
Comment 1 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DavidLast Name: SchonbrunnEmail Address: David@Schonbrunn.orgAffiliation: TRANSDEFSubject: Life-Cycle AnalysisComment:TRANSDEF's only concern with these Guidelines is its silence on thescope of required quantification. The Guidelines need to contain astrong statement that the quantification procedure must include theemissions for the full life-cycle of the proposed project orprogram. 

It is only by measuring the full life-cycle emissions that it willbe possible to determine the proposed project's or program's netcontribution to global climate change.  

We believe this request to be consistent with existing ARBpractice. The requirement needs to be explicitly stated.

Thank you,

--David Schonbrunn.
President, TRANSDEFAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-21 18:23:04No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: BenLast Name: RussakEmail Address: brussak@libertyhill.orgAffiliation: Liberty Hill (for SB 535 Coalition)Subject: ARB Public Participation ProcessComment:Chairman Mary D. Nichols and Executive Officer Richard Corey
California Air Resources Board
1001 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

June 18, 2015

Dear Chairman Nichols and Executive Officer Corey:

The SB 535 Coalition, and other supportive organizations,appreciate the intensive and extensive work performed by ARB staffpreparing the new full Funding Guidelines discussion draft releasedearlier this week, and are glad to see the two 2014 InterimGuidance documents on Expenditure Records and Fiscal Procedures andInvestments to Benefit Disadvantaged Communities together in onedocument. We are in the process of formulating comments in responseto this release, but under the severely compressed time frameestablished by ARB felt it was in our best interests to file thispreliminary comment letter while we finalize our analysis andsolicit signatories of supporting organizations. 

We want to express our dissatisfaction with process adopted by ARBfor public participation and its severely compressed timeframe.Several aspects of the current process significantly restrict theability for community-based organizations and other representativesof disadvantaged communities to participate in the deliberationprocess and provide input for consideration, including:

•	The release of the Funding Guidelines “discussion draft” threebusiness days prior to the public workshop, and eight business daysprior to the deadline for public comment
•	The offering of only one workshop in Sacramento, with anon-interactive webcast
•	The fact that both the only scheduled workshop and period forpublic comment occur before the release of the revised FundingGuidelines draft
•	The lack of clarity about how much time will be provided betweenthe release of the revised Funding Guidelines draft and the ARBBoard Meeting on July 23rd, where the finalization of theguidelines will be considered

Considering that there have been very few revisions made to theFunding Guidelines discussion draft when compared to the InterimGuidance document finalized in November, 2014, it would seem theappropriate time for workshops and public comment would be afterthe release of the revised draft, which is currently scheduled tobe released between the close of public comment on June 29, 2015and the ARB Board Meeting on July 23, 2015. We would suggest thatARB reconsider their proposed timeline and instead adopt a processsimilar to last year’s finalization of the Interim Guidancedocuments in order to provide for more interactive opportunitiesand time for public comment.

2014 Public Participation Timeline
Interim Guidance for Investments in Disadvantaged Communities

08/22/14	Interim Guidance Draft 
08/25/14	WORKSHOP: Fresno
08/26/14	WORKSHOP: Los Angeles
09/03/14	WORKSHOP: Oakland
09/15/14	Public Comment Deadline 
09/18/14	Board Consideration

We would like to propose an alternative. By moving the finalizationof guidelines to the August 20th ARB Board Meeting and schedulingworkshops in Northern, Central and Southern California in late Julyor early August, ARB would not only provide a more reasonabletimeframe to consider and respond to public comments, but wouldalso allow for community representatives across the state to attendpublic workshops and contribute their knowledge and experience tobetter inform ARB’s final decision-making process. 

If the current public process is not reconsidered, only a smallpercentage of the communities most affected by this guidance willbe able to contribute to this important discussion. Additionallyfor coalitions who wish to build broad support for their analysis,more time is needed to circulate letters and provide time for otherorganizations to obtain official approval of support. Ourexperience indicates that the entire eight business days allottedfor the public comment period is very insufficient for mostorganizations to study and make determinations aboutrecommendations expressed in comment letters.

We hope that you will seriously consider this request to revise andexpand your timeframe, so that a robust and rewarding publicparticipation process may occur.

Sincerely,

Mari Rose Taruc
State Organizing Director
Asian Pacific Environmental Network

Mark Masaoka
Policy Director
Asian Pacific Policy & Planning Council (AP3CON)

Matthew Read
Statewide Government Relations Director
Breathe California

Jeanie Ward-Waller
Policy Director
California Bicycle Coalition

Ann Sewill
Vice President, Housing and Economic Development
California Community Foundation

Amy Vanderwarker
Co-Director
California Environmental Justice Alliance

Megan Kirkeby
Policy Director
The California Housing Partnership

Katelyn Roedner Sutter
Environmental Justice Program Director
Catholic Charities, Diocese of Stockton

Robert García
Founding Director and Counsel
The City Project

Bill Magavern
Policy Director
Coalition for Clean Air

Jonathan Parfrey
Executive Director
Climate Resolve

D. Malcolm Carson
General Counsel and Policy Director for Environmental Health
Community Health Councils

Damien Goodmon
Executive Director
Crenshaw Subway Coalition 

R. Bong Vergara
Director
CYPHER

mark! Lopez
Director
East Yard Communities for Environmental Justice

Gisele Fong, PhD
Executive Director
EndOil / Communities for Clean Ports

Stella Ursua
President
Green Education Inc.

Alvaro S. Sanchez
Program Manager, Environmental Equity 
The Greenlining Institute

Lisa Hershey
Sustainable Communities Coordinator
Housing California

Shayla Myers
Staff Attorney
Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 

Ben Russak
Policy Analyst
Liberty Hill Foundation

Roxana Tynan
Executive Director
Los Angeles Alliance for a New Economy (LAANE)

Eric Bruins
Planning & Policy Director
Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition

Denny Zane
Executive Director
Move LA 

Manal J. Aboelata
Managing Director
Prevention Institute

Marybelle Nzegwu
Staff Attorney
Public Advocates Inc.

Joel Ervice
Associate Director
Regional Asthma Management & Prevention (RAMP)

Gordon Snead
Director
SBCC Thrive LA

Sissy Trinh
Executive Director
Southeast Asian Community Alliance (SEACA)

Joshua Stark
State Policy Director
TransForm

Sandra McNeill
Executive Director
T.R.U.S.T. South LAAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/3-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UTABdVY1VlpXNwVw.pdfOriginal File Name: ARB Funding Guidelines Comment on Process_FINAL.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-22 12:16:03No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Jesse Last Name: AndrewsEmail Address: jdandrewsconsultants@outlook.comAffiliation: JD Andrews ConsultantsSubject: Funding Guidelines CommentsComment:Chairman Mary D. Nichols and Executive Officer Richard Corey
California Air Resources Board
1001 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814


Dear Chairman Mary D. Nichols and Executive Officer Richard Corey,
	Thank you for the hard work that ARB and staff have put intomaking this document possible. The outstanding work you continue todo is appreciated throughout the state despite what others suggest.

The Funding Guidelines as outlined in the drafted document areclear and concise and I am proud to have read it fully myself. Ibelieve there are a few things to consider to help make thedocument fulfil its original statutory regulations and providegreater benefit for the disadvantaged communities.

First, I agree with some of my colleagues when they stated that themeasurements or quantification metrics reported during and afterthe project should be stated upfront. I can only hope that was thecase when the document mentioned that the ARB would work closelywith the agencies to craft their project profiles and expenditurerecords.

Secondly, to help bolster the disadvantaged communities, I feelthat there should be a clear mandate to help local agencies supportthe local economy through diversified firms: Women Owned Business,LGBTQ Owned Business, Minority Owned Business, etc. The work thatwill be done in these disadvantage communities is only assuccessful as the businesses these communities see day in and dayout. (Volume 1, Chapter 4)

Thirdly, on page 22, the job creation guidelines should be clearlyoutlined for economic impact. For example, “x amount of dollarsprovides x amount of jobs.” This ensures a clear and accountablemeasurement of economic growth in the disadvantaged communities andthe impact of the direct funding provided. 

Lastly, just as you have created a logo for the agencies that willadminister funding in their local communities through their localsolicitation, I would suggest a logo for the cities who arereceiving and administering more than two funds or have more thantwo participating agencies of GGRF in their local communities. Ibelieve this will help build a sense of urgency that speaks to theimplementation of these funds and create a sense of competitiveadvantage of administering these funds while serving as the vehicleof interaction with the disadvantage communities. 

I think that the timeframe was indeed adequate for those who followclosely the works of many workgroups and the interaction of solelycommunity leaders was needed as they followed and read suchinformation as provided by ARB. 

Please consider this comment for public comment review of theFunding Guidelines  for Agencies that Administer California ClimateInvestments.

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Jesse DeMonte Andrews&#9474; Global Community Education Consultant

JD Andrews Consultants, LLC
Learn More About Me:
www.about.me/Bjdandrews
 Need To Speak To Me: 
p. 404.953.0243
+: Google Plus
w: Visit Our Website
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/4-ggrf-guidelines-ws-AXFTIFU2AzwGaVMw.pdfOriginal File Name: Public Comment_220615.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-23 09:39:08No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: cindyLast Name: bloomEmail Address: cbloom57@ca.rr.comAffiliation: Subject: CAP & TRADE FUNDING GUIDELINES-HIGH SPEED RAILComment:I am flummoxed as to why the High Speed Rail project "qualifies"for cap & trade revenue. The greenhouse gasses emitted during thedecades-long construction period will take AT LEAST 30 YEARS FROMWHICH TO RECOVER. We are teetering at the edge of unrecoverableclimate change.  To spew additional GHG emissions during thiscritical juncture to build this unnecessary train is  dangerous,ill-conceived, reckless, and risky. Also, the train will useelectricity for power.  The production of electricity is not 100%free of waste products unless it's wind or solar-powered.  It willmost likely NOT BE CLEAN TRANSPORTATION!

Furthermore, I firmly believe the following needs to occur:

1.Host additional workshops in the Central Valley as some of theworst air quality in the state is in the Central Valley.  There’s adisproportionately large number of disadvantaged communities in theCentral Valley.

2. Extend the June 29 public comment deadline to allow time foraffected communities to fairly participate.

3. Start identifying and reaching out to agencies and organizationswhich represent disadvantaged communities in the Central Valley,and in particular those that are concerned and affected by poor airquality: health care, emergency response, school districts, etc.Encourage them to participate in the public comment process andmake their voices heard.

The voices that need to be heard are residents and businesses--NOTGOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES, AND IN PARTICULAR, CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEEDRAIL.

Thank you for your consideration.

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-24 09:28:23No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KarenLast Name: StoutEmail Address: karenskings@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: Questionablyuse of Cap & Trade dollars Comment:It is a travesty to use Cap & Trade dollars for HSR.  HSR is a 30year or more project.  These funds are to be used for immediatelyreduction of GHG. THIS IS NOT IMMEDIATE! 
There will NOT be enough Cap & Trade dollars to fund HRS.  TheState is to be matching private funding dollar for dollar.  Thereis NO private funding, so The State can NOT release its funds forHSR. 
I am against The State creating another whole bureaucracy, like theCalifornia HSR Authority to "Manage" Cap & Trade dollars. The billsin the state senate can distribute these dollars just find withoutmultiple employees being hired to shuffle paper around and spendthe tax payers dollars.  Let our elected officers "Take Care" ofdollar distribution. The public has voted for them to speak forthem.  This is their job! 
Layer upon layer of departments and employees will make thesedollars disappear without any of those dollars going to reduce GHG.These dollars will NOT cover all the bureaucracies expenses, andleave any to clean our air.
Please let our government work as it was designed.
Respectfully, Karen J. Stout      Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-24 12:50:26No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DougLast Name: VerboonEmail Address: Doug.verboon@gmail.comAffiliation: Kings County Board of Supervisors Subject: CARBs proposed use of Cap & TradeComment:AB 32 (2006) set greenhouse gas reduction goals and mandates thatCARB create a plan and implement rules to achieve “real,quantifiable, cost-effective reductions of GHGs.” Executive OrderS-20-06 emphasizes this.  AB 32, specifically required CARB toprepare and approve a scoping plan for achieving the maximumtechnologically feasible and cost-effective reductions in GHGemissions from sources or categories of sources of GHGs by 2020(Health and Safety Code [HSC] Section 38561).  A major goal was toprotect disadvantaged communities from project that further burdenthem.  A sample project within the plan is implementation ofhigh-speed rail (“HSR”) as a GHG reduction measure, estimating a2020 reduction of 1 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MMTCO2e). 
 
HSR is a perfect example of why your proposed regulations will notwork.  CARB is distributing money to High Speed Rail Authoritytoward its joint federal/state HSR project now and in prior years. AB 2020 is looking to meet reduction goals by certain deadlines. CARB’s adopted plan says 1 million metric tons by 2020 hoping HSRwill help achieve that.  Federal EPA is concerned with majorfederal projects that pollute the air, particularly in areas ofnon-attainment and those that affect disadvantaged communities.
 
During all the CARB plan deadlines, HSR is and will be a netpolluter in the San Joaquin Valley air basin.  HSR’s first 24 mileconstruction section in the Madera to Fresno project area willgenerate 140.84 TONS if harmful air pollutants: 8.04 tons ofROG/VOC, 118.19 tons of NOx and 14.61 tons of PM/o (pm2.5).   Themajority of HSR construction will occur in the San Joaquin Valleyair basin, which is in a status of NON-ATTAINMENT for federal CleanAir Act standards for ozone and its precursors NOx and VOCs(extreme nonattainment) and PM2.5.  The Valley’s residence incurDMV fees to pay the non-attainment penalties.  The HSRFresno-Bakersfield section project alone is supposed to move 22million tons of dirt.  This will exacerbate this PM2.5 Hot Spot andthe asthma from which our population suffers.  It will alsogenerate additional Valley Fever problems in an area sufferinggreatly from this disease lodged in dirt spores that will becomethe harmful particulates the residents will ingest.
 
Our local Air Board has made great progress in reductions, but hasaccomplished nearly everything it can and is now focusing on thingslike commercial interests that charbroil meat.  These are the smallthings left to be accomplished while HSR’s project that is gettingcredit for reducing greenhouse gas emissions 20-30 years from nowis presenting and for the next 20-30 years going to be dumping tonsof emissions into our air.  This seems so backwards.  If this isthe extent of your enforcement and monitoring, it surely will notaccomplish your goals. 
 
Your regulations need to set strict standards and have acomprehensive review committee and enforcement division.  Theprocess must be competitive so that the proposed projects that havethe most impact on the project and the lowest cost should begranted.  Serious monitoring of the projects should occur to besure the goals are being achieved.  Serious penalties should beimposed for failure to achieve.  Finally, projects that helpdisadvantaged communities should be given priority.  You shouldrevisit your rules with these goals in mind and remember the AB 32goal is to achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductionsof GHGs.”   Please extend your comment period and visit some of thedisadvantaged, non-attainment areas in the Central Valley.
 Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-24 21:20:11No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: StaciLast Name: HeatonEmail Address: sheaton@rcrcnet.orgAffiliation: RCRCSubject: RCRC Comments on GGRF Funding GuidelinesComment:Attached please find RCRC's comments on the draft GGRF FundingGuidelines. Please contact me if you have any questions.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/8-ggrf-guidelines-ws-Wz0Fdlc4UWZXOAZo.pdfOriginal File Name: Funding_Guidelines_CA_Climate_Investments_Ltr_to_ARB_06252015.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-25 13:55:08No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KateLast Name: MeisEmail Address: kmeis@lgc.orgAffiliation: Local Government CommissionSubject: Comments on GGRF Guidelines. Comment:Please see attached comment letter. Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/9-ggrf-guidelines-ws-VTYFbAZqBzkBYgZo.pdfOriginal File Name: Comments on GGRF Guidelines_LGC.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-26 12:51:56No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: cherylynLast Name: smithEmail Address: cherylyn.smith@fresnocitycollege.eduAffiliation: Subject: Cap and Trade's Misguided Funding of HSRComment:To the ARB:
I have attached an "Open Letter" to the board. I ask that youreconsider the funding of High Speed Rail with Cap and Traderevenues for three reasons:

1. The funding of HSR reduces incentive for companies to cut backon GHG emissions.
2. The HSR project will not effectively reduce GHG's.
3. The funding enables HSR to continue its efforts to become exemptfrom CEQA, which AB-32 is based on.

These indicate that the board and the C&T program are putting us atodds with fulfilling the goals of AB 32.

Thank You, Cherylyn Smith 
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/10-ggrf-guidelines-ws-VDdUJlIMUWNRJVBj.docxOriginal File Name: CT AR3.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-28 10:55:52No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MarkLast Name: PowellEmail Address: markrpowell@pacbell.netAffiliation: Subject: Comments on Auction Proceeds Funding GuidelinesComment:The Word document pasted below is also attached as a Word file. The Word file retains footnotes and footnotes links not possible toinclude in this dialog box.

June 28, 2015		                      Mark  R. Powell
						      27840 Mount Triumph Way
						      Yorba Linda, CA 92887		
California Air Resources Board
Sacramento, California

Regarding:  Comments on Draft of Cap-and-Trade Auction Proceeds -Funding Guidelines for Agencies that Administer California ClimateInvestments

To Whom it May Concern:

Comment:
In finalizing its Cap-and-Trade Auction Proceeds - FundingGuidelines for Agencies that Administer California ClimateInvestments the ARB should incorporate a requirement that theCalifornia High-Speed Rail Authority issue a Supplemental ProgramEIR for the Statewide High-Speed Train System that in an open andtransparent way addresses the issues raised in this letter andassures the ARB and all Californians that Cap-and-Trade AuctionProceeds actually go towards reducing GHG emissions in meaningfuland substantial way before receiving Cap-and-Trade AuctionProceeds.

Discussion:
Following the passage of AB32, California’s Global WarmingInitiative, the Air Resources Board was directed to “determine thestatewide greenhouse gas emissions level in 1990. The act alsorequires that the Board approve a statewide greenhouse gasemissions limit, equal to the 1990 level, as a limit to be achievedby 2020.”   The initial equivalent greenhouse gas emissions (CO2e)limit for 2020 (set at actual 1990 emissions) was established to be427 million metric tonnes (MMT) annually.  Subsequent revisions tothe calculation resulted in raising this limit to 431 MMT CO2e.

The most recent year for which data is available on the ARB websiteis 2012 and shows  California’s annual greenhouse gas emissionsstanding at 459 MMT CO2e.   A reduction of 28 MMT CO2e is requiredto meet the state’s goal for 2020.  In seeking to gain access toCalifornia’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF) the CaliforniaHigh-Speed Rail Authority (the Authority) claims in its June 2013report, Contribution of the High-Speed Rail Program to ReducingCalifornia’s Greenhouse Gas Emission Levels, that by the year 2022when it is scheduled to begin service on its Initial OperatingSection the operation of its train will reduce the state’s GHGemissions annually by between .16 and .33 MMT CO2e .  The midpointof these projections, .245 MMT CO2e, represents less than 1% of thereduction needed to achieve the state’s 2020 goal.  Yet, theAuthority with the backing of the governor seeks to access 25% ofall available GGRFs.  As late as 2050, as Phase 1 linking SanFrancisco and Los Angeles is completed and ridership projectionsincrease the midpoint of the Authority’s projected reduction inannual GHG emissions increases to only 1.6 MMT CO2e.  This stillrepresents less than 6% of a reduction mandated to occur 30 yearsearlier.  And these claims of the Authority, distressing even takenat face value, are skewed in the Authority’s favor.  

The Authority bases its claims on the assumption that “theAuthority has purchased a renewable power mix of 20 percent solar,40 percent wind, 35 percent geothermal, and 5 percent biogasconverted to electricity” .  In other words, power for their trainwill be free of GHG emissions.  However, this is a physicalimpossibility in the real world.  In the real world all the powersources cited run independently of the train.  Solar and wind powerflow into California’s power grid whenever the sun is shining andthe wind is blowing.  Geothermal and biogas power is generated on anearly continuous basis and again flows into the power grid for allto use.  This is the physical reality whether the train is runningor not.  All electrical power, except that stored in batteries, isused at the moment it is produced.  That being the real situation,when a train starts its engine additional power must flow into theelectrical grid.  That additional power cannot come from renewablesources as those sources are already sending power to a balancedelectrical grid.  Therefore, when a train starts consumingelectrical energy a new source of electrical power must flow intothe grid.  And that power will have to come from a variable sourceof power generation.  Aside from nuclear power, which generallyruns at maximum rates due to low variable operating costs, thisleaves only fossil fuel power plants.  When this reality is takeninto account one wonders whether the train will even emit less GHGsthan passenger automobiles and airplanes on a per passenger milebasis.

Moreover, in calculating emissions from passenger automobiles theAuthority’s report cites the “ARB’s latest model, EMFAC 2011” . “EMFAC 2011 includes the latest data on California’s car and truckfleets and travel activity.”   However, EMFAC 2011 still reflectsvehicles on the highways mandated to achieve CAFE fuel economystandards established in the late 1990’s .  New CAFE standardsestablished in 2012, and that are to be in place by 2025,essentially double the previous standards to 54.5 mpg .   These arethe cars and light trucks that the train, operating on fossil fuelpowered electricity, should be compared against to determine thetrain’s GHG emission reductions, if any.

Other issues that should be of grave concern to the ARB include thefollowing:

•	The Authority in its report to the ARB has potentially disclosedonly a small fraction of the GHGs to be emitted during constructionbecause it knowingly has failed to disclose “GHG emissions thatoccur outside the project associated with materials used duringconstruction.”  Given just the massive amounts of concrete plannedfor use in constructing the rail’s soaring viaducts, the fact thatconcrete production accounts for nearly 2% of all US GHGs emittedannually  , and the fact that GHG emissions are a global (not alocal) problem, failure to account for these types of constructionemissions is a glaring omission.
•	The Authority, after nearly two decades of searching, has yet tosecure a funding source that might assure that it can even completeits Initial Operating Segment.  Its 2014 Business Plan skirts theissue of paying for even this small segment by merely avoiding anydiscussion of where the required $28 billion  will come from otherthan a previous references to ARRA funds ($3.3 billion) andProposition 1A Bonds ($8 billion still held up in court battles)and a current reference to Cap and Trade Funds .  Paying for theIOS over the next 7 years may require a minimum of $17 billion inGGRF proceeds (nearly $2.5 billion annually) which is probably morethan the sum total available.

•	Lastly, the Authority’s calculated savings in CO2e emissionsprojected out to the year 2050  make no mention of Phase 2 whichwould connect Sacramento and San Diego to the system,  make commonuse of the Phase 1 track between Los Angeles and Merced, andpromote greater ridership and further reduce GHG emissions.  Thisomission implies that the Authority is no longer seriously planningto build Phase 2 even though the California High-Speed Train FinalProgram EIR/EIS, approved by the Authority in November 2005,certifies the environmental benefits of only the Statewide System. This Program Level EIR never even contemplates a Phase 1 and aPhase 2.  Furthermore, the passage of Proposition 1A requires theAuthority to construct the system consistent with the authority’scertified environmental impact report of November 2005. 

By diverting GGRF proceeds to the high-speed train project at thistime the ARB risks using valuable dollars that could be used toactually reduce GHG emissions and instead (1) fund a project thatin operation might not reduce GHG emissions at all and will perhapsresult in an increase of GHG emissions, or (2) fund a partiallycompleted and unusable construction project, the partialconstruction of which would result in the massive release of anundetermined amount of GHGs.  Funding a project that might notmeaningfully reduce and could possibly lead to an increase in GHGsemissions puts at risk all Cap and Trade Revenues flowing into theGGRF because if Cap and Trade Revenues are not directly tied toexpenditures that reduce GHGs, then revenues flowing from AB32 aremore likely to be viewed as a tax and not a fee.  This should beviewed as a serious issue by the ARB since AB32 did not pass withthe necessary two-thirds vote required for all tax increases inCalifornia.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
 
Mark  R. Powell



cc:
Mike Brady, Attorney for Plaintiffs in Central Valley suit versusHigh-Speed Rail Authority
Harold Johnson, Pacific Legal Foundation
Ted Hart, Tea Party Coordinator Against High-Speed Rail
Rita Wespi, Co-Founder of CARRD (Californians AdvocatingResponsible Rail Design)
David DePinto, President of SAFE (Save Angelus Forest forEveryone)

Footnotes:
See attached Word document.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/12-ggrf-guidelines-ws-VjVSO1E9WWdXNAZo.docxOriginal File Name: Comments to ARB Regarding Release of GGRF.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-28 22:15:19No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KennyLast Name: KeyEmail Address: kenny@interraenergy.usAffiliation: Subject: Concerns over Composting GHG Reduction CalculationsComment:To whom it may concern, 

Interra’s concern is that CalRecycle has given all indications thatit intends to use GHG Reduction Grant and Loan funding to supportprojects that actually increase GHG emissions. 

Specifically, the GHG Grant program appears poised to fundcomposting projects that process green waste. When presented with evidence that demonstrates the counterproductive effects ofallowing green waste composting, Interra hopes CalRecycle and ARBwill ensure that only projects that can demonstrate verifiableemission reductions will be eligible for funding.

Interra fully supports the diversion of organic waste fromlandfills. However, where it can be shown that alternativeprocesses have higher GHG emissions than landfilling, thosealternatives should not be considered, let alone implemented, justfor the sake of diverting the materials from landfills.

The crux of our position comes from an analysis done by the US EPA,which was used to create the 2006 WARM model and continues in the2012 WARM model. Essentially, the US EPA recognized in 2006 thatFood Waste and Green Waste have very different baseline emissions.Thus, when CA EPA / ARB released their 2011 report relying on the2006 Model, it was an error to apply the same CERF to both Food andGreen Waste. A CERF assumes a baseline scenario, and those twofeedstock sources have far different baseline emissions. Allowingall composting projects to rely on the -0.42 CERF figure grosslyoverstates the GHG benefits of Green Waste Composting and providesa tool for policy makers to support those projects over other usesof green waste (including landfilling in CA) that have lowerlife-cycle GHG emissions.

From the EPA Report - “[t]he net GHG emissions from composting arelower than landfilling for food discards (composting avoids CH4emissions), and higher than landfilling for yard trimmings(landfilling is credited with the carbon storage that results fromincomplete decomposition of yard trimmings).”(USEPA, ExecutiveSummary: Background and Findings, Solid Waste Management andGreenhouse Gases: A Life-Cycle Assessment of Emissions and Sinks,3rd Edition, ES-13 (2006), available athttp://www.epa.gov/climatechange/wycd/waste/downloads/execsum.pdf.)

Thus, green waste composting should not be eligible for funding asit fails the first criteria - reducing GHG emissions. We hope thatsuch activities are excluded from funding and that ARB continues towork with CalRecycle and interested parties to develop a moreaccurate CERF for green waste composting projects. 

Sincerely, 
Kenny Key
VP, General Counsel
Interra Energy, Inc. 
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 11:31:39No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MeganLast Name: ScottEmail Address: megan.scott@berkeley.eduAffiliation: UC Berkeley Donald Vial CenterSubject: Comments on Draft Funding GuidelinesComment:Please see our attached comments.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/14-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UTVWJlQ2VlpSN1U6.pdfOriginal File Name: DVC comments on ARB draft funding guidelines 6-29-15 FINAL.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 13:36:28No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ShelliLast Name: AndranigianEmail Address: AndranigianMedia@aol.comAffiliation: Subject: Three Generations of Sinus SufferersComment:Please note the letter below is also attached in a Word Document.Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

June 29, 2015


Dear California Air Resources Board,

Good afternoon. This letter is being sent today per therecommendation of Ms. Monique Davis in your offices. She also saidI may submit letters electronically though July 13th, 2015 re: theCap-and-Trade Auction Proceeds workshop, which was held on June22nd, 2015 in Sacramento.

I’m respectfully requesting that the deadline to comment publiclyis extended during this busy summer season and that workshopsadditionally be held in each county in the Central Valley whereconstruction of the largest infrastructure project of its type inthe nation aka California High-Speed Rail (CAHSR) is proposed tofirst begin.

California, along with Oregon and Washington are supposed to be the“greenest” states in the nation. Meantime, the CAHSR which has notyet proven themselves to be a “green” project stands to profitsignificantly from the Cap & Trade proceeds. 
This in and of itself sets a bad precedent for all future projectsin this still Golden State.

Those impacted directly from such a project need to have theirvoices heard. Workshops in the Central Valley along with those inSouthern and Northern California need to happen with commentdeadlines set for a month after such meetings.

The draft “Funding Guidelines” re: Cap & Trade was not releaseduntil June 16th, 2015 and many were not able to view the workshopto explain the guidelines that was online live last Monday, June22nd, 2015. A link to listen should also be provided which I forgotto mention while speaking with those in your offices earlier today.I did leave a verbal request for a listening link last week viaphone, but have yet to hear back.

Thank you very much for your time and consideration of theserequests.

For the record, I come from a family with three generations ofsinus sufferers. 

Sincerely,


Shelli Andranigian
Fresno County

cc: Fresno City Council, Fresno County Board of Supervisors,Hanford City Council, Kings County Board of SupervisorsAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/15-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UTtSIVY5UGYAWQk7.pdfOriginal File Name: June 29, 2015 letter to ARB re Funding Guidelines for Cap and Trade.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 14:14:25No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: NiccoloLast Name: De LucaEmail Address: ndeluca@townsendpa.comAffiliation: Transbay Joint Powers AuthoritySubject: Cap-and-Trade Auction Proceeds; Draft General Guidance for Agencies that Administer CalifoComment:Dear Chairman Nichols and Members of the Board:

The Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) appreciates theopportunity to comment on the Draft General Guidance for Agenciesthat Administer California Climate Investments (Draft GeneralGuidance). The TJPA remains excited by the transformative effectthat cap-and-trade auction proceeds can have throughout the State,especially in California’s Disadvantage Communities. As the TJPAhas previously stated, the Transbay Program is a model for transitoriented development in California that will significantly reducegreenhouse gas emissions and improve public health and quality oflife throughout the Bay Area.
Last fall, the TJPA submitted comments on CARB’s Draft InterimGuidance to Agencies Administering Greenhouse Gas Reduction FundMonies. The TJPA appreciates CARB’s consideration of thosecomments, and notes that the Draft General Guidance incorporatesthe TJPA’s suggestion that the eligibility criteria in CARB’sguidance documents include projects that are within ½ mile of aDisadvantaged Community and that also provide transit benefits andother amenities.
After reviewing the Draft General Guidance, the TJPA alsorecognizes that many of its previously suggested amendments remainapplicable to this current guidance proposal. At the time that itsuggested those amendments, the TJPA was concerned that the CARB’sproposed project evaluation criteria would not credit largeprojects that will contribute substantial benefits to DisadvantagedCommunities. In effect, the guidance would unfairly penalize suchlarge projects. The TJPA continues to have similar concernsregarding the project evaluation criteria included in the DraftGeneral Guidance. Thus, the TJPA is enclosing its previous commentsfor CARB to consider including in the final General Guidancedocument. The TJPA further notes that the amendments that itpreviously proposed to the evaluation criteria for investments intransit projects are equally applicable to the criteria forinvestments in affordable housing projects.
The TJPA therefore respectfully requests that CARB amend the DraftGeneral Guidance to better reflect the substantial benefits thatlarge projects, such as projects within the Transbay Program,provide to Disadvantaged Communities. Please do not hesitate tocontact the TJPA if we can be of any assistance as you continue todevelop CARB’s Draft General Guidance documents.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/16-ggrf-guidelines-ws-USIBblA2U24LaABk.pdfOriginal File Name: Signed CARB Cap and Trade comment letter Sept 12 2014.PDF Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 14:32:48No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: LouiseLast Name: CollisEmail Address: louisec@cityofwestsacramento.orgAffiliation: City of West SacramentoSubject: GHG Reduction Fund Guidelines commentsComment:Please see the attached letter for GHG Reduction Fund guidelinescomments from the City of West Sacramento.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/18-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UzRcMlUzVVkDdwls.pdfOriginal File Name: GHG Reduction guidelines comment letter 6 29 15.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 14:16:22No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ChuckLast Name: MillsEmail Address: cmills@californiareleaf.orgAffiliation: California ReLeafSubject: CA ReLeaf and CA Urban Forests Council Written Comments on GGRF GuidelinesComment:Please see attached written comments from California ReLeaf and theCalifornia Urban Forests Council regarding volumes I-III of thediscussion DRAFT of the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund Guidelines.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/19-ggrf-guidelines-ws-B2QGYVMgADEBWAN0.pdfOriginal File Name: CARB written comments 6-29-15.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 14:51:50No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MichelleLast Name: PasseroEmail Address: mpassero@tnc.orgAffiliation: Subject: The Nature Conservancy comments on draft GGRF Funding GuidelinesComment:Please accept the attached comments from The Nature Conservancy onthe draft Cap and Trade Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines forAgencies that Administer California Climate Investments.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/20-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UCQBaVY0UmJVPAVo.pdfOriginal File Name: TNCCommentsGGRFFundingGuidelines.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 15:13:59No Duplicates.



Comment 18 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AlanLast Name: ScottEmail Address: a_scott1318@comcast.netAffiliation: Subject: Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund Guidelines CommentsComment:See attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/21-ggrf-guidelines-ws-BWYBaFU5VWsAYwZo.docxOriginal File Name: comments ARB 062815.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 15:25:32No Duplicates.



Comment 19 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KerriLast Name: TimmerEmail Address: ktimmer@sierrabusiness.orgAffiliation: Sierra Business CouncilSubject: SBC comments on Funding Guidelines for CA Climate Investment Administering AgenciesComment:Please see attached letter for Sierra Business Council's commentson the draft Funding Guidelines document released June 16, 2015. Thank you.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/23-ggrf-guidelines-ws-B3QAZAZkBQkDYlI1.pdfOriginal File Name: SBC_GGRF_Fund_Glines_comments_FINAL_2015_06_29.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 15:31:47No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: LindaLast Name: RobersonEmail Address: lroberson@crpd.comAffiliation: Cordova Recreation and Park DistrictSubject: Comments on Funding Guidelines for CA Climate Investments ProgramComment:
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/24-ggrf-guidelines-ws-WzhUM1EgVloHYAVr.docxOriginal File Name: Cap and Trade_Comments to ARB.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 15:44:41No Duplicates.



Comment 21 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PaulLast Name: MasonEmail Address: pmason@pacificforest.orgAffiliation: Subject: Comments on GGRF Funding GuidelinesComment:Please see attachedAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/25-ggrf-guidelines-ws-WysBYVInVVkAZQFu.pdfOriginal File Name: PFT comments on draft guidelines 6_29_15.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 16:02:11No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: TedLast Name: HartEmail Address: hartzig@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: Subject: Comments Draft of Cap-and-Trade Auction ProceedsComment:See AttachedAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/27-ggrf-guidelines-ws-VyNdPgZjUl4LZQBh.docxOriginal File Name: Ted Hart GGRF Comments.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 16:09:08No Duplicates.



Comment 23 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JanakiLast Name: JagannathEmail Address: janaki.anagha@gmail.comAffiliation: National Hmong American Farmers IncSubject: GGRF Guidelines CommentsComment:Thank you for considering our attached comment letter on behalf ofNational Hmong American Farmers Inc.
Please direct all questions and comments to Janaki Jagannath atjanaki.anagha@gmail.comAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/28-ggrf-guidelines-ws-Wj1XNgd0AzYHXghu.pdfOriginal File Name: GGRF Funding Guidelines Comments_NHAF.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 16:13:34No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: BillLast Name: MuellerEmail Address: bill.mueller@valleyvision.orgAffiliation: Subject: California Stewardship Network Comments re: GGR Fund GuidelinesComment:Please see attachment.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/29-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UTJdKFY5Ul5SJgdi.docxOriginal File Name: CSN re Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines 6.29.15_v3.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 16:10:15No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MelissaLast Name: GuerreroEmail Address: melissa.guerrero@lacity.orgAffiliation: Subject: GGRF GuidelinesComment:Please find the attached comments from the LARiverWorks team withinthe Office of Los Angeles Mayor Eric Garcetti.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/30-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UGJXYQMzBWMLIAMz.docxOriginal File Name: 2015-06-29 Final - GGRF Guideline Comments.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 16:01:22No Duplicates.



Comment 26 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: NiccoloLast Name: De LucaEmail Address: ndeluca@townsendpa.comAffiliation: Transbay Joint Powers AuthoritySubject: Cap-and-Trade Auction Proceeds; Draft General Guidance for AgencieComment:I am resubmitting these two letters to ensure they get into therecord, thank you for your help.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/32-ggrf-guidelines-ws-VTZVMlUmVWRSC1M3.pdfOriginal File Name: CARB Disadv Comm Guidelines June 2015.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 16:28:14No Duplicates.



Comment 27 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: BenLast Name: RussakEmail Address: brussak@libertyhill.orgAffiliation: SB 535 CoalitionSubject: Comments on Discussion Draft of Funding Guidelines Comment:SUBMITTED BY THE SB 535 COALITION and PARTNER ORGANIZATIONS

Due to the severely compressed timeline for public commentfollowing the release of the Funding Guidelines discussion draft,this letter--completed today--includes signatories from only thoseorganizations able to review and approve the detailed critiquewithin 4 hours. Therefore, the 15 organizations signing onrepresent only a small fraction of the organizational supportbehind these comments.

The following text is also attached as a PDF file. Please refer toattachment for footnotes.


June 29, 2015
Mary Nichols, Chair
California Air Resources Board
	
	Re: Comments on Discussion Draft of Funding Guidelines forAgencies that 	Administer California Climate Investments

Dear Chair Nichols and Air Resources Board Members:

The SB 535 Coalition and partner organizations across the statewelcome the opportunity to provide comments on the Discussion Draftof the Funding Guidelines for Agencies that Administer CaliforniaClimate Investments. We recommend several ways to strengthen theGuidelines to ensure that California Climate Investments maximizeenvironmental, economic and public health co-benefits forCalifornia’s most disadvantaged communities and households. (Wepreviously submitted, on June 22, 2015, a separate letter detailingour concerns with the proposed public participation process foradoption of these guidelines and do not raise those proceduralconcerns here.)

We offer several recommendations for strengthening the substantiveconsiderations at each step of the process detailed in Volume I,which requires development of an expenditure record prior toexpending project funds, public outreach and robust annualreporting requirements. We recommend several key ways to strengthenVolume II’s approach for maximizing direct meaningful and assuredbenefits to disadvantaged communities. Finally, we recommendseveral ways to improve the data collection in Volume III’sreporting requirements. 

I.	Require SB 535 Investments to Demonstrate how they AddressPriority DAC Needs. 

We agree with the Guidelines that project proponents andadministering agencies should be required to show how SB 535Climate Investments provide benefits that address priority DACneeds.  However, to fully implement this principle, Volume 2 shouldset forth a clear process requiring a demonstration of how theeligibility criteria chosen are responsive to a priority communityneed. Projects ‘located within’ DACs should be required toreference either CalEnviroScreen indicators or high priority needsidentified through community outreach conducted at either theprogram or project level. Projects that ‘provide benefits’ to DACsshould reference common needs in DACs. Appendix 2.A should beamended to require a demonstration of how the criteria selected andthe benefits provided will meet important community needs.

II.	Ensure Benefits for Low-income Households. 

Volume 1 requires all agencies receiving GGRF funds to “maximizebenefits to disadvantaged communities, wherever possible.” (p.21)However, AB 1532 directs GGRF investments to both “disadvantagedcommunities and households.” This distinction is important becausethe disadvantaged households in any community are the most in needand should gain the most from investments seeking to maximizebenefits to DACs. ARB could facilitate this approach by defining“disadvantaged household” based on the socio-economic indicators inthe CalEnviroScreen and encourage agencies to target the benefitsof Climate Investments toward disadvantaged households both withinDACs and across the state. As AB 1532 applies to both investmentsthat qualify for SB 535 and those that do not, ARB should encourageagencies to provide additional incentives for projects that don’tqualify for SB 535 but provide benefits to disadvantagedhouseholds.

Most importantly, projects that receive SB 535 funding shouldprovide benefits predominantly to low-income residents andhouseholds. Not all residents of relatively disadvantaged areas aresocio-economically disadvantaged. Projects that are located withinDACs should be required to carefully target benefits to theneediest households, ensuring these residents are the primarybeneficiaries.  While, some SB 535 programs are expressly targetedto low-income residents or households, in all other cases, thefinal Guidelines should direct agencies to require project sponsorsto demonstrate that the overwhelming majority of beneficiaries willbe low-income. For example, a transit project located in a zip codecontaining a disadvantaged census tract should be required todemonstrate that it predominantly benefits disadvantaged householdsthrough careful analysis of transit ridership.

a.	Reconsider Proximity Requirements. 

ARB should reconsider its proximity requirements for projects thatprovide benefits to DACs. When carefully designed, some projectsthat occur outside of DACs can provide substantial benefits tomembers of DACs. Urban forestry projects occurring at Title ISchools should be eligible to provide benefit to DACs.  While theseschools may not always be located within a half-mile of a DAC, theyserve the children of those DACs.  A tree-planting project orcommunity garden that provides fresh fruit and vegetables to theseunderserved students unquestionably provides a benefit to DACresidents. 

Likewise, affordable housing for low-income, very low income &extremely low income households should be built in high opportunityareas such as jobs centers, not merely in or within a half-milenear disadvantaged communities.  Affordable housing near jobscenters helps reduce VMT by giving low-wage workers the opportunityto live near where they work. In fact, affordable housing isespecially beneficial in high-opportunity neighborhoods neartransit stations as it increases choices, mobility, and access toopportunities for disadvantaged households. Table 2-2’s list ofcommon DAC needs includes the need for “jobs and housing closertogether (e.g., affordable housing in transit-oriented developmentand in healthy, high-opportunity neighborhoods.” (p.13)Furthermore, research indicates that there are “significantbarriers in developing affordable housing in high opportunity,transit-rich neighborhoods.”  Despite this need, Appendix 2.A.limits affordable housing projects to those within ½ mile of a DAC,meaning that affordable housing in opportunity neighborhoods issimply not contemplated by the framework. To maintain a clearconnection to DACs, SB 535 affordable housing projects could grantoccupancy preferences to residents of disadvantaged communities. 



III.	Require Multiple & Significant Co-Benefits.

As an approach for maximizing benefits, the Guidelines shouldrequire all SB 535 projects to provide a minimum of two co-benefitsto be eligible. Appendix 2.A’s current approach explicitly relievesagencies of the need to seek more than one co-benefit per project. Although the Guidelines need built-in flexibility, their primarypurpose is to incentivize projects that maximize co-benefits toDACs.  One small step in this direction would be requiring morethan one Appendix 2.A eligibility criterion for SB 535 investments.The Guidelines suggest that “to the maximum extent feasible,administering agencies should work together to provide multiplebenefits” (p.21) and gives agencies the direction to “favorprojects which provide multiple benefits or the most significantbenefits.” If SB 535 projects were explicitly required to providemultiple co-benefits, this would provide agencies with a strongerincentive to seek opportunities to leverage resources to providemultiple co-benefits.

If ARB continues to require only one co-benefit per project, thismight have the effect of a race to the bottom. For example, theAffordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Guidelines do notaward additional points for integrating co-benefits such as urbanforestry and active transportation. They also have the unintendedeffect of dis-incentivizing deeper affordability because theyover-emphasize GHG reductions per dollar at the same time. Very-lowincome and extremely-low income units require more funding thanmarket rate units, so the more competitive projects were those witha minimum inclusion of affordability. Agencies have to do more toinclude co-benefits in the "bang for your buck" equation, or elsethey will end up being minimized. To maximize the benefits providedby SB 535 projects, the Luskin Report recommended a “performancemanagement approach” using ranking/scoring systems to prioritizesmart and equitable investments that provide multiple, significantbenefits. This type of prioritization is also reflected in the“best-value contract” model. The purpose of these approaches is tocreate the conditions for a race to the top, where projectapplicants find innovative ways to maximize the benefits that eachinvestment provides. This is an explicit strategy to get the mostout of the dollars that are directed at California’s severelyunder-resourced communities.

Additionally, ARB should update Appendix 2.A’s criteria to ensurethat each one represents a minimum threshold of significance.Appendix 2.A. should also include criteria responsive to each ofthe needs commonly identified by DACs. Investments would qualifyfor SB 535 by meeting two criteria and agencies would award toprojects that exceed the minimums. 

IV.	Provide More Direction and Approaches for Maximizing Benefits.

Volume 1 also requires all administering agencies to include“approaches for maximizing benefits” in their guidelines andsolicitation materials. We appreciate that all agencies areencouraged to use “anti-displacement policies, targeted funding,outreach to engage community residents and representatives andeligibility requirements or scoring criteria that encourageprojects to benefit disadvantaged communities” (p.31) in order tomaximize benefits to DACs. Unfortunately, while each of thesepractices are essential for maximizing benefits, Volume 2 does notprovide sufficient details on how these approaches can beconsistently utilized by administering agencies. We urge ARB toprovide more guidance on each of these maximization strategies inVolume 2. 

One maximization approach that the Guidelines do not address is theneed to consider the net benefits provided by a project afterconsidering possible adverse impacts to the community. SB 535projects should avoid increasing public health or other burdens inalready overburdened DACs. Similarly, displacement ofsocio-economically disadvantaged populations from investment areasis an adverse impact that reduces the benefits to these households.By providing clear direction on anti-displacement strategies thatcan be utilized by all California Climate Investments, theGuidelines will improve agency response to this critical concern.For example, the Guidelines should require as a baseline that GGRFinvestments do not cause a net loss of homes currently occupied bylower-income households. Agencies should also award additionalpoints to projects that incorporate robust community benefitsagreements or project labor agreements. 

V.	Strengthen Jobs, Job Training and Reporting. 

We fully support the comments submitted by the Donald Vial Centeron Employment in the Green Economy at the University of CaliforniaBerkeley. 

The GGRF statutes not only call for the funds to “maximize economic. . .  benefits to the State,” they further direct the implementingagencies to “foster job creation by promotion in-State GHG emissionreduction projects carried out by California workers andbusinesses.” (Vol.1, p.15) It is critical that GGRF investments“result in jobs and job training as a component of fundedGHG-reducing projects,” (p.22) not only “wherever possible,” but tothe maximum extent feasible. We also urge ARB to include a guidingprinciple that directs agencies to implement wage and skillstandards that will enable the creation of good jobs and a skilledworkforce. 

To maximize benefits to disadvantaged communities, all ClimateInvestments should be encouraged to employ targeted and localhiring and training of workers from disadvantaged households to themaximum extent feasible. (This should not, however, be the soleeligibility criterion for SB 535 funds. To qualify for SB 535funds, a project should provide additional co-benefits outlined inAppendix 2.A.) ARB should direct administering agencies toprioritize projects that meet baseline targets to increase accessto good jobs and training for disadvantaged workers. ARB shouldalso direct administering agencies to prioritize projects that meetbaseline wage and skill standards, which will help to ensure goodquality jobs and good quality work that maximizes greenhouse gasemission reductions and other co-benefits. ARB should directadministering agencies to work with relevant stakeholders toidentify appropriate wage and skill standards and targets forhiring and training workers from disadvantaged communities andhouseholds.

In addition to data on the number of jobs provided, all GGRFprograms that result in jobs or jobs training should provide dataabout the quality of jobs that were funded by California ClimateInvestments. In order to measure job quality, ARB should collectdata on entry-level and median hourly wages or entry-level andmedian total compensation (hourly wage plus benefits) for each jobclassification/trade. Reporting requirements should also track thecontracting dollars that went toward disadvantaged businessenterprises such as small business, and businesses owned by womenand minorities.

VI.	Increase Transparency

While we appreciate that the Guidelines request that “both programand project-level status and outcomes . . . be easily accessible tothe public” (see Vol. 1, p.23) this component should be made morerobust. Administering agencies should be required to make projectapplications and proposals public via the internet, to enablecommunity members to see what is proposed and weigh in if desired.Because there currently are no standardized quantification methods,members of the public desire as much information as possible abouthow different entities are quantifying co-benefits.

VII.	Quantification of Co-Benefits. 

We acknowledge that ARB has not yet developed quantificationmethodologies. Quantification of co-benefits is necessary forstandardized reporting and to the creation of consistent standardsfor measuring the significance of the benefits provided. We areglad to see ARB’s ongoing commitment to quantifying the co-benefitsprovided by Climate Investments and we will continue participatingin the development of robust methods quantification methods. 

VIII.	ARB should Increase Minimum Percentage of GGRF Dedicated toDisadvantaged Communities. 

The intent of SB 535 is to direct investments to disadvantagedcommunities in excess of their share of the population, in order toaddress the historic and ongoing burdens of pollution andunder-investment those communities have long suffered. ARB shouldnot count the 10% of investments that must be located within DACsas a subset of the 25% required to benefit DACs. (see Vol. 1, p.6)Rather, ARB should require at least 10% of SB 535 investments to belocated within DACs and an additional 25% to provide benefits todisadvantaged communities and households resulting in a minimum of35% set aside for DAC benefits. 

***

Incorporating these recommendations will help increase ourpotential to achieve the significant environmental, public health,and economic outcomes outlined in AB 32 and SB 535 and ensure thatSB 535 investments credited as benefitting disadvantagedcommunities maximize benefits for our communities with the greatestneed.  

Sincerely, 

Mari Rose Taruc, State Organizing Director
Asian Pacific Environmental Network

Dean S. Toji, Co-Chair
Asian Pacific Planning and Policy Council (A3PCON) EnvironmentalJustice Committee

Chuck Mills, Director of Public Policy and Grants
California ReLeaf

Bill Magavern, Policy Director
Coalition for Clean Air

Damien Goodmon, Executive Director
Crenshaw Subway Coalition

R Bong Vergara, Director
CYPHER

Alvaro Sanchez, Program Manager, Environmental Equity 
The Greenlining Institute

Alexandra Suh, Executive Director
KIWA (Koreatown Immigrant Workers Alliance)

Ben Russak, Policy Analyst
Liberty Hill Foundation

Veronica Padilla-Campos, Executive Director
Pacoima Beautiful

Marybelle Nzegwu, Staff Attorney
Public Advocates Inc.

Gordon Snead, Director of Development
SBCC Thrive LA

Laura Muraida, Research Coordinator
SCOPE

Bob Allen, Policy and Advocacy Campaign Director
Urban Habitat

channa grace, President
Women Organizing Resources, Knowledge and Services (WORKS)Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/33-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UzJWIgZlUV0BYwZv.pdfOriginal File Name: ARB Discussion Draft FINAL Sign on 6 29 15.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 16:23:23No Duplicates.



Comment 28 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ErikaLast Name: Rincón WhitcombEmail Address: ewhitcomb@policylink.orgAffiliation: Subject: GGRF Comment Letter on Behalf of Several Organizations Comment:Hello,

Please find attached a comment letter on the GGRF on behalf ofseveral organizations from across California.

Thank you!

Warmest Regards,

Erika Rincón Whitcomb
Senior Associate
PolicyLink

510-663-4383 office
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/34-ggrf-guidelines-ws-AWcAb1E+UmAHbQBf.pdfOriginal File Name: Final 6.29.15 GGRF Comment Letter to CARB.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 16:31:47No Duplicates.



Comment 29 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: NickLast Name: GouletteEmail Address: nickg@hayfork.netAffiliation: The Watershed Research and Training CentSubject: Disadvantaged Communities designation fails to recognize forested communitiesComment:Please see the attached letter regarding use of the DisadvantagedCommunities designation as a guide for spending Greenhouse GasReduction Funds.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/35-ggrf-guidelines-ws-WywFcV0oBTVSCwNg.pdfOriginal File Name: WRTC Comment to ARB on GGRF comments with regard to DAC.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 16:04:26No Duplicates.



Comment 30 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: EvanLast Name: SchmidtEmail Address: evan.schmidt@valleyvision.orgAffiliation: Valley Vision (for regional coalition)Subject: Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines commentsComment:Re: Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines

Chairman Mary D. Nichols and Executive Officer Richard Corey
California Air Resources Board
1001 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Chairman Mary D. Nichols and Executive Officer Richard Corey,

Thank you for the hard work that ARB staff has done to make theAuction Proceeds Funding Guidelines possible. We are writing as acoalition of groups serving the Sacramento Region to recommendchanges to this draft of the Guidelines. As a region, we haveformed a coalition of public agencies and organizations workingtogether to support and advance applications for key Greenhouse GasReduction Fund grants, and have complimented that effort with arobust engagement process in disadvantaged communities. The lack ofcommon application processes and metrics between state agencieswith funding programs and the lack of a common tracking website hasmade this task very difficult. Our comments are directly informedby those efforts.

Inclusive Development of Funding Guidelines

The Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines are critical to theadministration of the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF). Releaseof the Draft Guidelines occurred on June 16th with only oneworkshop scheduled less than a week later. We understand ARB’sdesire to give guidance to the agencies funded by the GGRF.However, the potential for the Funding Guidelines to shape howagencies engage communities and implement effective programs cannotbe overstated. 

The timeline for developing and refining these guidelines must beextended to allow for meaningful participation from all interestedstakeholders in all areas of the state.

Clarity and Transparency in Application Process

Funding agencies each have their own process for allocating GGRFgrants. Project evaluation criteria and application processes areobscured from applicants and community members by the separatecriteria and decentralized coordination. Further, the inability toaccess active applications to all agencies hampers the community’sability to influence their project parameters and impedescollaboration between agencies. 

All twelve agencies administering grants should post the criteriaused to rank applications and post applications received to acentralized and public website to increase transparency and enablecommunity engagement and agency collaboration.

Meaningful Accountability for Co-Benefits

While the primary goal of the GGRF is to reduce greenhouse gasemissions, co-benefits are a natural outgrowth of those efforts.With some intentionality behind defining and evaluatingco-benefits, California can leverage auction proceeds tosignificantly improve the health of our state’s disadvantagedcommunities while also improving air quality. 

Agencies should require applicants to develop metrics forco-benefits and to reference those metrics in their applicationsand reports to enhance the effects of these investments. 

Reports on the metrics should be used to inform each agency’sfuture rounds of funding. 

Organizations receiving funding will have a substantial monitoringand auditing requirement for both co-benefits and GHG reductions.The guidelines should recognize this requirement and provide forthe use of some funding for administrating this process. 

Agencies must give priority to applications that identify more thanone co-benefit.

Robust Community Engagement Processes

Assembly Bill 32 requires that public and private investment bedirected toward the most disadvantaged communities in California toprovide an opportunity for community institutions to “participatein and benefit from statewide efforts to reduce greenhouse gasemissions.”   SB 535 requires that “funding guidelines developedfor administering agencies… shall include guidelines for howadministering agencies should maximize benefits for disadvantagedcommunities.” To abide by these legislative mandates, agencies andapplicants should do everything possible to ensure that GGRFinvestments are funding those efforts that provide substantial GHGreductions while responding to real community needs and arebolstered by robust community input. It is these projects that arelikely to also provide substantial co-benefits (public health,transit equity). 

All agencies administering GGRF should provide technical assistanceto community based organizations to promote the engagement ofdisadvantaged communities. When necessary, ARB should exercise itsauthority to distribute cap and trade revenues to fund grants thatwill help agencies adhere to AB 32’s “participation” requirementvia agency- or board-level technical assistance.  

Applicants should receive priority if they can provide the contactinformation (in accordance with privacy considerations) forresidents within the census tract their project targets toillustrate community support for the application, in addition tooutlining their community engagement process in the development ofthe application. 

Finally, agencies should consider pre-allocating funds tometropolitan planning organizations or local governments based onpopulation and CalEnviroScreen scores to remove competition betweendifferent regions that may exacerbate or perpetuate inequity in ourstate. Pre-allocation would also better allow for holistic planningat the community level.

Refinement of CalEnviroScreen 2.0

Observation of socially and environmentally disadvantagedcommunities on census tract level does not always correspond withthe disadvantaged communities identified by CalEnviroScreen 2.0.Observed outcomes from CalEPA’s CalEnviroScreen 2.0 model do notaccurately identify disadvantaged communities.

CalEPA should continue to refine CalEnviroScreen to be moreaccurate and useful for the purposes of targeting GGRF tocommunities with the highest level of need.


Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forwardto working with you to ensure the success of this importantprogram.

Sincerely,

Marti Brown, Executive Director
North Franklin Business District Association

Mat Ehrhardt, Executive Director/ APCO
Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District

Larry Greene, Executive Director/ APCO
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District

Richard Guerrero, President
Environmental Council of Sacramento

Randy Knott, Director of Government Affairs
City of Sacramento

Bill Mueller, Chief Executive
Valley Vision

Matt Read, Director of Government Relations
Breathe California

Linda Roberson, Park Planner and Urban Designer
Cordova Recreation and Park District

Mike Wiley, General Manager/CEO
Sacramento Regional Transit

Submitted electronically athttp://www.arb.ca.gov/lispub/comm2/bcsubform.php?listname=ggrf-guidelines-ws&comm_period=1Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/36-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UTBTIFMxBSICbQlm.pdfOriginal File Name: Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines_Sacramento Region_6.29.15.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 16:36:22No Duplicates.
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Comment 34 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: WilliamLast Name: DescaryEmail Address: wcdescary@aol.comAffiliation: California Resident TaxpayerSubject: Guidelines for California Climate InvestmentsComment:RE: Funding Guidelines for California Climate Investments – Cap &Trade (C & T)

I understand your June 22, 2015 workshop concerning C & T fundingguidelines was informative.  I was unable to adjust my schedule onshort notice (6 days) in order to attend.  It is a five hour oneway trip from Bakersfield to Sacramento.  I was told the meetingwas sparsely attended.  

My first comment is that the remaining schedule needs to beextended.   Written comments from the public are due today withconsideration by the Board on July 23, 2015 in Sacramento.  Thepublic comment period needs to be extended to allow time forhosting at least one workshop in the Central Valley.  Especially inthe Bakersfield area where some of the worst air quality in thestate has been recorded.  Sometimes air quality is so bad childrenare not allowed outdoors for recess.  Yet, you have failed toprovide a single southern Central Valley workshop.  

 There are a disproportionately large number of disadvantagedcommunities in the greater Bakersfield area.  Affected communitiesmust be allowed to fairly participate to meet the requirements ofenvironmental justice.  Funded programs should be based oncommunity identified needs, not a need identified for them by anagency.  

Community participation is essential because according to studiesby consultants (The Boston Consulting Group), residents will beimpacted by higher gasoline prices (an extra $0.49 to $1.83 pergallon by 2020).  Others cite higher electricity costs resultingfrom C & T.  

Projects need to be selected based on an objective evaluationcriteria to remove politically-driven approvals.  In this regard,funding high-speed rail with C & T revenue needs to bere-evaluated.  During the long construction schedule air qualitywill be significantly worsened.  Borrowing C & T revenue for thestate’s general fund should be prohibited.  

Require qualifying projects to obtain a minimum level of GHGreductions before 2020.

Require project descriptions show benefits to disadvantagedcommunities.

Require all C& T allocated/appropriated revenue be used directlyfor material or direct labor and not for administration or salariessuch as could be the case with money donated to a non-profit. 
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     Allowing cap and trade revenues to be alloted to such projectsis diametrically opposed to the very purpose of these revenues. Capand trade revenues must be used only for mitigation of emissions,not to fund projects. This was never the intent of cap and trade,and use of revenues by such projects is a thoroughly improper.
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California Air Resources Board
1001 I St.
Sacramento, CA 95814
 
RE: Recommendations to Cap-and-Trade Auction Proceeds FundingGuidelines
 
Dear Chairwoman Nichols, Board Members, and Staff,
 
On behalf of the Action for Climate Equity (ACE) workgroup, wethank the California Air Resource Board (CARB) for your leadershipin developing the draft Funding Guidelines for investments from theGreenhouse Gas Reduction Fund. Additionally, we thank you for theopportunity to review the discussion draft and to voice ourconcerns and suggestions regarding development and implementationof the draft Guidelines at this stage.

The ACE workgroup is committed to improving health and increasingaccess to opportunity among California’s most vulnerablecommunities, we thank you for considering our input on several keyareas of the Funding Guidelines draft.  Although the FundingGuidelines present an important step forward in elevating theimportance of strategic and equitable investment, more must be doneto maximize environmental, public health, and economic benefits todisadvantaged communities across the State as outlined in SenateBill 535 and Assembly Bills 1532 and Assembly Bill 32.  As such, westrongly urge the CARB to incorporate and address the followingrecommendations in its Guidelines to ensure that Greenhouse GasReduction Fund (GGRF) investments advance projects and efforts thattruly support the intended outcomes of relevant state mandates.

Ensure a Meaningful and Robust Public Process
 
Short Timeline for Review Undermines CARB’s Articulated Commitmentto Public Engagement
	
Meaningful public participation in prioritization and allocation ofGGRF investments is a fundamental component of maximizing benefitsto disadvantaged communities. As organizations that work closelywith residents and community partners to ensure equal access todecision making processes, we are disappointed by CARB’sunnecessarily rushed effort to adopt final guidelines. Earlier thisyear we were assured by CARB staff that this process would allowplenty of time for meaningful public input via ample review periodsand community workshops similar to last year’s process. However,the short time frame for public review of these Draft 

Guidelines undermines the very nature of public participation andcontradicts the intent of SB 535. In fact, it undermines the veryguidance that CARB is providing to administering agencies ofensuring early and ongoing engagement of disadvantaged communitiesin each agency’s own guideline development and implementingactivities. Accordingly, we respectfully request that CARB extendthe timeline for adoption of guidelines until its August boardmeeting to allow for meaningful public input and to allow staff toboth respond to concerns and to host workshops in key regions ofour state.
 
Require Community Resident Participation in the Planning and Designof GGRF Projects and Ensure Investments Awarded Reflect CommunityIdentified Priorities and Needs
 
The overall success of GGRF projects that benefit disadvantagedcommunities is largely dependent on the extent that projects meetthe needs of community residents as identified by the actualresidents that the project is intended to serve. Meaningfulparticipation of community residents in the planning and design ofprojects is essential for the success of these projects. Projectapplicants should be explicit on the deliberate steps they take toachieve a meaningful level of participation.  While we appreciatethat the Guidelines touch upon engagement to DACs on page 11 inChapter V -- especially with regard to providing outreach andnotification of funding opportunities to DACs -- this languageneeds to be strengthened to focus on the requirement of significantpublic participation in the development of GGRF project proposals.Additionally, while model benefits to disadvantaged communitiesidentified in the draft guidelines is useful to illustrate whattype of benefits project applicants should seek, these exemplarsmust not serve as a substitute for community identified prioritiesand demonstrated community needs and opportunities 

In its guidance to administering agencies, CARB should require allagencies to prioritize projects that have strong publicparticipation and planning processes by assigning greater weight topublic participation in their scoring criteria.  All GGRF projectproposals must demonstrate how the local agency, non-profit orprivate entity engaged and responded to community priorities.  Forexample, all agencies should require their applicants to identifythe community-based public participation process and outreach thatculminated in the project proposal, and how this process allowedfor community identified needs to emerge and be meaningfullyreflected in the project, including a clear articulation of thedeliberate steps that were taken to ensure the process wasculturally and linguistically appropriate and accessible to theresidents of the project area.  They must also identify how thelocal agency plans to engage community stakeholders in itsimplementation activities. Only through these means can projectsrealize meaningful, direct and assured benefits as reiteratedthroughout the draft guidelines. We would like to take thisopportunity, however, to note that local opposition to affordablehousing development in communities where there is demonstrated needfor such housing opportunities has often impeded much neededaffordable housing development. Administering agencies and projectproponents need not consider such opposition to affordable housingdevelopment.  

The Guidelines must articulate CARB’s commitment to robust publicparticipation from project design through implementation andprovide the tools and authorities necessary to accomplish thesegoals. We endorse CARB’s recommendation of technical assistance toreach vulnerable communities and recommend that CARB furtherarticulate the need to create technical assistance resources foroutreach and to assist in project development and implementation. 
 
Expand Eligible Uses of GGRF Dollars 

In the General Guidance section, guiding principles state that“investments may only support planning activities for achieving GHGreductions if the planning component is directly tied to a projectthat results in quantifiable GHG reductions, furthers the purposesof AB 32, and results in a product that will achieve GHG reductionswhen implemented.” We believe this principle directly underminesthe ability of disadvantaged communities to ultimately developprojects that reduce GHG. Disadvantaged communities do not count onnecessary resources to develop projects with demonstratedquantifiable GHG reductions until they engage in a planning processto identify those projects. Further, Health and Safety Code section39712(c)(4) (AB 1532) states that funding may be allocated toprojects that "reduce greenhouse gas emissions through strategicplanning and development of sustainable infrastructure projects,including, but not limited to, transportation and housing.”Accordingly, CARB should require administering agencies to allowexpenditure of GGRF funds for planning activities andinfrastructure projects when such activities will lead to furtherinvestments and projects that reduce GHG through, for example,increased infill development and improved transportationopportunities. 

Our work in low income small cities and rural communitiesillustrates the need for additional research to better qualify andquantify GHG emission reductions for certain types of programs andprojects, including, but not limited to affordable housing projectsand transit programs. We believe that an effective means ofdeveloping and distributing this much-needed research and data cancome from investing in pilot projects that can demonstrate GHGreduction through their implementation and thus elevate bestpractices. Health and Safety Code section 39712(c)(7) states thatGGRF funds may be allocated to “research, development, anddeployment of innovation technologies, measures, and practicesrelated to programs and projects funded  [from the GGRF].” Wesuggest that CARB require appropriate administering agencies toinvest in projects that can demonstrate GHG reductions throughimplementation and study of projects, programs and strategies thatcurrently lack adequate data with respect to their GHG emissionreduction potentials. 

All Projects Should Be Evaluated on their Potential Benefits toDisadvantaged Communities
 
In order to maximize GGRF project benefits to disadvantagedcommunities as outlined in SB 535, AB 32 and SB 862, administeringagencies should evaluate all GGRF project proposals on the extentto which a project furthers co-benefits generally and specificallyfor our state’s most vulnerable people.  Evaluation criteria forproject co-benefits for DACs must apply not only to those projectscredited towards achieving the SB 535 targets for investments indisadvantaged communities, but all project proposals.  

Further, evaluation criteria for co-benefits for DACs should bebased on how clearly the project provides a direct co-benefit toDAC(s), and how co-benefits are expected to be achieved.  CARBshould also direct agencies to place a greater prioritization onthis area of their scoring criteria and to provide a separatescoring component for each co-benefit category such asenvironmental, health, and economic co-benefits.  For example, werecommend a scoring section on providing health co-benefits toDACs, a scoring section on providing economic co-benefits to DACs,etc., rather than combining all co-benefits under one scoringsection in an “and/or” approach.  This will ensure adequate weightis assigned to each co-benefit in the scoring of projects andmaximize co-benefits to DACs in the GGRF. 

Maximize GGRF Co-Benefits to Disadvantaged Residents andCommunities

At $2 billion dollars and growing, the GGRF presents an enormousopportunity to ensure significant benefits and opportunities toboth disadvantaged communities and residents throughout the state. 

Ensure employment and career development opportunities through GGRFinvestments

All GGRF investments that involve training and/or hiring createvaluable training and job opportunities and benefits for those thatneed them the most and build stronger local, regional and stateeconomies. This includes disadvantaged urban and rural areas whereaccess to education, career pathways and quality and diverse jobsare limited for low-income residents.  Consistent with the economicgoals of our statewide climate laws and US DOT’s recent local hireprovision CARB should strengthen its guidance directed to agencieson maximizing economic co-benefits for DACs.  All GGRF projectsthat involve training and/or hiring should be scored based in parton if they recruit, hire, and train local, low-income, re-entry,and/or disconnected youth and adults, and other disadvantagedworkers regardless of whether the project is seeking SB 535 credit.

We recommend including the following language in the GGRF FundingGuidelines:  

Priority should be placed on all GGRF projects that contain any ofthe following: 

(a) Project labor agreements with targeted hire commitments; 
(b) Community workforce agreements that connect low-income localresidents to jobs or training opportunities; 
(c) Partnerships with training entities that have a proven trackrecord of placing disadvantaged workers in career-track jobs.

Targeted hire means an adopted policy aimed at increasingemployment of disadvantaged individuals, who are underserved orhave faced historical or other barriers to employment. Thisincludes:
&#9679;	Long-term unemployed or underemployed workers, low-incomeindividuals, formerly incarcerated individuals, farmworkers,workers on public assistance, workers with a history ofhomelessness, and at-risk youth.
&#9679;	Individuals residing in areas that have high poverty rates,high unemployment rates, or other markers of economic distress.
&#9679;	Underrepresented groups of people such as women andveterans.
&#9679;	Low-income individuals residing within close proximity tothe project site.
  
Increase Housing and Transit Opportunities for Lower IncomeResident and DACs

GGRF funds also provide much needed resources to address housingand transit needs within and beyond Disadvantaged Communities asdefined by SB 535.  Guidelines should require administeringagencies to target GGRF moneys to support housing and transitopportunities for lower income residents throughout the state. Forexample, AHSC money not invested in or for the benefit of DACs mustbe restricted to providing affordable housing opportunities innon-DAC communities. Through this dual strategy of investing inquality housing in disadvantaged communities and investing inaffordable housing opportunities where such opportunities may belimited, CARB will support a comprehensive strategy to addressCalifornia’s multi-dimensional affordable housing needs andopportunities.

GGRF Investments Must Not Directly or Indirectly Harm DisadvantagedCommunities
 
Deliberate steps must be taken to ensure that GGRF investments donot inadvertently harm vulnerable, low-income residents of existingcommunities that are targeted for increased investment. 

Ensure Anti-Displacement Protections When Appropriate and Necessaryto Prevent Displacement

Displacement continues to present a threat to lower incomeresidents living in many neighborhoods targeted for GGRFinvestments.  CARB must go beyond merely suggesting thatadministering agencies consider incorporating anti displacementpolicies in their respective guidelines but rather require agenciesto include them.  We understand that displacement is a concern inseveral communities but not in others. Accordingly, such guidelinesmust reflect the need to ensure anti-displacement protections wherenecessary, but not create an obstacle for jurisdictions andcommunities that do not confront displacement pressures andtherefore have not yet developed anti-displacement policies andstrategies. 

Low-income residents who are displaced from their homes andcommunities will not have the opportunity to enjoy improved accessto transportation, affordable housing, energy efficient buildings,etc., and will continue to be pushed away from jobs and othercritical services.  Ultimately, these outcomes will havedetrimental impacts on low-income families who are then forced tospend larger percentages of their income on transportation costsand will inevitably exacerbate the effects of climate change on ourmost impacted communities, rather than alleviate them.  Theseoutcomes and others stand counter to the intended goals of SB 353and AB 32, and we strongly recommend that criteria be included inthe guidelines and application materials that protect communitiesfrom harm.

Unhealthy Land Uses in Residential Communities

Placement of certain project types - e.g. waste diversion projects- can potentially negatively impact communities - be theydisadvantaged communities or not. For example, they can create odorand diminish air quality, increase traffic and negatively impactthe quality and character of neighborhoods. CARB must directagencies implementing these and other potentially harmful projectsto create and implement methodologies to ensure that such projectsdo no harm.  

Major transit projects can negatively impact local communitiesthrough increased traffic and emissions as well as throughdisplacement. Displacement, in these circumstances can bothdisplace families and industrial and other unhealthy land uses thatrelocate to residential neighborhoods. For example, in FresnoCounty the High Speed Rail Authority has begun to displace homes,business and industrial facilities in preparation for initialstages of construction. It is currently proposed to relocatedisplaced industrial businesses to neighborhoods alreadydisproportionately burdened by multiple sources of pollution thatrank among the top 5% of impacted census tracts according toCalEnviroScreen. This is unacceptable and in fact further threatensthe quality of life of the very communities we are trying toprotect and that this program prioritizes. 

 
CARB must Improve Criteria for Assessing Benefit to DAC 

Several of the criteria included in Appendix A to volume two aresimply inadequate or inappropriate to demonstrate a direct, assuredand meaningful benefit to DACs. There are several examples of thisdeficiency and accordingly we request that CARB work withstakeholders to review and rewrite this critical component of theguidelines. We offer some examples below as an illustration of ourconcerns with respect to some key criteria, not as an exhaustivelist.  

Locating zero emissions vehicles n disadvantaged communities doesnot necessarily provide a benefit to those disadvantagedcommunities 

CARB identifies the domiciling of zero emissions vehicles, as wellas use of zero emissions vehicles, in disadvantaged communities asa benefit to such communities. We question whether or not this infact represents a benefit to these communities.   We are concernedthat in many circumstances, such a project could negatively impacta neighborhood by increasing traffic and diminishing theneighborhood aesthetic and character without providing any realbenefit. 

Increased Job opportunities alone are not sufficient to demonstratea benefit to disadvantaged communities
 
As noted above, all projects should further employment and careeropportunities for disadvantaged communities and residents andscoring criteria should reflect that mandate. Job creation, on itsown, should not qualify projects as benefiting disadvantagedcommunities in most program areas.  For example, the AHSC programmust not consider that a housing program satisfies a benefit to aDAC if it does not provide housing to the benefit of the DAC or DACresidents. Job creation in a DAC must be an additional co-benefitto other identified benefits of a project - e.g. improved housing,transit, air quality and park space. 
 
Half Mile Proximity and Zip Codes as a Proxies for Benefit toDisadvantaged Communities Is Inadequate
 
We remain deeply concerned with that the Draft Guidelines considerthat several project types constitute a benefit to disadvantagedcommunities, by definition, if they are located within a ½ mile ofa disadvantaged community. As we noted in previous correspondenceto CARB on interim funding guidelines, proximity as a proxy for abenefit are inadequate and misplaced. Improvements made to transitstops, transit stations or AHSC projects located ½ mile away fromdisadvantaged communities do not translate to and result in directbenefits to residents of vulnerable neighborhoods. Walking a ½ mileto a transit stop or station, for instance, is not feasible ifresidents face multiple barriers to reach that destination. Theseinclude walking long distances with heavy items such as groceries,being accompanied by children or elders, passing through unsafeareas, lack of pedestrian safety (sidewalks, lighting, paved roads,crosswalks), walking alongside high speed traffic, and the presenceof physical barriers such as freeways, railways, fences, etc. Werecommend that CARB eliminate ½ mile proximity requirements andinstead require project applicants to demonstrate how proposedprojects directly benefit residents of disadvantaged areas withouthaving to overcome proximity burdens.

Additionally, projects located within zip codes that includedisadvantaged communities do not necessarily benefit the DAC atall.  All criteria that assume a benefit to a DAC for projectslocated within a zip code that includes a DAC must be eliminated. 
 
Waste Diversion and Utilization Program Area Must Redraft CriteriaDemonstrating Benefits to Disadvantaged Communities 

In last year’s funding cycle, an anaerobic co-digester in TulareCounty received $2.9 million from the Waste Diversion andUtilization fund. The project is located within a disadvantagedcommunity. The project contains a food rescue component but thereis no discussion of the scope or reach of that component. and, nodiscussion of the impact of the project in general on the communityin which it resides. The project threatens to compound air qualityand odor concerns in the community. In fact, residents opposed theproject, citing in their opposition that project proponents failedto meaningfully analyze air and water quality impacts. Communityresidents were not aware that project proponents were seeking fundsfor the project while residents were voicing their opposition to itbased on potential environmental concerns. The community at issue -Matheny Tract - currently ranks among the top 10% of impactedcensus tracts according to CalEnviroScreen. 

Facilitate Technical Assistance to Disadvantaged Communities
 
Disadvantaged communities are most in need of additional resourcesto both develop and implement GGRF projects. Agencies andorganizations representing disadvantaged communities lack thetechnical and financial capacity to put forward project proposalsthat reduce GHG emissions and maximize co-benefits. The first cycleof AHSC funding demonstrates a dire need for technical assistanceto disadvantaged communities to apply for housing andtransportation related investments. Technical assistance, alongwith revised application procedures and guidelines that we willwork with along with administering agencies, is also needed tostrike geographic balance to ensure that all of our regions enjoyequal access to much needed funding. Our experience in workingdirectly with small cities and counties in the San Joaquin Valley,Imperial County and the East Coachella Valley demonstrates a needfor ongoing outreach and assistance in developing projects,preparing applications and implementing activities once funding hasbeen awarded. We have heard from local decision makers and staffthat they do not have the capacity to develop and implement projectideas without additional support and guidance. Additionally, webelieve that technical assistance will ensure that funds reach andimprove the quality of life for the intended recipients of theinvestments. 
 
Accordingly, the Guidelines must promote and ensure support withinagencies and from third party providers to conduct outreach andhelp develop and implement project proposals.

Ensure Transparency in GGRF Investments

In Volume 1, Section II.B, the Guidelines read, "The goal [of theguidelines] is to align investments with the environmental,economic, public health and other public policy goals of the GGRF,while providing consistent and transparent implementation of allGGRF programs" (Page 6).  Several agencies have failed to makeapplications for GGRF investments available for public review orotherwise provide information regarding applications, in particularthose applications that were not successful. CARB should requireadministering agencies to post all applications received and therelated scoring evaluations for each application received. Thiswill ensure transparency in all GGRF programs and will allow thepublic and administering agencies to regularly evaluate theeffectiveness of the programs and make adjustments to ensureequitable distribution of funds. By requiring agencies to publiclypost all program related materials a transparent and accountableprocess will be created from beginning to end; one in which publicinput is valued and respected.
 
-Linguistic inclusion in outreach efforts: It is critical that ARBoversee the translation of grant guidelines and solicitationmaterials, particularly for competitive grants for businesses,farms, and individuals. In order to ensure participation bydisadvantaged community residents and small farm andbusiness-owners, administering agencies must conduct outreachefforts in-language and in-culture, and must use administrativefunds towards these ends. CRLA has already provided a list oflanguages to ARB staff for inclusion in the guidelines: Spanish,Hmong, Vietnamese, Chinese (Cantonese and Mandarin), Punjabi.
 
-GHG Quantification Methodology/ Cal EE Mod: Disadvantagedcommunities have higher emissions figures due to climate,topography, and concentration of toxic industries. Cal EE Mod’stesting is dependent on land-use and site specifications determinedper-area, with a sustainability criteria dependent on existinglifestyle and infrastructure within the community. For example,proposed Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities projects incommunities such as San Francisco test positively due to theirexisting sustainability indices, i.e. existing low-emissionstransportation, existing use of bike and pedestrian transit, andthe ability of a proposed project to “link in” and avail of theseexisting green elements. This causes a weight against disadvantagedcommunities for a lack of existing infrastructure in conjunctionwith existing greenhouse gas emissions and criteria air pollutants,and appear negatively on Cal EE Mod reports. For the purposes ofgrant administrations that utilize Cal EE Mod as a methodology forGHG reductions quantification, ARB must look into updating thequantification software or using a set of criteria for GHGemissions reductions that levels the scale for disadvantagedcommunities.
 
-GHG Quantification Methodology/ COMET-Farm: For quantifications of GHG reductions under CalFIRE and CDFA, resources must be madeavailable to understand the GHG reductions capacity of diversifiedagriculture. COMET-Farm is an advanced modeling tool that is suitedto large-scale agriculture and is excellent for carbon foot-printmapping for rangeland, pasture, and large scale irrigated cropland. Residents of DACs, small farmers and community gardeners whoare pioneering greenhouse gas reductions projects in theircommunities require a modeling tool that can allow non-profits,small farms and business owners to receive the samespatially-explicit data on climate and soil carbon sequestrationavailable to large-scale growers to determine their eligibility forCalFIRE and CDFA funds.

Appendix 2.B- Show all regional maps.  Alternative, show regionalmaps of Urban Area, Rural Agricultural Area and Rural BorderRegion.
Table 2.B-1 & Table 2.B-2, add 1 example each of project typespecific to rural, rural agriculture and rural border region.

TABLE 2.A-8 Waste Diversion and Utilization (step 2-D) Projectincludes recruitment, agreements, policies or other approaches thatare consistent with federal and state law and result in at least25-50% of project work hours performed by residents of adisadvantaged community participating in job training programswhich lead to industry-recognized credentials or certifications. 
Table 2.A-2 Transit Projects.  (Add to Step 2- Provides BenefitsTo) Project provides greater mobility at the CaliforniaInternational Border Crossings and increased access to cleantransportation for disadvantaged community residents by placingservices that are accessible by walking of a disadvantagedcommunity and provide GHG Reduction Benefits to DisadvantagedCommunities in close proximity to the California InternationalBorder Crossing, including ride-sharing, car-sharing, or otheradvanced technology mobility options associated with transit (e.g.,neighborhood electric vehicles, vanpooling, shuttles, bike sharingservices); or 
Public Process
Your agency released the documents for public comment on June 16,2015 with the understanding that the public comment period would beclosed on June 29, 2015.  This effectively provided 13 days forpublic participation.  The length of this comment period isoffensive as it relates to a document that contains about $2.3billion in funding.  Furthermore, the ARB documents were notpresented in any language other than English. We know thatEnglish-only effectively and quite obviously limits theparticipation of Spanish & Hmong speaking populations. Even more,ARB decided to host one single workshop and public hearing inSacramento to discuss these guidelines.  In recent months, our ACEworkgroup members independently and combined with many othersacross the state requested to have as many as 10 hearings acrossthe state.  Those requests were obviously disregarded. 
Interpretation of Statute
In the current funding guidance, it is specified that 25% of theproceeds are to be used providing benefits to disadvantagedcommunities, 10% of which has to be located directly within adisadvantaged community.  This is consistent with the interimguidelines proposed last year; however, it sets for a problematicinterpretation of the law.  Under statute, SB 535 directs the state“to allocate 25% of the available moneys in the Greenhouse GasReduction Fund to projects that provide benefits to disadvantagedcommunities, as specified, and to allocate a minimum of 10% of theavailable moneys in the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund to projectslocated within disadvantaged communities, as specified.”  Weinterpret this language to mean that 10% within disadvantagedcommunities must be used in addition to 25% to provide benefits todisadvantaged communities.  Even if ARB is uncertain about thelanguage of this passage in the legislation, it is correct toassume that the intent of the bill was to provide important andneeded benefits to disadvantaged communities across the state. Under the current interpretation that the agency is exercising, itis taking a conservative view and disregarding the intent of thelaw in the process.  By not adding 10% to the 25% established, theagency is taking a conservative stand that moves to provide lessbenefits to disadvantaged communities, clearly making a backwardsstep against the intent of the law. 

Scope of Funding Agencies
Although the following is not totally within the authority of theCalifornia Air Resources Board, we must make this suggestion inthis context because it speaks to a firm belief within ourworkgroup.  One important way to reduce GHG emissions from severalsources, and to provide benefits to disadvantaged communities is toinclude a program for “targeted compliance and enforcement actions”administered by Cal-EPA and/or the Air Districts.  The scope ofthis program, can serve the rest of the agencies as theyconceptualize their own projects, and can help to bring immediatebenefits to disadvantaged communities.
Context
One of our ACE workgroup members-Central California EnvironmentalJustice Network currently hosts two resident reporting networks ofenvironmental hazards that allow community members to informcompliance and enforcement actions in severely impacted communitiesin Kern and Fresno counties.  Over the last several years ofoperations, the projects have been successful at preventingpollution from unregulated and regulated sources by informingregulatory agencies about potential violations to environmentallaw.  These projects have prevented and/or corrected emissions fromdairies, oil extraction operations, biomass power plants,agricultural burning, pesticides, contaminated soils, compostingfacilities, hazardous waste facilities, mobile sources, etc.  Thesepreventable emissions have undoubtedly helped disadvantagedcommunities, and helped to reduce GHG emissions. It is important tonote that often-regulatory agencies at Cal-EPA or the Air Districtscite lack of resources as a problem that limits their ability toprovide pro-active and coherent enforcement
Applicability 
Within the context of the GGRF funds, there are several programsthat can benefit from stronger enforcement and compliance efforts,including the Low Carbon Transportation, Water & Energy Technology,Agricultural Energy and Operational Efficiency, Healthy Soils, andWaste Diversion programs.  Furthermore, this program can stand onits own and significantly reduce GHG emissions via targetedenforcement and compliance actions in disadvantaged communities. For these reasons we firmly believe that this program should beincluded. 
Job Opportunities
In almost all of the programs, ARB sets forth guidelines forproviding benefits to community in relation to work hours. Currently, ARB is setting forth that the project may 1) result inat least 25% of project work hours performed by residents of adisadvantaged community, or 2) result in at least 10% of projectwork hours performed by residents of a disadvantaged communityparticipating in job training programs which lead to industryrecognized credentials or certifications.  We contend that thesenumbers should be raised to at least 50% and 25% respectively,adding emphasis and points to projects that demonstrate theirability to provide wages and/or salaries that mirror those of thestate’s median household income.  Furthermore, we request that youadd the following benefits to all programs that relate benefits viawork hours with the distinction that these are “and” statementsrather than “or” and thus will not count if the project only meetsone of these:
1.	Project prioritizes job security for residents of adisadvantaged community that are hired to complete the project, andmaintain those residents through operations and maintenance of theproject in future years.  
2.	Project provides full-time positions with benefits for residentsof disadvantaged communities.
3.	Project complies with all relevant laws prohibitingdiscrimination based on a protected status for all new hires. 
4.	Project submits plans for providing incentives for new employeesto use alternative transportation to and from work sites.
In providing benefits to a disadvantaged community, providing only25% or 10% of work hours to residents of that community is notenough to enhance the quality of life for the community. Furthermore, any lack of attention paid to wages and laborpractices can have the opposite effect than intended and serve tofurther perpetuate income inequalities within already strugglingcommunities.
On Affordable Housing And Sustainable Communities Projects
Under the draft guidelines, the section for located within thatmentions that the project must be “designed to avoid displacementof disadvantaged community residents and businesses” is weak andmust be strengthened.  From an environmental justice perspective,this statement sounds very much like problematic legal requirementsthat have played out in many court cases regarding the placement oftoxic waste facilities and other undesirable land-uses.  Theproblematic elements that often, projects that are not explicitlydesigned to displace disadvantaged residents, do end up causingthose displacements anyway.  This statement should be edited todetail a few key ways to ensure that the projects in fact avoiddisplacement. We propose that the statement read:
A majority (50%+) of the project is within one or moredisadvantaged communities and reduces vehicle miles travelled, andthe project is designed to avoid displacement of currentdisadvantaged community residents and businesses by 1) providing arecord of public participation and public interest in the project,2)require an economic displacement mitigation plan, 3)provide aplan for community benefits outside of the proposed project.
Furthermore, when directly talking about affordable housingprojects, ARB must establish a guideline for more points toprojects that allow low-income residents to reach homeownership. This can further prevent displacement in the future and allows forresidents of disadvantaged communities to improve their quality oflife.  These projects are to provide housing that is decent, safe,and sanitary, modest in size design and cost that allows forresidents to afford owning them.
Lastly, line A under the Provides Benefits to section should beupdated to reflect ¼ mile as opposed to ½ mile from a disadvantagedcommunity.  This will ensure that the project is much moreaccessible to community members. 
On Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
Under the criteria to qualify as located within, we suggest thatyou add “mobile homes” as buildings that can receive improvements. From working with low-income, minority populations in the SanJoaquin Valley, we often see that mobile homes are not terriblymobile, but do tend to need costly repairs that can aid with energyconservation, but also to improve the quality of life of theseresidents.
On Water Use and Energy Efficiency
Under the criteria to qualify for projects located within, ARBshould consider adding a section C that helps to improve, repair,or replace private water well infrastructure in disadvantagedcommunities.  Working with these communities in the San JoaquinValley, we often run into problems where low-income residents aredependent on private well that have not been serviced in manyyears.  Some of these wells have begun to go dry, and/or useantiquated diesel pumps, and/or have leaks that serve to wastewater and energy.  In the past, it has been difficult to provideassistance to these residents given that they are on private waterwells and are solely responsible for their maintenance. Nonetheless, there is room here to include them and be able toprovide assistance that will ultimately serve to improve theresidents’ quality of life, energy, and water efficiency.
On Waste Diversion and Utilization
The current thinking for approaching this program is a bitproblematic given that these types of land uses are not alwaysconsidered benefits, and more often considered undesirable landuses.  Therefore, presenting them as benefits when located withincommunities is somewhat problematic and could be contested by manycommunity members who live near these types of land uses.  Thisapplies to things like biomass, anaerobic digesters, recyclingcenters, dairy digesters, etc.  For these reasons, we propose thatARB make the distinction that in order for newly proposed projectsto be considered benefits while proposed to be located within adisadvantaged community must comply with all of the following:
1.	Provide a record for a robust public process that showsmeaningful community input and community interest in the project.
2.	Requires Best Available Control Technologies (BACT) to sequesterGHG emissions, and criteria pollutants to a nearby community.
3.	Provide a comprehensive Conditional Use Permit and CommunityBenefits Agreement that incorporate community mitigation methodsand community requirements.  
4.	Provide a local hire prioritization mechanism that seeks to geta total of 60% facility employment hired from the local community.
For projects that are already located and operating within acommunity, the current guidelines detailed in the draft proposalfor “located within” can still apply.   Furthermore, ARB canprovide scoring guidelines that require incentivize or provide morepoints for measures like traffic divergence outside ofdisadvantaged communities, the use of low-emission trucks, etc. 
The incorporation of the above recommendations into the FundingGuidelines will help to support the success of GGRF investmentprojects, and will ensure that benefits credited towarddisadvantaged communities are not only targeted, but maximized inour communities with the greatest need.  Significant environmental,public health, and economic outcomes as outlined in SB 353 and AB32 can be achieved if the GGRF process is accountable, transparent,and, most importantly, inclusive.  Once again we thank you for yourleadership and commitment to this work, and respectfully ask foryour support of these important recommendations as you finalize theFunding Guidelines.  
 
Sincerely,

Cesar Campos
Coordinator
Central California Environmental Justice Network	

Luis Olmedo
Executive Director
Comite Civico Del Valle, Inc.

Humberto Lugo
Coordinator
IVAN Network

Janaki Jagannath|
Community Legal Worker, Community Equity Initiative
California Rural Legal Assistance, Inc.
	
Veronica Garibay-Gonzalez, MPA
Co-Director
Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability	

Rey Leon
Executive Director
SJV LEAP
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/44-ggrf-guidelines-ws-VTQAZVYyUl5WMwVq.pdfOriginal File Name: ACE Comment Letter 6 29.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-29 23:47:19No Duplicates.



Comment 38 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JonathanLast Name: CherryEmail Address: jcherry@sfwater.orgAffiliation: SF Public Utilities CommissionSubject: SFPUC Comments Comment:See attached (re-uploaded, submitted yesterday but did not gothrough) Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/45-ggrf-guidelines-ws-AXIAYFYnUnRVMAFe.pdfOriginal File Name: SFPUC_FundingGuidelinesComments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-06-30 09:00:52No Duplicates.



Comment 39 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Aaron Last Name: FukudaEmail Address: cchsraorg@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Re: Public Comments: Funding Guidelines for Agencies that Administer California Climate InComment:Please see attached letterAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/46-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UjFWMwFoUnIDdwVk.pdfOriginal File Name: CCHSRA Comment Letter.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-07-07 21:24:04No Duplicates.



Comment 40 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: EvanLast Name: SchmidtEmail Address: evan.schmidt@valleyvision.orgAffiliation: Valley VisionSubject: GGRF Funding Guidelines - Revised Letter from the Sacramento RegionComment:Attached is a revised letter from the Sacramento Region regardingthe Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund Guidelines, edited to includeadditional signatories. Thank you for the additional time to submitcomments.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/47-ggrf-guidelines-ws-VTQCcQNhU3RRPgdo.pdfOriginal File Name: Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines_Sacramento Region_FINAL.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-07-13 09:32:25No Duplicates.



Comment 41 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Eileen Last Name: SelleckEmail Address: eselleck@semprautilities.comAffiliation: Subject: Funding Guideline comments for Agencies that administer California Climate InvestmentComment:Attached are SoCalGas' comments.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/48-ggrf-guidelines-ws-USJXMlM1VFgBZANs.docxOriginal File Name: SCG comments to GGRF funding guidelines 7-13-15.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-07-13 15:38:35No Duplicates.



Comment 42 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PeterLast Name: YollesEmail Address: peter@watersmartsoftware.comAffiliation: Subject: WaterSmart Software Comments on GGRF Guidelines CommentComment:Dear Chairwoman Nichols, members of the Board, and California
Climate Investments staff,

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Cap and Trade
Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines for Agencies that AdministerCalifornia Climate Investments. We strongly support the AirResources Board’s objectives to significantly reduce greenhouse gasemissions, achieve the state’s aggressive climate goals, andprovide benefits to disadvantaged communities through theimplementation of Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds.

Attached are our comments on the GGRF Guidelines.

Thank you,
Peter Yolles
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/50-ggrf-guidelines-ws-AGcGZ1wvVGEAWVcg.pdfOriginal File Name: GGRF_WaterSmart_Final.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-07-20 10:08:58No Duplicates.



Comment 43 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 44 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 45 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 46 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 47 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 48 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JessicaLast Name: GoodheartEmail Address: jessicagoodheart@yahoo.comAffiliation: LAANESubject: Comments on GGRF GuidlinesComment:Comments are in the attachment.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/57-ggrf-guidelines-ws-ATBRYlxtAmkBNwA1.pdfOriginal File Name: 150805 LAANE Comments to Carb Regarding Guidelines.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-05 17:35:43No Duplicates.



Comment 49 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: SonjaLast Name: TraussEmail Address: Sonja.trauss@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Allocate funds to acquire existing buildings & repair current assets Comment:Acquiring existing buildings and maintianing existing assets arethe cheapest ways of adding units to the city's stock of pricecontrolled housing and combating displacement. 
Please focus funds on these efficient uses. 
Thank you!
SonjaAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-07 14:12:38No Duplicates.



Comment 50 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 51 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ManishaLast Name: VazeEmail Address: mvaze@scopela.orgAffiliation: SCOPE - www.scopela.orgSubject: Comments relating to GGRF guidanceComment:August 11, 2015

Dear Chair Mary D. Nichols,

On behalf of Strategic Concepts in Organizing and Policy Education(SCOPE), I would like to thank the California Air Resources Boardfor providing comprehensive guidance to the agencies administeringproceeds from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF). 

SCOPE is a 22-year-old community organization based in South LosAngeles. For over a decade, SCOPE has worked in partnership withcommunity organizations, environmental groups and labor to createreplicable models for targeted training and career-path jobopportunities in the climate and green jobs sector. We arecurrently working with other South Los Angeles-based organizationsthrough the Los Angeles Equity Alliance to ensure equitableinvestment and full integration of low-income communities of colorin climate resilience efforts and high-road green job creation inour communities.

I respectfully submit our comments (attached) and look forward tohearing from you.

Sincerely,

Manisha Vaze
Director of OrganizingAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/62-ggrf-guidelines-ws-B3QAZQRqUXIHZFcI.pdfOriginal File Name: SCOPE ARB Comments 8-11-15-FINAL.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-11 14:38:53No Duplicates.



Comment 52 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KifLast Name: ScheuerEmail Address: kscheuer@lgc.orgAffiliation: Local Government CommissionSubject: Comments on GGRF Guidelines. Comment:Please find attached our comments on the latest draft version ofthe GGRF guidelines.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/64-ggrf-guidelines-ws-WzhWPwNvU20KaQNt.pdfOriginal File Name: Comments on GGRF Guidelines 2_LGC.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-12 23:10:43No Duplicates.



Comment 53 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 54 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DavidLast Name: SchonbrunnEmail Address: David@Schonbrunn.orgAffiliation: TRANSDEFSubject: Guidelines Need to Discourage FraudComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/66-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UDdUNQNwBTBWD1I1.pdfOriginal File Name: GGRF Guidelines comment letter (complete).pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-13 12:01:28No Duplicates.



Comment 55 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 56 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: EvaLast Name: KuczynskiEmail Address: eva.kuczynski@tpl.orgAffiliation: The Trust for Public LandSubject: The Trust for Public Land's comments on the GGRF GuidelinesComment:Thank you for creating the opportunity for public comment on thefunding guidelines for agencies that administer California climateinvestments. The Trust for Public Land would like to provide briefcomments on this guiding document. Our mission is to create ahealthy and climate-smart California with access to nature for all.

Overall we commend the ARB on compiling such comprehensive anddetailed guidance for agencies that administer GGRF programs. Wesupport the ARB in creating transparent program development andreporting requirements, and in holding public agency partnersaccountable to the ARB and to the public. 

Greenhouse Gas Quantification

We look forward to reviewing the draft GHG quantification work planthat is under development (Vol. 1, p. 17) where ARB will lay outtheir process for development for new and updated GHGquantification methods. We applaud ARB’s dedication to developingGHG quantification methods that are both scientifically defensibleand accessible; this will surely help the state meet its climategoals while making these funds available to disadvantagedcommunities, or applicants with less capacity for GHG modeling. Weencourage ARB to continue working on developing user-friendlyquantification methods and exploring the use of automated,web-based tools (p. 19). Such accessible tools are essential – bothfor enabling fair access to GGRF funds by diverse groups, and toensure consistent, defendable data collection by the state.

To further this goal, we recommend that agencies be required by ARBto provide technical assistance to applicants on GHGquantification; a higher bar should be set for required technicalassistance beyond emailing with ARB (Vol. 1 p. 18). This will alsosupport the ARB’s guiding principle of transparency in GHGquantification (p. 23).

We also support ARB’s proposed creation of co-benefit GHGquantification methods to promote the inclusion of multi-benefitprojects that meet statewide climate, sustainable development, andresource protection priorities. Moreover, quantification ofco-benefits should be included in project scoring for all programs.For example, in the Strategic Growth Council’s Affordable Housingand Sustainable Communities program, scoring should include GHGsreduced by trees planted in the project area, or through stormwatercaptured through infiltration by green infrastructure. Theseco-benefits include, among others, urban forestry, greeninfrastructure, decreased energy usage, and transportationmode-shift (increased walking or bicycling instead of driving). 

Support for Disadvantaged Communities 

We recommend that ARB encourage granting agencies to incentivizeapplicants to directly engage members of the community within apotential project area in project selection, design, andprioritization, to ensure projects in disadvantaged communities aredesigned in collaboration with the communities they will serve, andthat they will not displace current residents (p. 32). To that end,we recommend the addition of a bullet to Volume 2, p. 14(Recommendations for Administering Agencies to Maximize Funding toBenefit Disadvantaged Communities), requiring grant applicants withprojects located within or benefiting a DAC to engage that DAC inproject design and implementation.

To remove additional barriers for DAC in applying to GGRF programs,we request that ARB require from agencies a minimum of 60 daysbetween the notice of funding and proposal deadline. We alsosuggest that ARB include in the guidelines a recommendation thatmatching funds should be waived for projects located within DAC. 

We would like ARB to ensure access to and equitable distribution ofGGRF funds so a diverse group of nonprofits, agencies,municipalities and small business can be eligible applicants.

We recommend that ARB require agencies to create set-asides withinGGRF programs for planning and the creation of decision-makingtools that will ultimately lead to projects that reduce GHGs. Thiswill greatly assist communities to assess and prioritize needs, aswell as develop innovative strategies for future GHG reduction andparticipation in GGRF programs.

Likewise, we would like ARB to require agencies to createset-asides for projects in rural communities – although there is agreat need for GGRF investments in our urban communities, there aremany high-need rural areas of the state encompassed withinCalEnviroScreen prioritized areas, that would not be triggered bygrant program density requirements that are also worthy ofinvestments.

Please contact me if you would like to discuss any of the above ingreater detail. I can be reached at 415-495-4014.
Sincerely,

Mary Creasman

Director of Government Affairs
The Trust for Public Land
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-13 17:08:21No Duplicates.



Comment 57 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: WilliamLast Name: DescaryEmail Address: wcdescary@aol.comAffiliation: Subject: Cap & Trade Revenue GuidelinesComment:In the 2014-15 California state budget, the legislature authorized$250 million of Cap & Trade revenue and 25% of future revenue forhigh-speed rail. In the 2015-16 budget the legislature authorized$500 million for HSR. Such use of C & T revenue isillegal/unconstitutional as provided by AB 32. This bold move bythe legislature and Governor Brown is done to keep the HSR projectviable. Expenditure of AB 32 funds must produce measurable GHGreductions by 2020. Instead,HSR construction during the nextdecades will add to GHG levels. Currently, C & T revenue is beingused to purchase property in the alignment. This is a totalmisappropriation of revenue and must be stopped immediately.  

Guidelines for use of C & T revenue must specifically prohibitusing revenue for HSR because of the long-term and uncertain GHGreductions from the project.        Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-13 20:33:21No Duplicates.



Comment 58 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JohnLast Name: AmodioEmail Address: jamodio@msn.comAffiliation: Yosemite-Stanislaus Solutions (YSS)Subject: Draft Funding Guidelines for Agencies that Administer California Climate InvestmentsComment:Please find attached our seven page comment letter. We appreciatethe diligence of ARB and cooperative staff in creating the draft.We look forward to participating in the continued AB 32 Program.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/70-ggrf-guidelines-ws-B35SJ1QmWVUCZVQm.docxOriginal File Name: YSS ARB Comments Final.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-14 10:41:15No Duplicates.



Comment 59 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 60 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DanielleLast Name: LynchEmail Address: danielle@caleec.comAffiliation: Subject: CALCC GGRF Funding Guidelines Comment LetterComment:Hello,

I have attached a comment letter on behalf of the CaliforniaAssociation of Local Conservation Corps for your consideration.

Thank youAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/72-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UjRSPVc4VGZSOFMM.pdfOriginal File Name: Final CALCC GGRF Comment Letter.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-14 11:33:04No Duplicates.



Comment 61 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AdamLast Name: LivingstonEmail Address: adam@sequoiariverlands.orgAffiliation: Southern Sierra PartnershipSubject: Southern Sierra Partnership Comments re: GGRF InvestmentsComment:Our comment letter on the Draft Investment Plan Concept Paper andDraft Funding Guidelines is attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/73-ggrf-guidelines-ws-AnFcKQNyAw8KYAht.pdfOriginal File Name: SSP Letter re Draft Investment Plan Concept Paper and Draft Funding Guidelines (2015-08-14).pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-14 12:19:59No Duplicates.



Comment 62 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: CherylynLast Name: SmithEmail Address: cstalkitup@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: New Concerns About Funding High Speed Rail with Cap & Trade RevenuesComment:To the ARB Board:

This attachment is a follow-up to my previous comments submitted onJune 28, 2015, called "Open Letter to the ARB". I have presentedthese new concerns at the GHG Reduction Funding Guidelines Workshopheld in Fresno on August 4, 2014. 
Thank You for the opportunity to express my views and for extendingthe deadline for submissions.
Sincerely,
Cherylyn SmithAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/74-ggrf-guidelines-ws-AnZRIARqUl4FbQdi.rtfOriginal File Name: Two New Concerns.rtf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-14 12:55:23No Duplicates.



Comment 63 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JanakiLast Name: JagannathEmail Address: jjagannath@crla.orgAffiliation: California Rural Legal AssistanceSubject: Comments to Guidelines for Administering AgenciesComment:Thank you for considering the attached comments submitted byCalifornia Rural Legal Assistance, Inc.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/75-ggrf-guidelines-ws-VzQHcwZrUWMGX1Mw.pdfOriginal File Name: CRLA Comments on GGRF Funding Guidelines.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-14 15:38:16No Duplicates.



Comment 64 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PhoebeLast Name: SeatonEmail Address: pseaton@leadershipcounsel.orgAffiliation: Subject: Comment LetterComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/76-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UjVXNgFyU2ZRCAZ1.pdfOriginal File Name: GGRF Supplemental Guidance August 2015.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-14 15:58:07No Duplicates.



Comment 65 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 66 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: EvanLast Name: ReevesEmail Address: evan.reeves@cclr.orgAffiliation: Center for Creative Land RecyclingSubject: Comments on Funding Guidelines for Agencies that Administer California Climate InvestmentsComment:Please find attached our comments on the Funding Guidelines forAgencies that Administer California Climate Investments. Feel freeto contact me with any questions.
Thanks,
-Evan ReevesAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/78-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UTJUMQZrWXgFXFAz.pdfOriginal File Name: CCLR Comments on Funding Guidelines for Agencies that Administer CCIs.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-14 16:54:52No Duplicates.



Comment 67 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: LindaLast Name: RudolphEmail Address: linda.rudolph@phi.orgAffiliation: Center for Climate Change and HealthSubject: GGRF DRAFT Funding Guidelines Comment:The Center for Climate Change and Health welcomes the opportunityto comment on the DRAFT Funding Guidelines for Agencies thatAdminister California Climate Investments.  The Center dedicated totackling the challenge of climate change while creating morevibrant, healthy and equitable communities. Our comments reflectgeneral concerns about the use of GGRF dollars.

We appreciate the thoughtful approach taken in the DRAFT fundingguidelines., most notably the attention to the concept ofresiliency, and the support for coordination, integration, andleveraging of funds across agencies. However, we are concerned thatthe application process, and the administration of other fundsacross multiple agencies, must also be better coordinated andintegrated. Without state-level integration, it may be particularlychallenging for poorly resourced communities to navigate multiplecomplex state programs and application processes. Additional TA forthese communities would also address this issue. 

The guidelines appropriately recognize the importance ofco-benefits. We understand that CARB will be developing furtherdirection on the quantitative assessment of co-benefits, andrequest that you seek substantive input from public health expertson a range of strategies to assess the full range of healthco-benefits and potential adverse health consequences (e.g. thoseassociated active transportation, agriculture, and urban greening).

The definition of GHGE reduction should include language consistentwith AB32 - that the reductions are real, permanent, quantifiable,and verifiable. Quantification of emissions reductions should berequired to use methods that assess full life cycle emissions. 

It is essential that climate projections be taken into account inthe determination of suitability of proposed funding. Projects thatpropose building infrastructure or housing in areas likely to beadversely impacted by sea level rise and storm surge should not beprioritzed for receipt of public funds. 

GGRF investments have the potential to play an important role incommunity economic development, and in increasing the availabilityof living-wage jobs for community residents in disadvantagedcommunities. We suggest that proposals that address local hiringand job training, and decent wages and benefits be preferentiallyfunded. 

We request that the scope of “urban forestry” be expanded toinclude a broad range of projects such as community gardens, greeninfrastructure, and tree maintenance. We support other commentsregarding the inclusion of tree maintenance and vegetation at Title1 Schools as eligible for urban forestry funding. We also believethat green infrastructure projects that will reduce the risk offlooding in disadvantaged communities - even if the project itselfis located outside of a DAC - should be eligible.

The definition and criteria by which “benefit” for DAC and lowincome residents requires more specificity, particularly forprojects located outside of a DAC. For example, without appropriatesafeguards, a transit-oriented development near a BART station in aDAC may hurt current residents. We support a scoring method thatclearly delineates different types of co-benefits, such as health,economic, or climate resilience. One important strategy forassessing the “benefits” or potential harms of proposed projects isto require community engagement and public participation in thedevelopment of proposals for GGRF funding. 

While we strongly support land use that promotes reduced VMT, it isvery important that infill/density projects are healthy infill.Anti-displacement measures to assure that TOD/infill projectsinclude adequate attention to prevention of displacement of currentresidents. Measures to reduce potential adverse health impacts ofpoor outdoor air quality should be incorporated into GGRF-fundedprojects; other health concerns (e.g. noise-reduction, trafficsafety, access to essential services) should also be considered.Adequate access to parks and green space is a critical component ofhealth, and we are concerned that it has been poorly addressed inmany neighborhoods currently undergoing “densification”.
 
Many DAC, subject to disinvestment over decades, lack access toresources for health and to economic opportunity. We suggest thatGGRF funding also go toward building of affordable housing outsideof currently designated DAC, to increase the availability ofaffordable housing in neighborhoods with high opportunity wherehousing prices make them out of reach for low income people. 
We believe that the health co-benefits of active transportation arepotentially the most impactful on population health. Piecemealactive transportation projects (e.g. a one-city bicycle plan,disconnected bicycle lanes) will not get us to the VMT reductionsthat are possible with visionary planning and implementation ofactive transportation infrastructure. We would like planning andcross-jurisdictional coordination required for truly regionalactive transportation infrastructure, connected to transit, to bemore clearly eligible.

Finally, there are a variety of types of programs that are notexplicitly identified in the guidelines, but which could providesignificant GGHE reductions and health co-benefits. For example,food waste contributes to landfill methane and to food insecurity,and food waste reduction programs (such as that of Orange County)can have a significant impact. We request that the guidelines offeropportunities for innovation in areas not explicitly addressed, ifthe GGHE and co-benefits can be appropriately quantified anddemonstrated.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.
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Comment 70 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KathyLast Name: DervinEmail Address: dervin.kathy@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: GGRF fund guidelines for state agenciesComment:GGRF DRAFT Funding Guidelines Comment: Thank you for theopportunity to comment on the DRAFT Funding Guidelines for Agenciesthat Administer California Climate Investments. Having previouslyled CDPH’s climate and health policy and planning work from2010-2014, I strongly support the state’s climate change mitigationefforts and see critical opportunities to address healthy andequitable and healthy communities as part of these efforts. Mycomments reflect general concerns about the use of GGRF dollars. 

Having worked at the staff level at the state health departmentworking to support CAT and AB 32 goals, I strongly support yourattention to the concept of resiliency, and the support for strongcoordination, integration, and leveraging of funds across agencies. This coordination is essential to fostering the broadest and mosteffective efforts across complex and interdisciplinary program andpolicy domains. In fact, the application process, and theadministration of other funds across multiple agencies, must bebetter coordinated and integrated to achieve the best results.Without clear and well-communicated state-level integration, it maybe particularly challenging for those in disadvantaged communitiesto navigate multiple complex state programs and applicationprocesses. In fact, those communities need and should have accessto additional technical assistance services in order to be able tofully participate in state climate mitigation funding programs.

I’m very supportive of the guidelines highlighting the importanceof identifying and pursing co-benefits. I understand that CARB isdeveloping additional quantitative methods for co-benefits. Inorder to develop appropriate public health co-benefit measures, itis very important that CARB seek substantive input from publichealth experts on a range of strategies to assess the full range ofhealth co-benefits and potential adverse health consequences (e.g.those associated active transportation, agriculture, and urbangreening). The definition of GHGE reduction should include languageconsistent with AB32 - that the reductions are real, permanent,quantifiable, and verifiable. Quantification of emissionsreductions should be required to use methods that assess full lifecycle emissions. It is essential that climate projections be takeninto account in the determination of suitability of proposedfunding. For example, projects that propose building infrastructureor housing in areas likely to be adversely impacted by sea levelrise and storm surge should not be prioritized for receipt ofpublic funds. GGRF investments have the potential to play animportant role in community economic development, and in increasingthe availability of living-wage jobs for community residents indisadvantaged communities. I suggest that proposals that addresslocal hiring and job training,  livable wages and benefits bepreferentially funded. In addition I would suggest that the scopeof “urban forestry” be expanded to include a broad range ofprojects such as community gardens, green infrastructure, and treemaintenance. 

I support a scoring method that clearly delineates different typesof co-benefits, such as health, economic, or climate resilience.One important strategy for assessing the “benefits” or potentialharms of proposed projects is to require community engagement andpublic participation in the development of proposals for GGRFfunding. While at CDPH and working with the CAT Climate and LandUse cmt chaired by OPR, I frequently raised the need to supporthealthy infill development and encouraged standards that wouldensure that projects not create new health risks such as urban heatislands, or perpetuating/creating inequitable green space deficits,while promoting infill/TOD and density projects. Adequate access toparks and green space is a critical component of health, and amconcerned that it has been poorly addressed in many neighborhoodscurrently undergoing “densification”. I encourage you toincorporate health goals as part of infill projects.Anti-displacement measures to assure that TOD/infill projectsinclude adequate attention to prevention of displacement of currentresidents are urgently needed. I strongly believe that the healthco-benefits of active transportation can potentially achieve a hugepositive impact on population health. Piecemeal activetransportation projects (e.g. a one-city bicycle plan, disconnectedbicycle lanes) will not achieve the VMT reductions that arepossible with truly transformational planning and implementation ofactive transportation infrastructure. I would encourage you toconsider how planning and cross-jurisdictional coordination thattruly promotes/ supports regional active transportationinfrastructure, with good transit connections, can be included aseligible projects. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these importantguidelines.  
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Comment 71 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JanetLast Name: WhittickEmail Address: janetw@cceeb.orgAffiliation: CCEEBSubject: CCEEB comments on GGRF draft guidelinesComment:Please find attached comments from the California Council forEnvironmental and Economic Balance (CCEEB).Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/83-ggrf-guidelines-ws-VjVQNVczADYBZQVa.pdfOriginal File Name: CCEEB_GGRFguidelines_18AUG15.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-18 12:53:59No Duplicates.



Comment 72 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JanetLast Name: WhittickEmail Address: janetw@cceeb.orgAffiliation: CCEEBSubject: CCEEB comments on the GGRF guidelines for administering agenciesComment:See attachment for comments.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/84-ggrf-guidelines-ws-UjEGY1YyUGYEYAlW.pdfOriginal File Name: CCEEB_GGRFguidelines_18AUG15.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-19 10:00:31No Duplicates.



Comment 73 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MarybelleLast Name: NzegwuEmail Address: mnzegwu@publicadvocates.orgAffiliation: SB 535 CoalitionSubject: Comments on Draft Funding Guidelines, SupplementComment:Please see attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/85-ggrf-guidelines-ws-USIHYwczBWUKOVIN.pdfOriginal File Name: SB535 ARB Comment Supplement 081915.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-19 17:40:08No Duplicates.



Comment 74 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Doug Last Name: HoustonEmail Address: doug@houstonmagnani.comAffiliation: Houston Magnani and AssociatesSubject: GHG Benefits Through Regional & Local Park and Open Space ImprovementsComment:Please accept the attached comments on behalf of our coalition of12 organizations. 

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/86-ggrf-guidelines-ws-AjNSYVYIAzECdlc1.pdfOriginal File Name: 15 ARB Draft Comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2015-08-21 10:41:44No Duplicates.



Comment 75 for Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines (ggrf-guidelines-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: GordonLast Name: PiperEmail Address: Rgpiper33@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Comments, Discriminatory Proposed ARB GGRF GuidelinesComment:I am writing as a retired State of California civil rights agencyadministrator and employee who spent 31 years helping toinvestigate discrimination complaints involving public and privateemployers and to enforce State and Federal civil rights laws. Ibelieve the proposed California Air Resources Board (ARB)Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF) Guidelines as well as theSupplement to the Draft Funding Guidelines would result in addingto the discriminatory utilization and investment of both State GGRFfunding and the discriminatory administration of the use of thisgrant funding in violation of the requirements of both applicableState and Federal civil rights laws and regulations, the equalprotection requirements in the California and U.S. Constitutions,and the prohibition against preferential treatment and affirmativeaction contained in section 31 of the California Constitution. 
My review of the Interim Guidelines adopted by the Air ResourcesBoard in 2014 combined with the investment plan recommendations ofthe ARB in fiscal year 2014-2015 led me to conclude that yourinitial Interim Guidelines were the equivalent of a “How ToDiscriminate” Guide for State agencies administering GGRF fundedprograms/investments in fiscal year 2014-2015. The draft GGRFGuidelines  and the more recently shared Supplement to the DraftGuidelines for Agencies that Administer California ClimateInvestments will further result in even substantially moreviolations in this fiscal year and future years of:
•	The California Unruh Civil Rights Act prohibition againstarbitrary discrimination in the provision of services, privilegesand advantages by a public agency based on considerations of race,color, national origin, ancestry, geographic location and incomeand that mandates “each person be entitled to equal services,privileges, and accommodation in the State of California”;
•	The Equal Protection clause in the California Constitutionprohibiting discrimination by government agencies and guaranteeingthat no person is discriminated against by government agencies andguaranteeing that no person is discriminated against by Stategovernment agencies;
•	Government Code Section 11135 (a)  which states that no person isdenied the right to participate in or the benefits of a programreceiving State assistance;
•	California Constitution prohibitions against preferential–treatment-based considerations of race, color, national origin orancestry in public contracting and programs;
•	California Resources Code Section 71110 in the CaliforniaResources Code which mandates The California EnvironmentalProtection Agency,  in designing its mission for programs,policies, and standards shall do all of the following:  (a) Conductits programs, policies, and activities that substantially affecthuman health or the environment in a manner that ensure the fairtreatment of all races, cultures, and income levels, includingminority populations and low income populations of the state”, butwhich has not been effectively complied with by either CAL EPA orthe ARB in its current  Interim Guidelines, proposed actions orGGRF final Guidelines and investment recommendations;
•	 The California Fair Employment and Housing Act and implementingregulations that are supposed to ensure equal treatment inemployment practices related to hiring, terminating or training; 
•	Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and implementingregulations of Federal agencies in relation to the Effectuation ofTitle VI compliance that apply to State agencies that acceptFederal funds and combine those with State GGRF funds for programsthat do not comply with the various equal treatment andnon-discrimination requirements outlined in Title VI and theimplanting Regulations for ensuring equal treatment andnon-discrimination and that require that “no person is denied theright to participate in or the benefits of a program receivingFederal assistance”; and
•	Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 with respect to therequirements for non-discrimination in employment practices relatedto hiring, terminating or training...

See attached for full comments
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