributed to the citizenry of CA as adividends.

This would be more fair to the public, which will be payingindirectly for the penalties anyway, in the form of higher energyprices passed on to them by the energy producers.  And I believe itwould make the system more palatable to the citizenry.

Please let me know whether you are willing to consider such amodification.

Thank you for the opportunity to be heard in connection with yourwork-task.

Appreciatively,

Frank T. Lossy, M.D.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 00:34:38No Duplicates.



Comment 58 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: KimberlyLast Name: BurrEmail Address: kimlarry2@comcast.netAffiliation: Subject: trading carbonComment:Deforestation is a major climate change problem.  Forests aroundthe planet must be increased and mature forests protected NOTtraded!!

Policing a trading scheme is not a proven model to reduce carbonemissions or CO2 build up.  The best scheme, which is feasible onlythrough guidance from government, is to transition to clean energyas quickly as possible as in a cap and dividend system.  

 Many businesses will thrive and achieve efficiencies, advantages,and market share during and after transition.  Businesses andlobbies that merely assert that they will be harmed by cappingcarbon and reinvesting in clean energy must be required todemonstrate through peered reviewed studies, that the economics,even if there MIGHT be some costs incurred, are infeasible.  Thecourts have said that business may sometimes have to incur costs solong as they are reasonable and environmental protection will berealized. 

  The environmental document must analyze the historic impacts ofconstructively forcing technology through regulation.  Increasedmiles per gallon is one good example.  Good regulation creates alevel playing field and is forward looking like our majorenvironmental laws were.  Industries can change, will change, andwill be better competitors in the global economy if they areefficient, nimble,and  jump into the niche that is clean renewableenergy.  It is not in any one's interest to be dictated to by staleand rigid thinking that holds every one back.

  Please incorporate these elements into the environmentalanalysis.

 Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 08:11:07No Duplicates.



Comment 59 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: DarwinLast Name: Bond-GrahamEmail Address: darwinbondgraham@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Carbon TaxComment:Dear ARB,
The previous scoping of AB 32 was indeed flawed in its over-dueemphasis on cap and trade like schemes.
A straightforward carbon tax, which there would be many ways toimplement, with a 100% dividend to CA's residents, would be boththe most effective and just way to tax the "bad" economicactivities that emit large amounts of greenhouse gas, and stimulateactivities that either conserve energy, or utilize low-carbonemitting energy sources.
I urge the board to further study and ultimately implement a carbontax.
Sincerely,
Darwin BondGrahamAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 08:35:22No Duplicates.



Comment 60 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: LyndaLast Name: DanielsEmail Address: lynda67@cox.netAffiliation: Subject: EmissionsComment:Calfornia needs to lead the way in controlling emissions.  Pleasepass legislation that will help us all breathe better.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 08:55:18No Duplicates.



Comment 61 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: EmilyLast Name: BockmonEmail Address: ebockmon@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Revenue-neutral Fee and DividendComment:
I applaud the efforts of the ARB and appreciate the steps CA hastaken toward a responsible energy policy. The scoping plan putforth by ARB has many great elements that will continue to move thestate toward reduced emissions. Unfortunately the scoping planmisses the mark in its support of developing a Californiacap-and-trade program. 

I urge the Board to consider a revenue-neutral carbon fee anddividend, rather than the currently proposed cap-and-trade system.We need action that will be effective immediately, and will be easyand cheap to implement. A carbon fee will have much lowerimplementation costs than cap-and-trade and will require lessoversight in the years following. I believe it will have theadditional advantage of being more effective at emissionsreductions as well. 

The scoping plan already includes a similar fee to what is beingsuggested in the High Global Warming Potential Mitigation Fee. Thismeasure will help better reflect, in their cost, the impact ofotherwise relatively inexpensive but harmful chemicals. Carbonemissions could easily be treated in this same manner, as achemical whose true costs are not currently being included in itscost to consumers. A carbon fee would help to accurately pricecarbon by acknowledging its climate change potential. By includinga revenue neutral dividend that is directly returned to the peopleof California, there is no increased financial burden by theincreased cost of energy. 
  
A revenue-neutral carbon fee and dividend will help us quickly,fairly and simply achieve our goal of reducing greenhouse gasemissions to 1990 levels by 2020. 

Thank you,
Emily Bockmon
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 08:51:48No Duplicates.



Comment 62 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: PaulLast Name: FritzEmail Address: pcfritz2000@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: AB 32 Cap and TradeComment:Dear CARB,

Specific carbon market designs can address objections raised bygroups critical of the impacts of AB 32&#8242;s Cap & Tradeprogram.  Instead of giveaways to polluting industries, CARB shouldauction 100% of permits. Rather than unlimited offsets, CARB shouldstrictly limit them.  Inequities in the use of allowance value canbe addressed with a Cap & Dividend approach that returns revenuesback to all Californians equally.  

Please incorporate these elements into the environmental analysis.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 08:59:395 Duplicates.



Comment 63 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: Debra Last Name: BerlinerEmail Address: berliner.debra@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Please support effective climate action, not cap and tradeComment:Dear CARB Members,
I am proud to live in California where we're leading the country inclimate action. However, major flaws in the cap and trade mechanismthreaten our leadership and our capacity to truly reduce stategreenhouse gases in a meaningful way. The "trade" aspect allows bigpolluters to continue polluting, often in hard hit communitiesalready burdened by air pollution and other environmental hazards.It is the responsibility and ethical imperative of electedofficials to protect the most vulnerable of their constituents.Moving forward with cap and trade betrays that responsibility. 
Please instead consider implementing a carbon tax, which couldbring the same GHG savings without the social costs.
Thanks for all your work.
Best regards,
Debra BerlinerAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 08:52:33No Duplicates.



Comment 64 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: steveLast Name: holmesEmail Address: stevor_h@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: Global Warming/Climate Change being related to CO2 is a HOAXComment:Here's three important things (articles/videos) about the falacy ofCO2 causing climate change. Cosmic rays cause clouds. Sun activityblocks that so a more active sun leads to fewer clouds and moreheat. Warmer climate leads to more CO2 and NOT the reverse. Hereare SCIENTIFIC pieces to PROVE it:
 
http://blog.alexanderhiggins.com/2011/07/18/scientists-gagged-interpreting-study-links-climate-change-cosmic-rays-35691/
Scientists Gagged From Interpreting Study That Links Climate ChangeTo Cosmic Rays
 
Cosmic rays are influence by the sun and the galayy:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dKoUwttE0BA
 
The reason that CO2 is higher with hotter weather is because thehotter weather increases the CO2 and hot the reverse, as theClimate Change FRAUDS assert:
http://www.weatheraction.com/pages/pv.asp?p=wact10&fsize=0

Global Warming/Climate Change is just a SCAM so a TAX can becollected and MAINLY so people involved in the "carbon exchange"can make MILLIONS of dollars for "running" it.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 23:05:03No Duplicates.



Comment 65 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - 45 Day.First Name: LeonardLast Name: StoneEmail Address: leonardonthecoast@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: AB-32 economy killerComment:To believe science which cannot predict local weather more than 3days in the future can effectively predict world wide climate ten,twenty or fifty years in the future is complete folly.

The enactment of AB-32 will decrease economic activity inCalifornia.  Air quality is not confined to state borders.  Whenour industry moves to neighboring states, so will jobs andrevenues, the air will flow back and forth.

The pain of this effort is far more reliable and severe than thepotential benefit.  If we only eliminate manufacturing and energyconsumption, we will have cleaner air and water.  Of course we willhave to live in caves without light or heat.  We will travel byfoot and eat whatever the land will allow us.

Over the last 50 years life expectancy has increased from 60 to 85. Most of that is the advancement of medical science.  There is somecredit to lifestyle.  As we restrict our use of energy we willlearn how much credit lifestyle deserves. 
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 05:43:51No Duplicates.



Comment 66 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: BettyLast Name: LoEmail Address: locols@pacbell.netAffiliation: Subject: A.B. 32Comment:Dear Chairman Nichols,

I do not believe that cap-and-trade should allow clearcutting totake place, no matter how well it is done. Clearcutting is toosevere and the consequences are too great to deal with. Too muchclearcutting has been done in the western states over the last fewdecades - we have all experienced the consequences! 

We need to lead with this preventive measure; so that we don'tsuffer anymore in the future.

Please consider other solutions. 

I would love to hear back from you on this issue.

Thank you very much.
Sincerely,
Betty LoAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 09:09:41No Duplicates.



Comment 67 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: Diana PeiLast Name: WuEmail Address: dwu@antioch.eduAffiliation: Antioch University Los AngelesSubject: Diana Pei Wu, PhD - Comments on 2011 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent DocumentComment:Dear Chairperson Nichols, and Mr. Goldstene,

 

I offer the following attached comments on the alternatives in theAB32 Scoping Plan, in the hope of reaching a new accord on thisopportunity to stop disastrous climate change and eliminateCaliforniaâ€™s fossil-fueled smog and toxic emissions. 

 

My name is Diana Pei Wu, and I am a Professor of Urban Communitiesand Environment at Antioch University Los Angeles. I received myPhD from the University of California, Berkeley in EnvironmentalScience, Policy & Management in 2006. During that time period, Iworked and studied themes as diverse as environmental racism,international community development and conservation, human rights,and forestry. I also have an M.A. in Ecology and EvolutionaryBiology from Princeton University and, before becoming a socialscientist, had worked as a tropical ecosystem field ecologist fornearly a decade in places as diverse as Hawaii, Costa Rica, Panama,Cameroon, Malaysia, Kosrae, Brasil, Western Samoa and Kenya. Thus,I have personal and professional knowledge of the communities andecosystems that are affected by REDD, cap-and-trade and offsetmechanisms here in the United States as well as extensive ecosystemand community knowledge abroad. 

Below I outline the great and continuing failures of market-basedpollution programs, in particular, the program being proposed asREDD â€“ Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forestDegradation. Although all governments and most mainstreamconservation groups claim that no official REDD projects exist yet,there are dozens, if not hundreds, of so-call â€œREDD readinessâ€•programs already in existence, and the already existing findingsshould prove to you that the observed problems with these programsare indeed structural by nature, and unable to be remediated orâ€œsafeguardedâ€• without great cost to human and ecologicalwell-being.

I strongly urge you to explore real alternatives to cap-and-tradeand come to the reasonable conclusion that these mechanisms harmcommunities and livelihoods for Californians, and our families andcommunities in other parts of the world. California must not takeon the position of exacerbating or causing human rights abuses inother parts of the world. The ecological, ethical and economicfallout of those violations reverberate deeply throughout theglobal world system.

Sincerely,
Diana Pei WuAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/91-dianapeiwu-aula-carbab32-letterhead.pdf'Original File Name: DianaPeiWu-AULA-CARBAB32-letterhead.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 11:00:44No Duplicates.



Comment 68 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: CharlesLast Name: MooreEmail Address: thechasmo@comcast.netAffiliation: Subject: Carbon tax alternative to Cap & TradeComment:I'm writing to recommend that you pursue a Carbon Tax instead of aCap & Trade as implementation of AB 32. We need to create ahealthier environment and this seems like an easy solution where wecan discourage the behavior we don't want (pollution) and encouragethe behavior we want (finding green alternatives.) The EU's Cap &Trade program failures show that that system does not inherentlyreduce emissions. But a Carbon Tax would be a great step towardsrestricting businesses ability to externalize the cost of theirharmful behaviors. 
Thanks for considering this and for the work that you do to makeCalifornia healthier and a leader in creative ecological solutions.
peace,
Charles RH MooreAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 11:15:09No Duplicates.



Comment 69 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JoElleLast Name: ArnadoEmail Address: joelle.l.arnado@conocophillips.comAffiliation: ConocoPhillipsSubject: Comments on Supplement to AB 32 Functionally Equivalent Document (FED) dated June 13, 2011Comment:Attached please find comment letter.  Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/95-ab32_-_cop_comments__fed_07282011.pdf'Original File Name: AB32 - COP Comments  FED 07282011.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 11:25:34No Duplicates.



Comment 70 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: ChrisLast Name: YoungmarkEmail Address: cyoungmark@usw.orgAffiliation: USWSubject: Regulation to Implement CA Scoping Plan and Transportation FuelsComment:United Steelworkers District 12 submitted comments.  Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/96-ab_32_letter'Original File Name: AB 32 Letter Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 11:29:37No Duplicates.



Comment 71 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: DavidLast Name: SchonbrunnEmail Address: David@Schonbrunn.orgAffiliation: TRANSDEFSubject: The FED Supplement is legally inadequate.Comment:Please see attached letter.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/97-supplement_to_scoping_plan_fed_comment_letter.pdf'Original File Name: Supplement to Scoping Plan FED Comment Letter.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 11:57:28No Duplicates.



Comment 72 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: ReedeLast Name: StocktonEmail Address: reede@ccdecology.orgAffiliation: Ctr for Community, Democracy & EcologySubject: Broad Coalition Urges Reconsideration of Cap-and-TradeComment:The following letter is endorsed by a broad coalition of over 40nonprofit groups concerned about ARB's proposed cap-and-tradeprogram.  The letter is addressed to Governor Brown, with a copysubmitted to ARB here as a public comment.  The letter urgesGovernor Brown to direct the Air Resources Board to prioritize CO2reductions in communities already heavily impacted by toxic aircontaminants and, prior to reaching a decision on a reconsideredGHG reduction program, to hold hearings on the revised proposal inthose impacted communities.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/99-brown_sign_on_letter.pdf'Original File Name: Brown sign on letter.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 11:45:29No Duplicates.



Comment 73 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: LaurenLast Name: RafelskiEmail Address: lauren.rafelski@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Revenue-neutral Fee and DividendComment:Dear CARB,

I commend you for working to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in thestate of California.  However, I ask you to consider implementing arevenue-neutral fee on carbon emissions, in which 100% of therevenue is returned evenly to California residents, instead of acap and trade system.

A carbon fee is much easier to implement than cap and trade.  Thefee could be set at a certain amount for the first year, andincrease by a set amount every year.  This could be implementedimmediately, as opposed to a cap and trade system, which could takeyears to implement.  Since right now we do not have an effectiveway of removing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, the sooner wecan start reducing emissions, the better off we'll be in the longrun.

A carbon fee is also more transparent than a cap and trade system.A stable price of carbon would make it easier for businesses topredict their costs.  Cap and trade, on the other hand, wouldcreate much higher volatility in carbon prices. 

In these tough economic times, it is important to consider how aprice on carbon would affect the poorest Californians, who spend ahigher percentage of their income on carbon dioxide sources, suchas transportation.  A flat fee on carbon would disproportionatelyaffect the poor.  However, by returning 100% of the revenue evenlyto California residents, the carbon fee would be progressive,rather than regressive, and people would be more insulated fromrising costs.  

A fee on carbon will achieve the same purpose as cap and trade: itwill lower carbon dioxide emissions, while helping to level theplaying field for renewable energy.  A cap and trade system can beunnecessarily complicated, and can cause very high uncertainty incarbon prices.  On the other hand, a revenue-neutral carbon fee anddividend is very simple, eliminates the potential for carbon priceuncertainties, and helps insulate Californians from rising carbonprices.   

Sincerely,
Lauren RafelskiAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 11:39:34No Duplicates.



Comment 74 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MelodyLast Name: MoEmail Address: melody@baylocalize.orgAffiliation: Bay LocalizeSubject: Cleaner Air for All CommunitiesComment:We need to pass an alternative/revision to the current cap andtrade policy.  This is especially because of the industrialpolluters who can evidently take advantage of the "trade" part ofthe current cap and trade policies.  Residents who live inproximity to these polluters (many of whom are currently allowed tocontinue their detrimental levels of pollution) suffer the mostimmediate health effects. This needs to be changed.

In a time of financial instability, those who have the privilege tomake big changes through policy need to take advantage of theirposition to help create and sustain resilient communities. Acommunity is resilient when its members are equipped with the tools(i.e. health) in order to self-sustain when global forces are notfavorable.  And one way to start is to ensure the formation andproper regulation of policies to have cleaner air for each andevery community in California.

Thanks for your time,
Melody Mo

Green Your City Intern, Bay Localize
B.A. Political Economy, 2011 - University of California, BerkeleyAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 12:17:22No Duplicates.



Comment 75 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: EdwardLast Name: CaseyEmail Address: ed.casey@alston.comAffiliation: Alston&Bird  for CA Independent ProducerSubject: Comments on Supplement to AB 32 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent DocumentComment:Please see the attached comment letter submitted on behalf ofCalifornia Independent Producers Association.  Thank you.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/103-7-28-11_carb_comment_letter.pdf'Original File Name: 7-28-11 CARB Comment Letter.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 12:59:07No Duplicates.



Comment 76 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JohnLast Name: AndrewEmail Address: jandrew@water.ca.govAffiliation: Assistant Deputy Director, DWRSubject: DWR comments on Supplemental FED for AB 32 SPComment:The Department of Water Resources (DWR) has broad responsibilitiesfor water management and planning for California, as well as forthe operation of the State Water Project (SWP).  DWR is a member ofthe Governor’s Climate Action Team, has achieved Climate ActionLeader status from The Climate Registry, and is actively assistingthe California Air Resources Board in implementing the AB 32Scoping Plan.  The Department respectfully submits these commentson the Supplement to the Functional Equivalent Document for the AB32 Scoping Plan, related to the California Water Plan Update andthe SWP.

First, the subject document includes unclear statements andmischaracterizations about the California Water Plan Update, thestate’s strategic plan for water resources.  Specifically, theSupplement states that the Water Plan presents three potentialscenarios for conditions in 2050, and that all three scenariosindicate a growing demand for water.  In fact, one of the threeplausible scenarios, called “Slow and Strategic Growth,” indicatesless overall demand for water.  More importantly, though, thesescenarios are intended to be the basis for measuring the resiliencyof future water policies and actions, rather than to simplyunderscore how much water demand is expected to grow (or not).  Thedocument also states, without reference, that water shortages inCalifornia may get worse at a “rate of approximately two to threepercent per year.”  Without citation, it is unclear the basis forthis prediction, one that is not included in the Water Plan. 

Second, DWR remains concerned regarding the allocation ofallowances under the Cap & Trade element of the Scoping Plan, asproposed in the current draft regulation. The concern specificallyrelates to:  1) the equity of declining to provide DWR withallowances reflecting its energy consumption, and instead givingaway those allowances to public and private utilities; and 2) thelack of analysis of the potential environmental and economicimpacts of Cap & Trade on the SWP and the agencies and consumersthat receive SWP water.
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 13:21:59No Duplicates.



Comment 77 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MarianneLast Name: HedrichEmail Address: marianne@baylocalize.orgAffiliation: Subject: Carbon Tax systemComment:I believe in the Carbon Tax system to force firms' to finally takeresponsibility in gas emissions and make polluter's pay! Allowingcompanies to "buy credit" is not going to help us to achieve abetter environment as fast as we could.  Also, I agree that it isimportant to combine such a system with better policies to have aclean and healthy environment for us and for the next generations.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 13:37:22No Duplicates.



Comment 78 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: RichardLast Name: TomaselliEmail Address: tmslbwrs@earthlink.netAffiliation: Subject: Cap and trade.Comment:Basically I believe that a carbon tax would be a much moreeffective means of cutting carbon emmissions.  The potentialtravesty of having forest clear cuts qualify under cap and trade isonly one example of counterprodutive outcomes that could resultfrom cap and trade.  A carbon tax, loathsome as it might be toindustry, would be simpler, fairer, more effective and possiblymore remunerative than cap and trade.  Yes, new taxes!

Sincerely
Richard Tomaselli
1199 Cornell Ave.
Berkeley, CA 94706Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 13:36:25No Duplicates.



Comment 79 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: AnjaLast Name: MillerEmail Address: AnjaKMiller@cs.comAffiliation: Subject: City-based climate action plans: BaselineComment:1) Our small City of Brisbane (pop. 3,800)has been told by SanMateo County consultants that we will be responsible for creating aClimate Action Plan that "remediates" the greenhouse gases emittedby all the traffic on the 3 miles of US 101 running through ourtown. Please make sure that any simply geographically-generatedbaseline criteria are formulated to reflect such regional, notlocal pollution.

2) Local baselines should include credit for actions already takenby individual citizens to reduce emissions. These could come fromDMV data on local per-capita ownership of electric or hybridvehicles and bicycles as well as permit records issued forinstalled solar generation. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 13:45:26No Duplicates.



Comment 80 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MatthewLast Name: HodgesEmail Address: matt.hodges@valero.comAffiliation: Valero CompaniesSubject: Valero Comments, FED and Scoping Plan RevisionsComment:Valero Comments, FED and Scoping Plan RevisionsAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/109-valero_comment_letter_concerning_the_ab32_scoping_plan_fed_7-28-11.pdf'Original File Name: Valero Comment letter Concerning the AB32 Scoping Plan FED 7-28-11.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 14:13:58No Duplicates.



Comment 81 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JeffLast Name: ConantEmail Address: info@globaljusticeecology.orgAffiliation: Subject: Global Justice Ecology ProjectComment:Please see attached. Along with attachment there is a DVD onrecord.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/110-jeff.pdf'Original File Name: Jeff.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 14:28:18No Duplicates.



Comment 82 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: CatherineLast Name: Reheis-BoydEmail Address: joey@wspa.orgAffiliation: WSPASubject: WSPA Comments on AB32 FEDComment:Per Cathy Reheis-Boyd, please see attached WSPA Comments onSupplement to AB 32 Functionally Equivalent Document (FED) DatedJune 13, 2011 regarding the Scoping Plan. If you have anyquestions, please call Cathy at 916-498-7752 or emailcathy@wspa.org. Thank you. Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/111-wspa_comments_on_ab32_fed_7-28-11_final.pdf'Original File Name: WSPA Comments on AB32 FED 7-28-11 Final.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 14:50:18No Duplicates.



Comment 83 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: RachelLast Name: GinisEmail Address: rfginis@gmail.comAffiliation: Citizens Climate LobbySubject: Cap and Trade for California ceqa-sp11 Comment:To whom it may concern,
Thank you for considering this perspective.  Cap and Trade is a badidea for California for a variety of reasons.  For one itdestabilizes the energy market.  See the video "The Huge Mistake". Cap and Trade was an effective method for acid rain because itcalled for relatively simple fixes within the existing infrastructure.  Energy is an entirely different deal for one thing younever know how much will be needed in a given season it iscompletely variable.  Every time C & T has been applied itdestablizes the energy market.  Higher prices will fall on thebacks of the lower and middle classes. Also we need to create a newinfra structure to move us away from carbon creating fuels, cap andtrade does not set a clear market signal for the developement ofclean renewable energy.  And finally the additionality of offsetscompletely undermine the system and can not be verified.  When capand trade has been applied it actually increases the amount ofcarbon by forcing industry to ship there production to anotherlocation then ship it back which is not calculated under the cap. 

My favorite summation of the insanity of cap and trade is that itaims to correct the carbon problem through the regulation and tradeof the lack of creating an invisible substance - think about it -we almost brought down the world economy because we could notmanage home loans appropriately, now we are talking about solvingthe climate crises through the careful monitoring of and marketexchange of the lack of creating an invisible substance.  DOES THATREALLY SOUND LIKE A GOOD IDEA TO YOU !!!!!!

Plan B - Carbon Fee and Dividend, put a steadily rising price oncarbon creating fuels as they enter the economy, at the mine, thewell, the port of entry and return 100% of the revenue from thatfee to household in the form of an equally divided green check witheach individual getting one share and up to two kids getting half ashare each.  This creates a clear and transparent market signalthat will move us into the clean energy economy. Under this plan 60- 80% of the people will be breaking even or actually making money. This protects people from the rising cost of fossil fuels while wemake this delicate transition.
 
I do not however feel that any state should take on the burden ofputting a price on carbon alone and disadvantage its businesscommunity compared to other states.  California should use itsconsiderable influence in the House of Representatives to getCongress to act on energy legislation that will move this countryaway from it's dependence on fossil fuels that mostly come in fromcountries that are not particularly fond of us.  Because Carbon Feeand Dividend works through existing agencies it could go intoeffect overnight. This strategy would create millions of new jobs. I am in the home remodeling business, LEED Ap, Green Point Advisor,general contractor and residential designer.  This proposal woulddo an incredible amount to create the demand for more efficienthomes and businesses that California is working so hard to achieve. The forces that be keep trying to create the change byincentivizing business/industry (Energy Upgrade Cal) but it is acomplex and out of balance strategy.  You have to incentivize thewhole market.  You need to make PEOPLE as well as industry want togo green.  By doing this you will create massive growth in theenergy efficiency, renewable energy and transportation sectors, toname just a few!!!  
This country is in desperate need of a common goal that will get usworking again, secure our economy and our nation from foriegnthreats and re-energize America.  Let's do this people!  Cap andtrade is the wrong solution.  Carbon Fee and Dividend will win theday, it is capable of getting the support on both sides of 
Congress and winning the heart and minds of the American people(not to mention their pocket books).  We need California to leadthe way that it historically has and point this country in theright direction.  For more information you can go toCitizensclimatelobby.org and carbontax.org.  You can also contactme, Rachel Ginis rfginis@gmail.com.  Thank you so much for all youdoing!!!  I was writing fast, so sorry about any creative spelling.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/112-carbon_fee_proposal_support_boxer.pdf'Original File Name: Carbon fee proposal_Support_Boxer.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 14:02:25No Duplicates.



Comment 84 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MikeLast Name: WilliamsEmail Address: mwilliams@iwla.comAffiliation: IWLASubject: Public Hearing to Re-consider the Regulation to Implement CA Cap and Trade (AB 32)Comment:Attached are my comments on behalf of IWLA (International WarehouseLogistics Association) for consideration regarding the AB 32 CARBhearing on August 24th, 2011 to Re-consider the Regulation toImplement CA Cap and Trade.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/113-7-27-11_ab32.pdf'Original File Name: 7-27-11_ab32.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:07:19No Duplicates.



Comment 85 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: Timothy Last Name: KlineEmail Address: timklinesd@gmail.comAffiliation: Citizens Climate LobbySubject: Carbon Tax not properly exploredComment:I do not believe that a carbon tax was given due credit.  Theorganization was so invested in cap and trade, it felt scared toexplore a better alternative.  The Carbon Tax in British Columbiaappears to be working.  Australia may implement a carbon tax.  Ithink this is the better option and the Board should adopt a carbontax for California.
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:13:42No Duplicates.



Comment 86 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: KristinaLast Name: PistoneEmail Address: rabidchipmnk@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Better alternative to cap and trade: fee and dividend Comment:There are a number of reasons to implement a carbon fee anddividend system over one of cap and trade.  First and foremost isthat a straight fee on carbon emissions is far simpler than settingup a cap and trade system, which could take years to implement, andeven longer to see significant reductions in emissions.  As theEuropean system shows, there is no guarantee a cap and trade systemwould be effective in reducing emissions.  A carbon fee could beimplemented fairly quickly into the tax code, producing emissionscuts much sooner.  A fixed price on carbon scheduled to increase ata certain rate allows businesses to better plan and budget foremissions reductions.  The environmental benefits and thebusinesses who must comply are not at the mercy of marketspeculators as in a cap and trade system.  And in a revenue-neutralsystem (in which the collected fees are redistributed to eachcitizen equally), Californians who are hardest hit by this economywill receive the largest proportional benefit.  It's a win-win allaround.

I also agree with the many points brought up by Mr. Richter; Irefer you to his sources as well.

Thank you for your time!Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:15:03No Duplicates.



Comment 87 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: CamilleLast Name: KustinEmail Address: camille@betterworldgroup.comAffiliation: Subject: Global Warming Action Coalition comment letterComment:See the attached letter from member groups of the Global WarmingAction Coalition.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/117-coalition_letter_on_alternatives_anlaysis_7-28-11final.pdf'Original File Name: Coalition letter on Alternatives Anlaysis 7-28-11FINAL.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:25:21No Duplicates.



Comment 88 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: FranciscoLast Name: Hernández MaldonadoEmail Address: kjell.kuehne@gmail.comAffiliation: Ejido Amador Hernández,Ocosingo,ChiapasSubject: Desde Chiapas:NO a REDD+ con Nuestra Selva/From Chiapas,Mexico:NO to REDD+ with Our ForestComment:Ejido Amador Hernández, Municipio de Ocosingo, Chiapas.

a 26 de Julio de 2011.

Nosotros somos una comunidad indígena y campesina que vivimos en elcorazón de la Selva Lacandona, conviviendo con la Madre Tierra,luchando por existir como cultura y contra la históricaexplotación, despojo, discriminación y olvido a la que se nos hasometido por siglos.

Para nosotros que vivimos en estas tierras la respetuosa y armónicaconvivencia entre la naturaleza y las otras comunidades indígenasque habitamos la selva es fundamental, pero desde la promoción delproyecto REDD plus en nuestro Estado que hace el gobierno sin nuncaconsultarnos a nosotros, sentimos que está causando conflictosentre nuestros pueblos, ya que en la práctica beneficia a unos ypor el otro lado intenta despojar y criminalizar la forma de vidade quienes en verdad nos dedicamos a vivir y convivir con la tierray no estamos a favor de los mecanismos de REDD plus como soluciónal cambio climático. Al no consultarnos se violan nuestros derechoshumanos y también los convenios internacionales como la Declaraciónde Naciones Unidas sobre los Derechos de los Pueblos Indígenas.Nosotros no concebimos la vida sin nuestra Selva, ella ha sidoquien nos ha alimentado y curado, ahí han vivido nuestros abuelos yqueremos que también nuestros hijos, no queremos renunciar a lamemoria y a la lucha de nuestros abuelos a existir como pueblosindígenas, nuestro camino es la tierra y nuestro modo elcomunitario y queremos que se nos respete.

Como pueblos campesinos que somos sabemos que el clima estácambiando y que es necesario hacer algo para garantizar la vida deeste planeta que no solo incluye a la especie humana, pero creemosque el camino del REDD no es el indicado,  nosotros somos y siemprehemos sido indígenas pobres y sin embargo no necesitamos del dinerode ningún gobierno ni empresa para conservar el medio ambiente,porque entendemos que es responsabilidad de todos los que vivimosen este planeta cuidarlo y protegerlo. Ponerle precio a los árbolesy a las Selvas es violar un principio respetuoso y sagrado con lanaturaleza y la soberanía de nuestro país, es integrar a nuestrasSelva a un modelo que ha sido el principal causante del cambioclimático, no es posible apagar el fuego con mas fuego, no queremosque se haga de la Selva un negocio de los árboles y labiodiversidad.

Por la vida de nuestra madre tierra y de los pueblos decimos NoREDD plus.

Atentamente

Francisco Hernández Maldonado 
Comisariado Ejidal de la Comunidad Amador Hernández


Translation:

Ejido Amador Hernández, Municipality of Ocosingo, Chiapas, Mexico.

on July 26th 2011

We are an indigenous and peasant community who lives in the heartof the region called "Selva Lacandona" (Lacandon Rainforest). Welive from and with Mother Earth, struggling to exist as a cultureand struggling against the historical exploitation, dispossession,discrimination and neglect to which we have been subjected forcenturies.

For us who live on this land, the respectful and harmoniouscoexistence with nature and with the other indigenous communitiesthat inhabit the forest is critical. But the promotion of REDD plusin our state, which the government is doing without ever consultingus, is causing conflict between our peoples, because in practice itbenefits some and on the other side tries to dispossess us andcriminalize the lifestyle of those who truly dedicate ourselves tolive and coexist with the earth and are not in favor of themechanisms of REDD plus as a solution to climate change. By failingto consult us, our human rights are violated as well asinternational agreements such as the United Nations Declaration onthe Rights of Indigenous Peoples. We do not conceive life withoutour Forest, she has fed and healed us, our grandparents have livedhere and we also want our children to live there. We do not want togive up the memory and the struggle of our ancestors to exist asindigenous peoples. Our road ahead is the earth and our way of lifeis communitarian and we want you to respect us.

As rural people that we are we know that the climate is changingand that we need to do something to ensure the life of this planetwhich includes not only the human species, but we believe that theway of REDD is not the indicated one. We are and have always beenpoor indigenous people and yet we do not need the money from anygovernment or company to preserve the environment because weunderstand that it is the responsibility of all who live on thisplanet to care for it and protect it. Putting a price on trees andforests is violating a sacred principle of respect for nature andviolates the sovereignty of our country. It is to integrate ourForest into a model that has been the main cause of climate change.It is not possible to extinguish the fire with more fire, we do notwant the Forest to be turned into a business of trees andbiodiversity. 

For the life of our mother earth and the people we say No to REDDplus. 

Attentively 

Francisco Hernandez Maldonado
Representative (Comisariado Ejidal) of the Community AmadorHernándezAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 14:46:13No Duplicates.



Comment 89 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: SofiaLast Name: ParinoEmail Address: sparino@crpe-ej.orgAffiliation: Center on Race, Poverty & the EnvironmenSubject: Comments on Supplemental FEDComment:Please find our comments and exhibits attached.

Thank you.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/119-commentsandexhibits.pdf'Original File Name: CommentsandExhibits.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:57:33No Duplicates.



Comment 90 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: CarissaLast Name: DunnEmail Address: cdunn@mwdh2o.comAffiliation: Metropolitan Water District Subject: Comments Regarding ARB's Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan FEDComment:See attached comment letter and its table from the MetropolitanWater District of Southern California. Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/122-carb__scoping_plan_supplemental_fed_comment_letter.pdf'Original File Name: CARB  Scoping Plan Supplemental FED Comment Letter.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:57:31No Duplicates.



Comment 91 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JoyceLast Name: DillardEmail Address: dillardjoyce@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: Comments to AB 32 Scoping Plan FED due 7.28.2011Comment:Since the US Supreme Court has ruled on American Electric Power v.Connecticut, that ruling (attached) should be considered in thisdocument.

The State has no jurisdiction in interstate commerce issues andwould not be able to execute the Western States Climate Initiative. The EPA is tasked with regulating Greenhouse Gas Emissions, notthe State of California.

“Caps” would not be in the State’s jurisdiction for any categorythey do not regulate and/or permit.

Alternatives would need to be revised according to the new USSupreme Court decision and incorporated into this document.

Climate Change effects sea-level rise and forests, both under thejurisdiction of Federal agencies.  Plans are being implemented toaddress federal Climate Change issues which effects water as wellas air.

California can only address those issues under the jurisdiction ofCalifornia regulations and not impose California standards forinterstate and out-of-state projects.

Cap and Trade is not feasible without complete control of theemission and regulatory process and within the allowablejurisdiction.

Joyce Dillard
P.O. Box 31377
Los Angeles, CA 90031
Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/123-10-174.pdf'Original File Name: 10-174.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:07:28No Duplicates.



Comment 92 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: EthanLast Name: RavageEmail Address: ravage@ieta.orgAffiliation: International Emissions Trading Assoc.Subject: IETA Statement in Support of ARB's Supplement to FEDComment:Dear Chair Nichols and ARB Staff

Attached please find the International Emissions TradingAssociation's (IETA) statement in support of its Supplement to theFED. We appreciate Staff's diligent and complete work in support ofa well-designed Cap-and-Trade system.

Ethan Ravage
West Coast Lead
IETAAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/124-ieta_response_arb_fed_supplement_2011_july28_final.pdf'Original File Name: IETA Response ARB FED Supplement 2011_July28_FINAL.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:25:20No Duplicates.



Comment 93 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: KayLast Name: CuajuncoEmail Address: kay@baylocalize.orgAffiliation: Bay LocalizeSubject: Consider alternatives to cap-and-trade!Comment:We must consider alternatives to cap-and-trade to seriously reduceemissions! A carbon tax and regulating specific pollution resourceswould be great contributions to a strong climate action plan. Cleanair is a human right, and we must acknowledge the frontlinecommunities most impacted by these false solutions to environmentalcrises. The health of our communites depends on much strongerregulations that put people and planet first.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:15:43No Duplicates.



Comment 94 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: DaveLast Name: MassenEmail Address: massen@pacbell.netAffiliation: Citizens Climate LobbySubject: COMMENT TO CEQA-SP11Comment:	Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  California is a leaderin fighting global warming and in making the transition to a greeneconomy, to its benefit and to the world’s, and I greatlyappreciate the historic role the Air Resources Board has played inthis process.  
        I urge you to keep California at the forefront by replacingthe cap and trade approach embodied in AB32 with a carbon fee (tax)and rebate program.  Citizens Climate Lobby and affiliated groupscan assist CARB in this process, if you will contact me.

1. Issues with cap and trade
	Inventors of the cap and trade approach are skeptical of itseffectiveness to regulate carbon.  Writing in the San FranciscoChronicle last January, David R. Baker pointed out well-knownissues with cap and trade, especially when the scheme includesoffsets (paraphrased and augmented):
•	It’s complicated, and experts are likely to game the system andstay ahead of safeguards;
•	Legitimate trading strategies can exacerbate energy pricespikes;
•	Allowing businesses to meet emission reduction quotas bypurchasing offsets from projects that aim to reduce CO2 elsewhereis deeply controversial – it is difficult or impossible to verifythat offsets represent the additional emissions reductions theyclaim;
•	Secondary trading markets based on emissions allowances posederivatives risk.  The term “subprime carbon” has been used indescribing new vehicles that could develop.
        At the very least, California will spend time and resourcesdesigning and maintaining multiple safeguards, and trading serviceswill be among the system’s costs.  The European Union’s experiencewith cap-and-trade includes harmful price volatility, fewgreenhouse gas reductions, higher energy prices and billions inwindfall profits for utilities.

2. Simple carbon fee and rebate will drive clean energy transition,make consumers whole
        The principal reason for continued widespread use of fossilfuels and their CO2 emissions is that they remain relatively cheapcompared to clean, renewable energy sources.  Applying a steadilyrising fee on the carbon content of fossil fuels at the source –the well, mine or point of entry – is the simplest, most effectivemarket-based approach for leveling the playing field and drivingclean energy investment by providing businesses with a predictablecarbon price.  As a complementary policy, fossil fuel subsidiesshould be phased out.
	Fee revenue should be rebated to Californians to make fossilenergy prices affordable during the energy transition.  Rebateoptions include monthly dividend checks, lower income tax rates,and reductions in payroll taxes.  The last option is regarded asone of the best ways to stimulate employment; if it is used peoplewho are not working must be addressed.  The program can beadministered by existing State agencies such as the Franchise TaxBoard.
        Switching from cap and trade to carbon fee and rebate neednot delay California’s anti-pollution efforts.  British Columbia’scarbon tax was implemented in 2008 within months of adoption.

3. California’s national, international influence
        California’s adoption of carbon fee and rebate wouldincrease its acceptance by the US Congress, where cap and trade hasnot passed; in recent visits to Capitol Hill Citizens Climate Lobbyfound interest in a carbon fee and dividend program.  The world iswaiting for US leadership; thus, California could catalyze aninternational carbon reduction and clean energy revolution.  Acarbon fee approach is preferable for international harmonization -not every country has the capability to administer a cap and tradeprogram, but every country has a tax system.  
        For illustrative purposes I have attached Citizens ClimateLobby’s proposed federal legislation.  Please contact me if youhave any questions.  Thank you.
Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/126-feeanddividendlegproposal-2011.pdf'Original File Name: FeeAndDividendLegProposal-2011.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:16:54No Duplicates.



Comment 95 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: ColinLast Name: MillerEmail Address: colin.brazil@gmail.comAffiliation: Concerned CitizenSubject: unities!Cap and Trade Privatizes Air, Rewards Polluters, and Pollutes EJ CommunitiesComment:To whom it may concern at the California Air Resources Board:

California has the unique opportunity to provide leadership on theclimate crisis for the nation and the world.  It depends on thecourage and the integrity of our elected officials, upon whom wethe people are depending to make the right decision.  The stakescould not be higher: California's choice in how AB 32 isimplemented sets the course for the preservation or the destructionof life as we know it on our planet.

I write to urge the Air Resources Board to use your power for good,and implement AB 32 with alternatives to Cap and Trade.  Cap andtrade as implemented in Europe, not only produced windfall profitsto carbon traders and carbon-based polluters, it also increasedoverall greenhouse gas emissions.  Hardly the success story thatCalifornians can be proud of!

Greenhouse gas emissions from industrial sources should be cappedlocally, period.  Environmental justice communities located near topolluting facilities already experience significantly higher levelsof asthma, respiratory illnesses, cancer, shorter life spans, andgreater infant mortality due to the disproportionate location ofsuch facilities in low-income communities of color.  Cap and tradecould permit such polluting facilities to purchase carbon creditselsewhere, thus giving the local community no relief from the toxicassault.  Human health harming co-pollutants aside, carbon dioxideon its own has been shown to significantly impact human health andcause greater mortality, known as the Jacobson Effect (Mark ZJacobson is a Stanford University engineering professor who hastestified on the subject before U.S. Congress).

Polluters should not be allowed to trade credits or buy creditsfrom supposed greenhouse gas mitigation projects in other parts ofthe state, country, or world.  Such projects are easilyfalsifiable, and could lead to unprecedented greenwashing and evenoverall INCREASES in carbon emissions.

I urge the California Air Resources Board to stand by yourconscience and heed the recommendations made by Communities for aBetter Environment and the coalition of Environmental JusticeOrganizations advocating for alternatives to cap and trade.

You will be remembered by future generations for your role ineither assuring certain catastrophe, or setting the world on a sanecourse for sustainability, equity, and justice.  It's up to you todecide.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:00:16No Duplicates.



Comment 96 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: MarcieLast Name: KeeverEmail Address: mkeever@foe.orgAffiliation: Friends of the Earth USSubject: Carbon Offsets Undermine the Environmental Integrity and Public Benefits of AB 32Comment:Please find attached comments from Amazon Watch, Center forBiological Diversity, Friends of the Earth US, Global JusticeEcology Project, Global Witness, Greenpeace, International Forum onGlobalization, International Indian Treaty Council, Justice inNigeria Now, and Rainforest Foundation US on AB 32 carbon offsets.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/128-coalition_letter_to_arb_-_gov_brown_re_ab_32_-_july_2011.pdf'Original File Name: Coalition Letter to ARB - Gov Brown re AB 32 - July 2011.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:41:39No Duplicates.



Comment 97 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: KatieLast Name: DeCarloEmail Address: katie@ellabakercenter.orgAffiliation: Ella Baker Center for Human RightsSubject: Equitable AB 32 ImplementationComment:The entire world is watching how CARB implements this landmarklegislation.  We have to be absolutely sure that the communitiesthat suffered most under the carbon intensive model benefit fromthe new energy economy.

We must ensure that we donâ€™t continue to devastate communitiesthat are most impacted by pollution and climate change.  If we dothis in a way that leaves behind low-income communities of color,it will only strengthen the hand of people who want to seemeaningful climate action fail.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:40:28No Duplicates.



Comment 98 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: HarveyLast Name: EderEmail Address: harveyederpspc@yahoo.comAffiliation: Public Solar Power Coalition & selfSubject: Comments Supp. to Scoping Plan FED CARB Part 3 HE PSPC Prt1 Comt. 68, & Prt 2 Comt. 7 3   Comment:This is part 3 of Comments due to lack of time (60 min. limit) Part1 Comment 68 for ceqa-sp11 (NonReg) and Part 2 Comment 73 forceqa-sp11 (Non-Reg) were send yesterday Jule 27,2011. A confirmingemail was send only for Part 2 Comment 73 and not for Part 1Comment 68. Another email was send by me/us to you regarding theneed for sending a confirmation email for Part 1 Comment 68 as wellas for this Comments Part 3 to be sent today July 28, 2011, herein.
     In regards to the fee cited in Part 1 Comments 68 this feeshould be used for a rebate fund and solar equity conversion fund.One third of it 1/3 would be paid each year to low incomepeople/citizens of California with incomes up to 150%  ofstate/federal poverty level, one third of it 1/3 would be paid tolow income peop[le/citizens of California with incomes from 
over 150% to 200% of state/federal poverty income level, adntheremaining one third for the first 5 years 1/3 would be spent
on a solar conversion equity dividend to finance local state solarconversion entitits. This would be called Solar Cal and wouldfacilitate California conversion to solar renewables as soon aspossible. A  (as cited in part 1 comments herein ) 202or 10 yearsolar conversion plan wouold be implemented  with a back up 15 yr. and 20 year plan as well as a 30 and 40 for total solar conversionto as direct solar as possible as soon as possible. The 100% of theDividend /Solar Conversion Equity Fund
would also be used for buying up high GWP Global warming Potentialemission units like CFC, PFC etc for from $1-$5 per ton equlivlentand held for higher fee amounts for the distirbution in increasedvalue to lowincome consumers  and Solar Cal. This will enable thestates lowincome consumers to benefit as well as the state from anyhigher value fees in the future. More work needs to be done on thedetails of this proposal.

     Dr. Jane S. Long  2 weeks ago July 15,2011 gave an ARB Chairslecture with a panel in Sacremento on Californias Energy Future:through to 2050 which is the 80% ghg reduction date refered to incomments 68 part 1 of off 1990 levels by 2050 and the GovernorsExecutive Order S-3-05. 
She is the Associate Director at Larg and Fellow Center For GlobalSecurity Lawerence Livermore Laboratory. Her conclusion was thatexisting  solar  thecnology will get to 60% off 1990  reductions ofghg by 2050 and that a "solar silver bullet" can take us the restof the  way... As Marks Jacobson and Delucci of StandfordUniversity and UC Davis have detailed as cited in Comments 68 Part1 the solar renewable technology is cost effective now to bring usto solar conversion by 2030 (see incorparated into this record Nov.2009 Cover Article Scientific American  and December 30&31 2010articles in Energy Policy. CARB has an opportuntiy to lead this whyalson with the other state energy related agencies towardsimmediate total colar conversion through Solar Cal as an examplefor the nation and the world.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:53:22No Duplicates.



Comment 99 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: Brian Last Name: NowickiEmail Address: bnowicki@biologicaldiversity.orgAffiliation: Center for Biological DiversitySubject: Comments regarding the Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent DocumentComment:On behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity, I am submittingthese comments regarding the Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping PlanFunctional Equivalent Document.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/131-center_for_biological_diversity_comments_to_supplement_sp_fed_072811.pdf'Original File Name: Center for Biological Diversity comments to Supplement SP FED 072811.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:36:53No Duplicates.



Comment 100 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: VanessaLast Name: CarlsonEmail Address: vcarlson@ucsd.eduAffiliation: UCSDSubject: California would benefit most from a carbon fee and dividendComment:California would benefit from a carbon fee and dividend, with 100%of the money going back to the state of CA. Equally returned toCalifornians, 66% of Californians would end up breaking even or endup ahead, taking pressure off of the California welfare system. (on the nation as a whole) As the state is in debt, this wouldreduce government expenditures, decreasing the debt. A fee anddividend is straightforward and transparent, contrasting the capand trade system considerably.  
	The cap and trade system, which is volatile, is similar to thestock markets with its ups and downs. It is considerably lessstable, increasing complication, and leaving room for companies tobuy carbon credits, which keep emissions high.
	A cap and trade system could take up to 4 years to implement. These are four years that California can use to reduce emissions,and take pressure off of the environment. A carbon fee and dividendcan be implemented immediately, by being placed in the tax code.
	The province of British Columbia, in Canada, enacted a carbon feeand dividend, and it has been very successful. By initiating acarbon fee and dividend, California would become a leader inreducing emissions very quickly. 
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:44:55No Duplicates.



Comment 101 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: DawnLast Name: CarlsonEmail Address: dawnncarlson@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: I support a carbon fee and dividendComment:I support a revenue-neutral carbon fee and dividend because itwould increase the state revenue, and would benefit the environmentbecause a carbon fee and dividend is more stable than a cap andtrade system. Everyone is taxed equally, and there is no potentialfor carbon credits, which ultimately jeopardizes our efforts todecrease the amount of carbon being expelled into the atmosphere. 
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:44:55No Duplicates.



Comment 102 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: LillianLast Name: AlvarezEmail Address: lillyo999@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Comments to AB 32 Scoping PlanComment:Please see attachment.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/134-ab32supplement_comments.pdf'Original File Name: AB32Supplement_Comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:47:38No Duplicates.



Comment 103 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: AaronLast Name: ReavenEmail Address: aaronreaven@hotmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Implementing AB32Comment:If global warming  and the climate disruption caused by it are notto cause the extinction of numerous species – quite possibly ourown included – then we all have a profound responsibility toeffectuate drastic, immediate, actual and absolute reductions ingreenhouse emissions. No system – such as cap and trade – that canbe manipulated, gamed and/or unfairly imposed on more powerlesscommunities, is defensible or acceptable.

I strongly support stronger and fairer measures, such as 

1)A straightforward and completely transparent tax on carbon, theproceeds from which can be used to alleviate the high utility billsof low-income ratepayers and support the adoption of energyefficiency measures and renewable energy generation.

2) Strict enforcement of air pollution and air quality laws andregulations, especially with regard to high-polluting sites andindustries.

Although greenhouse gas emissions are shared globally in theatmosphere within months, the locations which emit the mostgreenhouse gases also simultaneously emit related pollutants whichhave a pernicious effect on the health of nearby communities.

So for the sake of health justice, polluter responsibility fordecreasing their own pollution, and reducing greenhouse gasemissions, please implement stronger and fairer measures than capand trade. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:44:04No Duplicates.



Comment 104 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: DavidLast Name: SilversteinEmail Address: dnsilver@ucsd.eduAffiliation: Subject: Comments on the AB 32 supplementComment:Hello,

Please see my attached comments on the Supplement to the AB 32Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent Document.

Sincerely,
David Silverstein
Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/136-ab32supp_comments_ds.doc'Original File Name: AB32supp_comments_DS.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:48:58No Duplicates.



Comment 105 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: NeilLast Name: TangriEmail Address: neil@no-burn.orgAffiliation: GAIASubject: Proper accounting of biogenic carbonComment:Please see attachmentAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/137-gaia_comment_on_biogenic_carbon.pdf'Original File Name: GAIA comment on biogenic carbon.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:56:30No Duplicates.



Comment 106 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JuliaLast Name: MayEmail Address: jmay@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: CBESubject: Comments on supplemental Scoping plan alternativesComment:Comments on supplemental Scoping plan alternativesAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/138-cbe_comment_re_supp_alts_to_fed.pdf'Original File Name: CBE Comment re SUPP ALTS to FED.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:55:59No Duplicates.



Comment 107 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - Non-Reg.First Name: JohnLast Name: LarreaEmail Address: john@clfp.comAffiliation: California League of Food ProcessorsSubject: FED CommentsComment:CLFP FED CommentsAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/140-clfp_fed_comments__07282011.docx'Original File Name: CLFP FED comments  07282011.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:59:59No Duplicates.



Comment 108 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11) - 45 Day.First Name: AdrienneLast Name: BlochEmail Address: abloch@cbecal.orgAffiliation: Subject: CBE attachments relating to comment # 106Comment:Please see attached.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/143-ceqa_comment_complete.pdf'Original File Name: Ceqa comment Complete.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-29 14:15:41No Duplicates.



Comment 1 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: EdLast Name: CaseyEmail Address: ed.casey@alston.comAffiliation: Subject: Alston and Bird LLPComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/146-ed_casey.pdfOriginal File Name: Ed Casey.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: BowmanLast Name: CutterEmail Address: Non-web submitted commentAffiliation: Subject: Pomona CollegeComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/147-bowman_cutter.pdfOriginal File Name: Bowman Cutter.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: JesseLast Name: MarquezEmail Address: jnmarquez@prodigy.netAffiliation: Subject: Coalition for a Safe EnvironmentComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/149-jesse_marquez.pdfOriginal File Name: Jesse Marquez.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: RicardoLast Name: PulidoEmail Address: wilmingtoncoalition@prodigy.netAffiliation: Subject: Coalition for a Safe EnvironmentComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/151-ricardo_pulido.pdfOriginal File Name: Ricardo Pulido.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: JosephLast Name: PinonEmail Address: wilmingtoncoalition@prodigy.netAffiliation: Subject: Coalition for a Safe EnvironmentComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/152-joseph_pinon.pdfOriginal File Name: Joseph Pinon.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: MichaelLast Name: TurnipseedEmail Address: michael@kerntaxpayers.orgAffiliation: Subject: Kern TaxComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/156-michael_turnipseed.pdfOriginal File Name: Michael Turnipseed.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: Sofia Last Name: CarrilloEmail Address: sofiamilo@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: Subject: Coalition for a Safe EnvironmentComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/157-sofia_carrillo.pdfOriginal File Name: Sofia Carrillo.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: AlejandroLast Name: MarquezEmail Address: aeis1490@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: Coalition for a Safe EnvironmentComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/158-alejandro_marquez.pdfOriginal File Name: Alejandro Marquez.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: C.T.Last Name: WeberEmail Address: ctwebervoters@att.netAffiliation: Subject: Peace and Freedom Party of CaliforniaComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/159-c.t._weber.pdfOriginal File Name: C.T. Weber.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: VeronicaLast Name: TrujilloEmail Address: v.trujillo@ucla.eduAffiliation: Subject: Coalition for a Safe EnvironmentComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/160-veronica_trujillo.pdfOriginal File Name: Veronica Trujillo.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: GregLast Name: KarrasEmail Address: Non-web submitted commentAffiliation: Subject: Communities for a Better EnvironmentComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/161-greg_karras.pdfOriginal File Name: Greg Karras.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: Julia Last Name: MayEmail Address: julia.e.may@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Communities for a Better EnvironmentComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/162-julia_may.pdfOriginal File Name: Julia May.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: BetsyLast Name: ReifsniderEmail Address: betsyreif@comcast.netAffiliation: Subject: Catholic CharitiesComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/163-betsey_reifsnider.pdfOriginal File Name: Betsey Reifsnider.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (ceqa-sp11). (At Hearing)First Name: CarolineLast Name: FarrellEmail Address: Non-web submitted commentAffiliation: Subject: Form Letter: Communities for a Better EnvironmentComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-sp11/165-caroline_farrell.pdfOriginal File Name: Caroline Farrell.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06900 Duplicates.


