
Comment 1 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: HELENLast Name: CARMEANEmail Address: HMCarmean@excite.comAffiliation: retiredSubject: ab 32 program designComment:The legislators passed ab 32 to reduce greenhouse gases by 20% inten years.  California Air Resources Board is authorizing andbuildingnew fossil fuel power natural gas plants that add 3%  noreCO2 in the atmosphere each year, at least another 3 million tons ofCO2 each year.  This is more CO2  than can be reduced by all the AB32restrictive regulations on the working people in California.

The anti-nuclear policies of California politians guarantee thatCalifornia will add 20% more CO2 to the atmosphere over the nextten years, not reduce by 20%--and you at CARB KNOW THIS, WHILE YOULIE TO THE PUBLIC, ALONG WITH THE POLITICIANS, INCLUDING THEGOVERNOR.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-06-30 15:00:57No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: EdLast Name: MyersEmail Address: ecm@lescure-engineers.comAffiliation: Lescure EngineersSubject: Innovative consumer incentives for energy efficiencyComment:In the draft scoping plan, you note under Personal Actions, "Somehouseholds may choose to swap out
incandescent light bulbs for more efficient compact fluorescentlights."  Compact fluorescents have been available for 20 years,are cost effective on a life cycle (energy plus up frontcost)basis for the consumer, yet after all this time they stillare a "specialty" item in most stores I have visited.  We shouldall be using them, I'm sure the statewide energy savings would beas substantial as many of the other measures outlined. Yet Ipresume the low up front cost plus familiarity keeps people buyingincandescents for the most part.

Could we somehow incorporate the life cycle costs (includingenergy supply cost and carbon tax) into all light bulbs, and ifthe consumer wants to then pay more for an incandescent, fine. The revenue generated from taxing the incandescent could be usedfor other GHG reduction programs to offset the extra GHG's neededto run the inefficient incandescent.

This is just an example - surely as we move forward there areother ways to incentivize the public to adopt energy efficienttechnologies faster than they will just to "do the right thing". Especially when the right thing costs more up front, and in theenergy savings for the individual are difficult to see in theirutility bills, which fluctuate. However, I think the savings forthe state as a whole would be considerable, and we could quantifythem in the aggregate.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-01 10:50:30No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MargaretLast Name: AdrianEmail Address: Gramamag@aol.comAffiliation: Subject: AB32Comment:I congratulate CARB for recommending implementation of mandated  energy standards, muscular energy efficiency measures, and cleanvehicle requirements.  
 
However, CARB must go farther if we are going to make the majorchanges needed to prevent catastrophic changes to our climate. Please include in your Final Scoping Plan steps to
·        Reduce vehicle miles traveled
·        Speed up production of zero-emission vehicles
·        Boost recycling rates
·        Auction off any emissions permits
·        Limit offsets
·        Minimize air quality impacts in our most-pollutedcommunities.
 
 
Thank you very much for all your hard work.
 
 
[Your name and address]
 
 Suggested additional issues to choose from as recommendations toCARB:
 
·        Transportation produces about 40% of greenhouse gasemissions in California. CARB should work for electrification ofcommercial, public and private transportation.
·        I want to end my own production of GHGs. Help me bycreating a Battery Electric Vehicle Partnership.    
·        Please mandate more land use planning that will reducethe need to drive, so that increasing vehicle use doesn’t erodethe gains from fuel efficiency and low-carbon fuels.    
·        Please call for fast-tracking regional mass transitinfrastructure, including Bus Rapid Transit programs (especiallyon existing freeway HOV lanes), expansion of Amtrak service,high-speed passenger rail, electrified commercial transport, andwise locations for transit station locations in neighborhoods.
·        Recognize and encourage Community Choice Aggregation(CCA), which allows local governments to combine buying power ofall customers in their jurisdiction for purchasing electricity.
·        We need “Lifecycle tracking” of manufactured products,prioritizing reusables and locally-manufactured items.
·        Utilize the powerful carbon reduction potential of zerowaste---- reducing waste by design in manufacturing process, thenreusing, recycling or composting products.
·        Offsets from sinks, such as planting trees or avoidingtree cut-downs, should not be allowed, since they are toodifficult to measure and often under-perform. 
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-01 15:38:261 Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DanielLast Name: ReevesEmail Address: horspucky@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: AB32 and AGWDanielComment:This subject has been such a colossal display of hubris andignorance I can hardly begin.  To draft, pass,and have the billsigned into law shows the hubris of mankind as manifest in ourelected officials.  To believe that we, mankind, can affect whatwe do not understand is to display our ignorance.  We can mint asmany PhD graduates as we want, all "specializing" in climatechange, it still will not alter the laws of nature.  We can shoutit from the roof tops, and congratulate ourselves in black-tie atthe awards dinner, it still does not make the science true.  

Anthropological global warming (AGW) is a lie, no matter how manyNASA scientists(?) testify in front of congress.  Knowing a fewmyself, I have yet to find one to support Dr. Hansen and hisconclusions(?)  The science is not there.  All the predictivemodels used by the IPCC are bunk.  If the science was as decidedas Mr Gore says it is, the models would have shown it, after allthey are accurate, right?  The science is far from decided andwill remain so.  Our planet is a complex system of complexsystems; far too complex for us to "know" enough to act as weare.

CO2 is not causing us, or the planet, any harm.  To regulate it isto regulate every breath exhaled by every person on the planet: isthat even possible?

CO2 is not "pollution". This simple compound is traded freely inor ecosystem, it is part of our natural world.  It is formed,disassociated, and reformed again and again in our ecosystem.  Youmay have to look it up in a college text, the text used in my localhigh school has been changed to include this false doctrine,purging any real discussion of our physical world in our highschools.

The plan, as drafted and missing appendixes, will have a negativeaffect on our already weak economy in CA.  This slate ofregulations will drive business costs up, driving business out. Your prediction of new "green" jobs are a fantasy. Look to thepast, the economy tanked because the middle class manufacturingjobs left when the aircraft and other manufacturing plants shutdown.  The companies that could, left the state.  The ones lefthave seen the cost of business increase by as much as 45% or more. When bidding globally, it is a bad idea to have the highest costs. The cost of doing business in CA is always higher that otherlocalities. The reason some manufacturing companies still exist isbecause of unique skills, or government red tape to move theprocess.  Poll anyone running a manufacturing business in CA andask if they have to take smaller, or no, profit to remaincompetitive globally.  With no profit, who can stay in business:government is the only "business" not charged with making aprofit.

Is it possible the CARB could show some real leadership and NOTimplement the regulatory statue until it can be PROVEN that thereis a real threat?  
I think the CARB would benefit by searching for and listing to thepeople who:
1. have a formal education in science / engineering.
2. DO NOT work for the government
3. Have looked at the available research from all sides.

I have much respect for those who accept the mantle of leader, butthe politicians who made these decisions have insufficientscientific knowledge to do so.  In short, they think they knowmore that they really do.

A general comment:
There is not enough time (60 minutes) alloted to commentsufficiently.  There are specific actions cited in the draft thatwill cripple our industry.  I will post them in the appropriatesub sectors.ReevesAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-01 16:52:54No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: GeorgeLast Name: DoboshEmail Address: gdobosh@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: Please hold polluters accountable!Comment:We still need strong, specific measures that hold pollutersaccountable. CARB must use its power to speed the production ofzero-emission vehicles, shape smarter land use policies and boostrecycling rates. Pumped-up public transit and strong zero-wastepolicies also will help us aggressively address the pollution thatcauses global warming.

Even though CARB's plan allows carbon trading to generate 20% ofthe greenhouse gas pollution reductions, it doesn’t specificallycall for auctioning of emissions permits. Nor does it fullyaddress the need to limit offsets and analyze the impacts of acap-and-trade system on air quality in our most pollutedcommunities. These steps would keep polluters accountable andprotect our air. Please take these steps and protect our air!

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-02 10:27:53No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PaulineLast Name: FayeEmail Address: tp2hike@aol.comAffiliation: Subject: Global WarmingComment:I congratulate CARB for recommending implementation of mandated  energy standards, muscular energy efficiency measures, and cleanvehicle requirements.  

 

However, CARB must go farther if we are going to make the majorchanges needed to prevent catastrophic changes to our climate. Please include in your Final Scoping Plan steps to 

·        Reduce vehicle miles traveled

·        Speed up production of zero-emission vehicles

·        Boost recycling rates

·        Auction off any emissions permits 

·        Limit offsets

·        Minimize air quality impacts in our most-pollutedcommunities.

 

 

Thank you very much for all your hard work.

Pauline Hollinger Faye
San Clemente, Ca. 92673Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-02 17:14:25No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JudyLast Name: RachelEmail Address: judyrachel@earthlink.netAffiliation: Subject: Final Scoping PlanComment:I am all for CARB's recommending implementation of mandated  energy standards, energy efficiency measures, and clean vehiclerequirements. 
 
But I feel more must be done if we are going to attain the majorchanges needed to prevent catastrophic changes to our climate. That is why I suggest including in your Final Scoping Plan stepsto

Â·        Reduce vehicle miles traveled

Â·        Speed up production of zero-emission vehicles

Â·        Boost recycling rates

Â·        Auction off any emissions permits

Â·        Limit offsets

Â·        Minimize air quality impacts in our most-pollutedcommunities.

Â·        I want to end my own production of GHGs. Help me bycreating a Battery Electric Vehicle Partnership. 

Â·        Please call for fast-tracking regional mass transitinfrastructure, including Bus Rapid Transit programs (especiallyon existing freeway HOV lanes), expansion of Amtrak service,high-speed passenger rail, electrified commercial transport, andwise locations for transit station locations in neighborhoods.

Â·        Utilize the powerful carbon reduction potential of zerowaste---- reducing waste by design in manufacturing process, thenreusing, recycling or composting products.

Â·        Offsets from sinks, such as planting trees or avoidingtree cut-downs, should not be allowed, since they are toodifficult to measure and often under-perform. 

Thank you very much for all your hard work.

 

 



 



 




Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-02 22:13:08No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: SalLast Name: JimenezEmail Address: slvdrjimenez@aol.comAffiliation: Subject: AB 32Comment:Dear CARB,

I am writing to you on behalf of myself and my family. Please donot give pollution credits away for free to industries, especiallyheavy polluters. We should charge these industries and use themoney to develop clean air solutions.

Please help the planet and protect our environmental laws fromspecial interests.

Thank you for your time.

Sal Jimenez
Los Angeles, CA Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-06 14:14:25No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JasonLast Name: BarboseEmail Address: jason@environmentcalifornia.orgAffiliation: Environment CaliforniaSubject: Petition in support of auctioning allowancesComment:
July 14, 2008

The Honorable Arnold Schwarzenegger
Governor of California
State Capitol Building
Sacramento, Calif. 95815

Mary Nichols, Chairman
California Air Resources Board
1001 ‘I’ Street
Sacramento, Calif. 95814
 
Dear Governor Schwarzenegger & Chairman Nichols:

On behalf of Environment California, I would like to congratulatethe California Air Resources Board (ARB) for successfullydeveloping the AB 32 draft Scoping Plan, the nation’s firstcomprehensive roadmap for reducing global warming pollution tolevels that science requires.  

I am writing to present a letter from Environment Californiasupporters.  An area of particular concern to EnvironmentCalifornia and many of our supporters is the design of theproposed cap and trade program.  The success of a potential capand trade program depends critically on the details of how it isdesigned and implemented.  One of the most important designconsiderations is the method for distributing permits – or“allowances” – to emit greenhouse gas pollution.  EnvironmentCalifornia firmly believes that the state should auction 100percent of the allowances in any cap and trade program.

As a citizen-based environmental advocacy organization,Environment California has an extensive network of supporters andmembers throughout the state who care deeply about California’slandmark effort to tackle global warming.  Through our outreach,more than 9,000 individuals have signed the following letter:

  To: Governor Schwarzenegger
  Cc: California Air Resources Board
  
  Thank you for your continued leadership in tackling global 
  warming.  The next step for California is to adopt strong 
  policies to deter global warming pollution and invest in 
  long-term solutions that will kick our dependence on fossil 
  fuels.
  
  Please don’t give the state’s biggest polluters their pollution 
  “credits” for free.   Instead, make polluters pay for every ton
  of pollution they emit, and then funnel that money to wind and 
  solar power, greener buildings and a cleaner transportation 
  system.
  
  Thank you.

Attached, for the ARB’s records and for review by the governor’soffice, is a full list of all 9,246 individuals who signed theletter.

Thank you both for your leadership on this critical issue.  Byauctioning allowances, your administration will shift investmentsfrom dirty resources to clean technologies and furtherCalifornia’s place as a pioneer in producing real solutions to theclimate crisis.

Sincerely,
 
Jason Barbose, Global Warming Advocate
Environment California

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/10-environment_california_global_warming_petition.pdfOriginal File Name: Environment California global warming petition.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-14 15:33:31No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JohnLast Name: StephensEmail Address: johnithin@aol.comAffiliation: Subject: Agricultural Pesticide SprayingComment:Only 30% of a sprayed liquid actually lands on the intendedsurface. A curtain assembly or other such containment systemshould shroud agricultural sprayer heads to contain herbicides,pesticides, and fungicides farmers use from areosoling into theair. At present there is no such regulation or containmentequipment are required.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-14 22:04:40No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MikeLast Name: SandlerEmail Address: mike@climateprotectioncampaign.orgAffiliation: Climate Protection CampaignSubject: Auction 100%, Study Regressivity, Compensate ConsumersComment: 
On behalf of the Climate Protection Campaign, we ask the ARB toconsider the following recommendations for the market measuressection of the Final Scoping Plan:
- Auction 100% of permits, with no phase-in. Let's not subsidizecoal and prolong the transition to cleaner energy. 
- Use all auction revenues to provide a Dividend to compensateconsumers.  With gasoline at $4.50/gallon and rising electricityprices, helping consumers deal with fuel and electricity costs isthe best use of auction revenues. Other worthy projects should befunded with carbon fees. 

We support CARB's intention to conduct a study on regressivity,encourage the Cap and Dividend concept as a potential solution,and also support ARB's proposal for a set of carbon fees to helppay for implementation of AB32 and other public goods such asclean technologies, green jobs, energy efficiency programs, andmore.
 
Please see the attached detailed comments.  Thank you for yourconsideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Mike Sandler
Climate Protection Campaign
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/12-cpcab32scopingplancomments7-8-08.pdfOriginal File Name: CPCAB32ScopingPlanComments7-8-08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-15 15:17:42No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PhilipLast Name: ErroEmail Address: philiperro@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: Westside Resource Conservation DistrictSubject: Use of Carbon Fees and Mandated REC paymentsComment:1) First, in section 16. Agriculture of the PreliminaryRcommendation, the discussion is primarily about dairy manureemissions and digestion. There is a brief mention of N20 emissionsfrom fertilizers; ammonia and other pollutants are also emittedfrom commerical fertilizers. All these emissions can be reduced bybuilding up carbon in the soil, because high carbon soils retainnutrients effectively and thereby diminish the need for artificialfertilizers. Similarly, high carbon soils nourish crops anddecrease their vulnerability to pests, reducing the need forpesticides. Since WWII we farmers have increasingly relied onartifical fertilizers and pesticides to get each crop to maturity.But building soil carbon could reduce that reliance and theattendant fertilizer and pesticide emissions such as VOCs. Besidesbuilding soil carbon, Integrated Pest Management uses biological aswell as chemical means to control pests; and modern sprayers useoptical sensors to turn the spray on and off and only spray wherethe target plants are located. These and other means minimize theuse of pesticides on well managed farms. Both the CaliforniaDepartment of Food and Agriculture and USDA Natural ResourceConservation Service can provide the ARB information on bestpractices to minimize air pollution. The ARB should considerawarding carbon fee revenues to farmers sho use these practices.
 The Agriculture section of the Preliminary Recommendation shouldalso include a discussion of a range of renewable energyopportunities in the agricultural sector. Every 150 acres of treesor vines, where insolation is sufficient, could have a 30 kW solarPV generator. Produce coolers could use parabolic troughs on theirroofs to feed absorption chilling; tomato processors could get heatand electricity from concentrated solar technology, as could cattlefeedlots. Gasification of almond,walnut, and pistachio pruningscould make hullers self-sufficient in electricity, heat, andpossibly diesel fuel.  Digestion of agricultural waste such aspistachio hulls can produce biomethane. With these and othertechnologies, California's agricultural sector can produce hugequantities of renewable energy without growing crops to do so.
2) A good use of carbon fee revenues would be to reward farmersfor building soil carbon. Conservation tillage(CT) keeps root massand some crop residue carbon in the soil, whereas conventionaltillage opens the soil and releases CO2 to the atmosphere. BecauseCT reduces the number of tractor operations, diesel fuel is saved,reducing diesel emissions. Carbon build up in the soil alsoincreases moisture retention and decreases the need forirrigation, but this benefit requires four to five years of CT totake effect.  Hence there is a lag in water savings and cropyields as carbon content in the soil builds.  The cost of morepowerful tractors and new implements to transition to conservationtillage is another barrier to adopting CT. An ARB incentive toadopt conservation tillage would help reduce diesel emissions,fertilizer and pesticide emissions, emissions associated withpumping water, and would help sequester carbon.
3) I would like to see the Scoping Plan require that IOU powercompanies pay Renewable Energy Credits of $0.05 per kWh to fulfilltheir Renewable Portfolio Standard obligations to farmers whoproduce on-farm renewable energy.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-15 16:25:05No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ElizabethLast Name: GavricEmail Address: elizabethg@car.orgAffiliation: Subject: Comments re: Preliminary Recommendations - Electricity and Commercial/Residential SectorComment:Please see attached document for comments.
Thank you,
Elizabeth GavricAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/14-arb_draft_scoping_plan_-_car_comments.pdfOriginal File Name: ARB Draft Scoping Plan - CAR Comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-16 14:47:05No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Rebecca Last Name: Overmyer-VelazquezEmail Address: rovermyer@whittier.eduAffiliation: Subject: Cap and TradeComment:CARB should not give industries free pollution permits---pollutersshould have to pay for their emissions. CARB should study verycarefully how the European Union made the mistake of giving awaypollution credits based on self-reporting by industries of theiremissions---we don't have the luxury of making this same mistakein California! Rather than allowing polluters to buy offsets,there must be strong regulation of GHGs. I was dismayed to hear inthe public workshop that caps will be regulated but that these capswill need to be supplemented with credits. Why not just regulatelow caps to begin with, enforce and monitor them rigorously, andprovide tax credits to those polluters who truly make progress inreducing their emissions?Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-16 15:45:57No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Liz Last Name: YagerEmail Address: liz.yager@comcast.netAffiliation: Subject: economic model - social equityComment:I am seriously concerned by the inequitable impact of the climatecrisis on our citizens and ask that you please consider theserecommendations for inclusion in the Final Scoping Plan:
-   that the State auction 100% of permits under the cap. Polluters should pay for their emissions, not be given freepermits that subsidize coal and prolong the transition to cleanerenergy.
-   that the Scoping Plan specify that all auction revenues willbe used to provide a Dividend to compensate consumers.  Withgasoline at $4.50/gallon and rising electricity prices, helpingconsumers deal with fuel and electricity costs is the best use ofauction revenues.
-    I support CARB's proposal for Carbon Fees on fossil fuelcompanies to help fund CARB's implementation of AB32.    CarbonFees can also provide funding sources for clean technologies,green jobs, energy efficiency programs, and more.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-17 10:11:20No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AlexanderLast Name: ClaytonEmail Address: AlexRClayton@gmail.comAffiliation: Sierra ClubSubject: Carbon OffsetsComment:I am pleased CARB is taking a cautious approach to offsets. Anyoffsets should be limited in number and subjected to rigorouscriteria.

I am opposed to providing free offsets to polluters. The polluterspay principle must be put into action. I pay to offset my VMTs, sowhy should businesses get them for free?  They shouldn’t – theyshould be sold, with the money funding conservation efforts andrenewable energy projects.

I also oppose trading between sources of carbon pollution andsinks, like forests, that store carbon. The ability of forests tostore carbon should not become a justification for maintaininghigher emissions of air pollution. We need both 80% reductions indomestic CO2 emissions and strong programs to enhance carbonsinks; we should not “trade” them off against each other.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-17 17:40:10No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: TimiLast Name: MostEmail Address: timimost@ix.netcom.comAffiliation: Subject: Regarding Scoping PlanComment:California Interfaith Power and Light is an interfaithenvironmental ministry dedicated to working with California’sfaith community to address the grave threat to humanity and allCreation posed by global warming.  CIPL has more than 500 membercongregations in California and is part of a national InterfaithPower and Light movement operating in 26 states. 
 
 In 2006, California Interfaith Power and Light worked for passageof AB 32. Our member congregations have prevented over 20 millionpounds of carbon dioxide emissions from entering the atmospherethrough energy efficiency efforts.  
 
 California Interfaith Power and Light wants to make sure thatimplementation of AB 32 is just, fair, and effective.  To thatend, I, Timi Most as a member of CIPL and Christ ChurchCongregation in Portola Valley, urge the Air Resources Board toembrace the following elements in its final Scoping Plan and inany collaboration between California and the Western ClimateInitiative: 
 
 1. Ensure that any plan to distribute carbon emission allowancesand revenues is done in a fair and equitable manner.
 
 2. Auction 100% of the allowances and designate revenues toassist low-income people in adapting to AB 32 through energyefficiency programs, transportation alternatives, and bill paymentassistance. Funds should also be used for green jobs training andclean energy investments.  CIPL does not support free giveaways ofallowances.  CIPL’s position is that polluters should pay the fullcost. 
 
 4. Ensure that working people can transition to new green jobs,and that worker retraining is available for that purpose.
 
 5. Given that the Draft Scoping Plan includes working with theWestern Climate Initiative partners on a cap-and-trade program,ensure that the WCI’s scope includes transportation fuels in orderto maintain the environmental integrity of WCI and to achieve thelowest cost economy-wide emissions reductions.
 Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-18 17:05:41No Duplicates.



Comment 18 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AnnLast Name: SchneiderEmail Address: Ann.Schneider@sierraclub.orgAffiliation: Sierra Club NationalZero Waste CommitteeSubject: Exclude Waste-to-Energy and Landfill Gas in Renewable Energy StandardsComment:Hi:

I ran out of time in my 2 minutes at the microphone on July 19thto express the other great concern of the Sierra Club NationalZero Waste Committee, the possible inclusion of Waste-to-Energy(WtE) and landfill gas to energy (LFGTE) into California'sRenewable Energy Standards (RES).  I couldn't find a descriptionof what qualifies, or doesn't, in the draft scoping plan. 

Twelve states alredy exclude WtE from their RES and we would liketo see California join this list of leadership states.  WtE is indirect competition with composting and recycling. And it is by farmore beneficial to society to recover materials for reuse,recycling and composting than to use them to create energy.

The "Stop Trashing the Climate" study discussing this issue ingreat detail  wwww.stoptrashingtheclimate.org has the fullreport.

As for LFGTE, the Sierra Club is working on new policy so I can'tstate that excluding LFGTE is Club policy.  But as I said in myspoken comments, if there is any chance that the systems needed tocreate high enough concentrations of methane, have additional andadverse problem of increasing the release of fugitve methane andaccompanied VOCs with HAPS, then until proven one way or another,the inclusion of LFGTE in the RES could be very detrimental topeople living near and downwind of landfills and to curbinggreenhouse gas emissions.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Thank you.

Ann Schneider
Chair, National Zero Waste Committee
Sierra ClubAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-20 13:27:52No Duplicates.



Comment 19 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KenLast Name: JohnsonEmail Address: kjinnovation@earthlink.netAffiliation: Subject: Carbon FeeComment:CARB is evaluating carbon fees as an alternative to cap-and-trade,but disfavors carbon fees on the grounds that "they provide lesscertainty in California’s ability to meet specific emissiontargets, as required under AB 32" (Draft Plan, page 42). However,carbon fees and cap-and-trade are neither mutually exclusive norincompatible policy options. A carbon fee would provide greatercertainty of meeting California’s AB 32 goal, and couldincentivize early action in advance of post-2020 regulations, ifit is implemented as a price floor in the context of cap-and-trade(i.e., as a reservation price in an allowance auction).
...Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/21-kenjohnson_2008_07_22.pdfOriginal File Name: KenJohnson_2008_07_22.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-22 21:19:17No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: StevenLast Name: MossEmail Address: steven@moss.netAffiliation: San Francisco Community PowerSubject: Comment on Inclusion of Low Income Families and Small Businesses in the AB 32 FrameworkComment:San Francisco Community Power, www.sfpower.org, is delighted tosubmit the attached comments, which focus on enabling vulnerablecommunities to participate in AB32's cap and trade program.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/23-c_t_ab32_scoping_plan_comments.docOriginal File Name: C&T AB32 Scoping Plan Comments.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-28 17:54:43No Duplicates.



Comment 21 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PatriciaLast Name: GrenfellEmail Address: pgrenfell@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: AB32Comment:Please STRENGTHEN the plan for AB 32.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-28 19:07:32No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MichaelLast Name: HoEmail Address: aaronkwik@hotmail.comAffiliation: Subject: California needs to focus on Global WarmingComment:We need more Zero-Emission Vehicles in the market.  As we've seenin the increase in hybrid buyers & decrease in SUV buyers,consumers want to move away from the high prices, & ZEVs could dothe job!  Require car companies to sell hundreds of thousands ofthem, instead of the current small number.  Furthermore, changehow lands are being developed so people would have to drive lessdistances.  Thank you.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-28 21:10:12No Duplicates.



Comment 23 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PhilipLast Name: LibermanEmail Address: philipliberman@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: AB 32 CommentsComment:* Make polluters pay for their emissions of greenhouse gases, usingthe resulting revenues to promote clean energy and aid
low-income consumers. Limit sharply and verify any offsets. Do notlink our program to any states with weaker emission standards. 

* Include stronger measures to reform land use planning in waysthat reduce vehicle miles traveled.

* Promote and enable Community Choice Electricity Aggregation(CCA), which lets communities pool their buying power to
generate clean power.

* Mandate that auto companies sell hundreds of thousands ofZero-Emission Vehicles (ZEVs) by 2014, not the feeble proposed
level of 7500 ZEVs.

* Put Zero Waste front and center: increase recycling bybusinesses, mandate building facilities to compost all greenwaste, and require producers to take responsibility for theend-of-life disposition of their products.


Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-28 21:31:16No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: YichuanLast Name: PanEmail Address: ypan1@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: Subject: Please Promot Plant-Based DietComment:After reading the Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan - a frameworkfor change, I am pleased that the state leadership is committedfor the state of California to once again play a leading role inaddressing global warming and climate change.

However, I am puzzled by the fact that the contribution of thelivestock sector to greenhouse gas emissions and global warming islargely watered down. For example, on your web-page, Air Pollutionand What You Can Do/Fifty Things You Can Do/, I could not evenfind one thing related to the benefits of keeping a plant-based orvegetarian diet.

I question the presentation of the pie-chart on page 7 of thePlan. According to a report published by the United Nations Foodand Agriculture Organization in 2006(1)(2), the livestock sectorworldwide generates more greenhouse gas emissions as measured inCO2 equivalent than transportation. When emissions from land useand land use change are included, the livestock sector accountsfor 9 percent of CO2 deriving from human-related activities, butproduces a much larger share of even more harmful greenhousegases. It generates 65 percent of human-related nitrous oxide,which has 296 times Global Warming Potential (GWP) of CO2. Most ofthis comes from manure. And it accounts for respectively 37 percentof all human-induced methane (23 times GWP of CO2), which islargely produced by the digestive system of ruminants, and 64percent of ammonia, which contributes significantly to acid rain.Producing one pound of meat requires 16 pounds of grains, and muchenergy is required for animal food preparation and transportation.Therefore, I would appreciate if you could recalculate the data toinclude all these effects of the livestock sector, and regeneratethe pie-chart on page 7. I feel that only in this way thecontribution of the livestock industry to global warming iscorrectly presented.

The 37 million residents of California consume a huge quantity ofmeat per day that results in a lot of greenhouse gas emissions. Ifa large part or all of our residents adopt plant-based diet, thegreenhouse gas emissions will be cut tremendously. Besides,converting to a plant-based diet is an action that every honoredcitizen can take, with no requirement of new technology that yetto be invented. Nobel Prize laureate, the chair of theIntergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), plead for peoplearound the world to tame their carnivorous impulses and stay awayfrom meat in order to save our planet(3). And, experts promoted aplant-based diet not only to fight global warming, but to benefitpublic health as well(4). 
We are at an urgent time, so urgent actions are necessary. Pleaserevise the Plan to more meaningfully reflect the contribution ofthe livestock industry to global warming, and to include plans topromote plant-based diet. The state leadership can take boldactions. And the following list includes a few examples
     •	To reduce and eventually eliminate subsidies to thelivestock industry. It makes no sense to use taxpayer’s money tosupport the meat industry which generates lots of pollution andcauses health problems. Instead, the money can be used to supportgreen food or organic food to benefit the environment and people’shealth.
     •	To educate people the benefits of plant-based diet byrunning advertisement or by other means.
     •	To mandate that school lunch provides options forplant-based meals.

References:
1.http://www.fao.org/newsroom/en/news/2006/1000448/index.html (Livestock a major threat to environment)
2.http://www.fao.org/docrep/010/a0701e/a0701e00.htm (LIVESTOCK'SLONG SHADOW)
3.http://afp.google.com/article/ALeqM5iIVBkZpOUA9Hz3Xc2u-61mDlrw0Q (Lifestyle changes can curb climate change: IPCC chief)
4.http://www.cnn.com/2007/TECH/science/11/12/global.warming.diet.ap/index.html  (Experts promote the global warming diet)
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-28 23:09:07No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MarilynLast Name: JasperEmail Address: mjasper@accessbee.comAffiliation: Subject: AB 32 CA Global Warming SOLUTIONS Act-2006Comment:     First, polluters must be mandated to reduce their emissions ofany greenhouse gases to the lowest levels possible; emissionstandards must not be linked to programs in other states. Enforcement for violations must be well funded as well as swift,strict, consistent and final, with repeat offenders receivingexponentially stronger penalties.  After x number of offenses(single digit), polluters must be banned/restricted fromcontinuing the polluting activity.  Connected to this, allpolluters must pay for their emissions contribution to greenhousegases.  
     Land use planning must be severely reformed with reduction ofvehicle miles traveled given top consideration.  Sprawlingdevelopments with little-to-no, or inadequate, publictransportation must not be allowed.  If jurisdictions insist onallowing such developments, their portion of state funding must becurtailed accordingly.
     In the '40's and '50's, families lived well in homes thatwere under 1,500 square feet (see older neighborhoods in downtownSacramento, for example).  A 2,000 plus square foot home, orlarger McMansion, with vaulted ceilings and huge cubic feet ofinterior space requiring heating and cooling must be discouragedto reduce energy consumption or pay a premium building fee.  Solarpanels, insulation, etc., may help, but the resources used toconstruct such monoliths must be factored in considering anydevelopment incentives or fees.
     Zero Waste, with convenient and prominent recycling, must beimplemented in all communities.  All producers must takeresponsibility for end-of-life disposition (includingpharmaceuticals, packaged food manufacturers, clothingmanufacturers, etc.).
     CARB must error on the side of stronger, rather than weaker,requirements to solve global warming impacts.  Once resolved, ifnecessary, regulations can always be eased, but a bold effort isneeded now.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 07:06:22No Duplicates.



Comment 26 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: SrilataLast Name: ThirunagariEmail Address: srilata.t@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Reduce Global Warming the fastest wayComment:The fastest way to reduce global warming is to eat vegetarian.Numerous studies have shown that meat eating is the culprit toquickly using up the Mother Earth's resources eg. land, water etc.There is tremendous energy, resources and food used for raisingcattle, pigs etc. Instead these can be spent in a more efficientway to feed the hungry by feeding grain directly to the starvingpeople of the world. Other reasons for eating vegetarian arecompassion towards animals, health, moral reasons etc. "No animalhas to die in order for one to live" a famous vegan once said. Aunited nations study has proved that by eating vegetarina we canreduce 80% of global warming. Let's introdus a carbon tax on meatand cut down on meat subsidies so at least folks will buy lessmeat and start eating more vegetables and fruits. Other usefullinks are: http://www.goveg.com/environment-globalwarming.asp   http://www.goveg.com/environment.asp
http://al.godsdirectcontact.org/your_food/Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 09:48:35No Duplicates.



Comment 27 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KimLast Name: FloydEmail Address: kimffloyd@fastmail.fmAffiliation: Subject: Make Polluters PayComment:•	Make polluters pay for their emissions of greenhouse gases, usingthe resulting revenues to promote clean energy and aid low-incomeconsumers. Limit sharply and verify any offsets. Do not link ourprogram to any states with weaker emission standards. Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 11:45:53No Duplicates.



Comment 28 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: RebeccaLast Name: MartinEmail Address: iamwhatyam@hotmail.comAffiliation: Subject: SuggestionComment:·        Make polluters pay for their emissions of greenhousegases, using the resulting revenues to promote clean energy andaid low-income consumers. Limit sharply and verify any offsets. Donot link our program to any states with weaker emission standards.

·        Include stronger measures to reform land use planning inways that reduce vehicle miles traveled.

·        Promote and enable Community Choice ElectricityAggregation (CCA), which lets communities pool their buying powerto generate clean power.

·        Mandate that auto companies sell hundreds of thousands ofZero-Emission Vehicles (ZEVs) by 2014, not the feeble proposedlevel of 7500 ZEVs.

·        Put Zero Waste front and center:  increase recycling bybusinesses, mandate building facilities to compost all greenwaste, and require producers to take responsibility for theend-of-life disposition of their products.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 11:59:04No Duplicates.



Comment 29 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: RandiLast Name: HetrickEmail Address: Livelihood@msn.comAffiliation: Subject: AB 32 Program DesignComment:These are excellant proposals and move toward cleaner air andbetter energy use.  My one concern is taxing companies based oncarbon emmissions at this time.  However, business needs to takethe lead in recycling and using more fuel efficent vehicles.

I am also in favor of proceeding with developing more nuclearenergy.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 12:20:42No Duplicates.



Comment 30 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: BenjaminLast Name: EtgenEmail Address: etgenb@calweb.comAffiliation: Subject: Strengthen Implemention of AB 32Comment:Include stronger measures to reform land use planning in ways thatreduce vehicle miles traveled.

Also make sure that your modeling of vehicle trips takes intoaccount the increase in polution from private transportation asthe govenor's transit cuts make more people drive.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 12:28:43No Duplicates.



Comment 31 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DorothyLast Name: LittlejohnEmail Address: dlittlejohn1@cox.netAffiliation: Sierra ClubSubject: AB 32Comment:Make polluters pay for their emissions of greenhouse gases, usingthe resulting revenues to promote clean energy and aid low-incomeconsumers. Limit sharply and verify any offsets. Do not link ourprogram to any states with weaker emission standards. 

Include stronger measures to reform land use planning in ways thatreduce vehicle miles traveled.

Promote and enable Community Choice Electricity Aggregation (CCA),which lets communities pool their buying power to generate cleanpower.

Mandate that auto companies sell hundreds of thousands ofZero-Emission Vehicles (ZEVs) by 2014, not the feeble proposedlevel of 7500 ZEVs.

Put Zero Waste front and center:  increase recycling bybusinesses, mandate building facilities to compost all greenwaste, and require producers to take responsibility for theend-of-life disposition of their products.

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 15:33:52No Duplicates.



Comment 32 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AaronLast Name: LehmerEmail Address: aaron@ellabakercenter.orgAffiliation: Ella Baker Center for Human RightsSubject: AB 32 Scoping Plan Comments from Ella Baker CenterComment:Please see the attached document.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/35-ab_32_scoping_plan_statement.docOriginal File Name: AB 32 Scoping Plan Statement.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 16:30:51No Duplicates.



Comment 33 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: WilliamLast Name: JoyceEmail Address: joycewxyz@yahoo.comAffiliation: Sierra ClubSubject: AB 32 Program Design - Stronger EnforcementComment:Make polluters pay for their emissions of greenhouse gases, usingthe resulting revenues to promote clean energy and aid low-incomeconsumers. Limit sharply and verify any offsets. Do not link ourprogram to any states with weaker emission standards.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 17:47:31No Duplicates.



Comment 34 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MaryLast Name: FullwoodEmail Address: maryf@best1.netAffiliation: Sierra Club, SurfriderSubject: AB-32Comment:While CARB's Draft Scoping Plan includes a number of strongmeasures, including a call for 33% of electricity to be generatedby clean, renewable energy by 2020, the draft needs significantstrengthening before it will be up to meeting the challenge ofcombating global warming.  Please consider the following:  
-  Make polluters pay for their emissions of greenhouse gases,using the resulting revenues to promote clean energy. Limitsharply and verify any offsets. Do not link our program to anystates with weaker emission standards. 
-  Include stronger measures to reform land use planning in waysthat reduce vehicle miles traveled.
-  Promote and enable Community Choice Electricity Aggregation(CCA), which lets communities pool their buying power to generateclean power.
-  Mandate that auto companies sell hundreds of thousands ofZero-Emission Vehicles (ZEVs) by 2014.
-  Put Zero Waste front and center:  increase recycling bybusinesses, mandate building facilities to compost all greenwaste, and require producers to take responsibility for theend-of-life disposition of their products.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 19:45:03No Duplicates.



Comment 35 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: LilianLast Name: LeeEmail Address: lilian2004@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: add livestock sector to the greenhouse gas sourcesComment:I was excited for your fast response on the hot issue of globalwarming, and encouraged by your efforts. 

I would suggest adding a livestock sector as one of the greenhousegas sources.  According to Senior UN Food and AgricultureOrganization (FAO) official Henning Steinfeld,  “Livestock are oneof the most significant contributors to today’s most seriousenvironmental problems …”, and “Urgent action is required toremedy the situation.”  The reasons include:

1. “ …the livestock sector generates more greenhouse gas emissionsas measured in CO2 equivalent – 18 percent – than transport. It isalso a major source of land and water degradation.”

2. “It generates 65 percent of human-related nitrous oxide, whichhas 296 times the Global Warming Potential (GWP) of CO2. Most ofthis comes from manure.   And it accounts for respectively 37percent of all human-induced methane (23 times as warming as CO2),which is largely produced by the digestive system of ruminants, and64 percent of ammonia, which contributes significantly to acidrain.”

3. “Livestock now use 30 percent of the earth’s entire landsurface, mostly permanent pasture but also including 33 percent ofthe global arable land used to producing feed for livestock, thereport notes. As forests are cleared to create new pastures, it isa major driver of deforestation, especially in Latin America where,for example, some 70 percent of former forests in the Amazon havebeen turned over to grazing.” 

4. “The livestock business is among the most damaging sectors tothe earth’s increasingly scarce water resources, contributingamong other things to water pollution, euthropication and thedegeneration of coral reefs. The major polluting agents are animalwastes, antibiotics and hormones, chemicals from tanneries,fertilizers and the pesticides used to spray feed crops.Widespread overgrazing disturbs water cycles, reducingreplenishment of above and below ground water resources.Significant amounts of water are withdrawn for the production offeed.”

For more detail information about livestock, please click thebelow link: www.fao.org/newsroom/en/news/2006/1000448.

Livestock sector is a major greenhouse gas source.  Please do notignore it.   Thanks for your attention.

Lilian
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/38-toarb-072908.docOriginal File Name: toARB-072908.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 22:08:22No Duplicates.



Comment 36 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: CherylLast Name: McKinneyEmail Address: mckinney.public@gmail.comAffiliation: California Sierra ClubSubject: carbon offsets /  strong standardsComment:Make polluters pay for their emissions of greenhouse gases, usingthe resulting revenues to promote clean energy and aid
low-income consumers. Limit sharply and verify any offsets. Do notlink our program to any states with weaker emission standards.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 08:01:27No Duplicates.



Comment 37 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: BrentLast Name: EidsonEmail Address: beidson@sandiego.govAffiliation: City of San DiegoSubject: Increased costs and inconsistencies with air districtsComment:1) There is a potential for some of the measures (i.e., the carbontax) to result in increased construction costs which woulddefinitely impact future project budgets.  However, it iscurrently impossible to quantify the budgetary impacts to CapitalImprovement Projects.  
2) Currently, there is not a consistent approach or similar levelof engagement from the air districts within the State, and theScoping Plan is silent on what their role will be in theimplementation process.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 11:05:35No Duplicates.



Comment 38 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MikeLast Name: ZucksworthEmail Address: lamike05@yahoo.comAffiliation: Sierra ClubSubject: General Comments to Draft Scoping Plan-AB32Comment:Emissions of Green House Gases:
Make polluters pay for their emissions of greenhouse gases, usingthe resulting revenues to promote clean energy and aid low-incomeconsumers. Limit sharply and verify any offsets. Do not linkCalifornia's program to any states with weaker emissionstandards.

Land Use Planning:
Include stronger measures to reform land use planning in ways thatreduce vehicle miles traveled.
Clean Power and Community Choice:
Promote and enable Community Choice Electricity Aggregation (CCA),which lets communities pool their buying power to generate cleanpower.

Zero-Emission Vechicles:
Mandate that auto companies sell hundreds of thousands ofZero-Emission Vehicles (ZEVs) by 2014, rather than the proposedlevel of only 7,500 ZEVs.

Green Building:
Put Zero Waste front and center:  increase recycling bybusinesses, mandate building facilities to compost all greenwaste, and require producers to take responsibility for theend-of-life disposition of their products.

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 13:41:38No Duplicates.



Comment 39 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Michael Last Name: MolamphyEmail Address: youreyesonlymjm@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: Air Pollution control/lobal warmingComment:I favor the strongest possible actions to reduce air pollution.Increased use of carpooling, enforced by more carpool lanes canhave the quickest impact. We must break the bad habits of thecommuters driving long distances, alone, in 2 or 3 ton gas hogs. Consult the Sirra clubs recommendations for appropriate actions. Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 17:55:33No Duplicates.



Comment 40 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: VickiLast Name: MaysterEmail Address: buman-mayster@sonic.netAffiliation: Subject: Draft AB 32 Scoping Plan - recommendationsComment:Dear CARB,
 
I appreciate your work on the draft AB32 Scoping Plan to reduceCalifornia's GHGs.

I think you goals for Calif. to increase renewable energy andreduce vehicle miles traveled are particularly important.  I wouldimmediately use renewable energy sources were they more readilyavailable.

I’m asking you to also include these recommendations for inclusionin the Final Scoping Plan:

*  Calif. should auction 100% of permits under the cap.  Pollutersshould pay for their emissions, not be given free permits thatsubsidize coal.  This prolongs the transition to cleaner energy,omething we cannot afford.

*  The Scoping Plan should specify that all auction revenues willbe used to provide a dividend to compensate consumers for thehigher energy and consumer goods prices that have and willcontinue to come as we move to a low-no carbon economy.  

Helping consumers deal with fuel and electricity costs is the bestuse of auction revenues, because it will help cement consumerpolitical support for this program and keep it moving ahead.

*  I support CARB's proposal for Carbon Fees on fossil fuelcompanies to help fund CARB's implementation of AB32. I know youwill get strong opposition from many large companies and interestson this.  Please inlcude carbon fees to  provide funding for cleantechnologies, green jobs, energy efficiency programs, and more.

Thank you for your attention and concern to these items.

Sincerely,
 
Vicki Mayster
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 18:03:04No Duplicates.



Comment 41 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: FrankLast Name: GallivanEmail Address: fgallivan@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Increase Transportation and Land Use Strategies in Scoping PlanComment:    * I support CARB's inclusion of better community design andreducing VMT, but the proposed reduction target for land use andtransportation of 2 million metric tons (MMT) of greenhouse gasesis way too low. The target should be at least 9-10 MMT.
    * The plan has omitted critical measures to create a worldclass public transportation system and encourage innovativecongestion-relief programs that can ease people's commutes whilereducing emissions.
    * Rather than adopting a one-size-fits-all approach, CARBshould set firm targets for regions and authorize regions andlocalities to choose from a suite of policy tools to achieve thetargets.
    * CARB should adopt a series of key policy tools currentlyunder consideration, including the Indirect Source Rule,Pay-As-You-Drive Insurance, Congestion Pricing, and IncentivePrograms. These tools will help regions and localities achieve thetargets while generating revenues to implement greenhouse gasreduction strategies and programs.
    * The plan should make it a top priority to invest in andsustain public transportation and programs to improvetransportation efficiency and reduce congestion.
    * Cities, counties and regions should be given incentives toconserve forests and working landscapes that sequester carbon,provide local food, reduce wildfire hazard and help native plantsand animals adapt to a changing climate. Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 22:02:34No Duplicates.



Comment 42 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: LaurieLast Name: WilliamsEmail Address: williams.zabel@gmail.comAffiliation: www.carbonfees.orgSubject: Carbon Fees not cap-and-trade; also Request for ExtensionComment:My husband, Allan Zabel and I have written 2 pieces regarding thisissue.  Please consider our explanations of why carbon fees arethe more efficient and effective market mechanism in the 2 piecesbelow (1)our website at www.carbonfees.org, and (2) our July 11theditorial, imported below.  In summary, we believe thatcap-and-trade is a flawed strategy for addressing climate change. The Acid Rain experience does not prove that cap-and-trade isapplicable to climate change.  The two situations are completelydistinguishable.  With climate change we face the need for massivenew infrastructure and innovation (as opposed to Acid Rain, wherean easy fuel switch was available); we also have a lack thecomprehensive accurate monitoring of greenhouse gases that wasavailable for the contaminants of concern in Acid Rain.  FinallyAcid Rain did not allow outside offsets.  All of this makes theapplicability of the Acid Rain experience to climate change amyth.  

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

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

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

By Laurie Williams & Allan Zabel 

As poles and glaciers melt, permafrost thaws and oceans acidifyfrom our ever-increasing greenhouse gas emissions, the question ofwhether a carbon cap-and-trade program or carbon fees would provideswifter, more equitable and certain emissions reductions isincreasingly urgent. Based on our experience as environmentalenforcers (including Allan’s experience with cap-and-tradeprograms), we believe that the California Air Resource Board’sconfidence in cap-and-trade is misplaced and that carbon feesprovide the more effective and efficient path to the goals of AB32, California’s landmark climate protection law. 

As long expected, California’s recently released AB 32 DraftScoping Plan relies heavily on “cap-and-trade” to reduce thestate’s significant contributions to global greenhouse gasemissions. The draft minimizes the value of a system of “carbonfees.” The Air Resources Board justifies its preference by callingcap-and-trade a more certain route to meeting AB 32’s requirementto reduce California’s emissions 30 percent below “business asusual” by 2020. 

However, cap-and-trade has serious downsides. 

Unless all cap-and-trade elements, including offsets, are limitedto systems with accurate emissions measurement, the cap on totalemissions will likely be inflated and claimed reductionsexaggerated. While the emissions of large electrical generatingfacilities with continuous emission monitoring systems can beaccurately tracked, many other sources of emissions and offsetscannot be as closely monitored. 

If these less-accurately-measured sources participate, theintegrity of the cap-and-trade program will be undermined, as willthe certainty in reductions that CARB seeks. In addition, even ifthe market is limited to facilities with continuous emissionmonitors, this will create artificial scarcity that is likely toresult in disruptions and unfairness, as initial and futureallocations of the right to emit are distributed and traded. 

A preview of such disruptions was provided by the manipulationsthat created the California energy crisis early in this decade.This potential was also demonstrated in a recent simulation at theUniversity of California at Berkeley’s Haas School of Business, inwhich students gamed a carbon-trading market for individual gain,leading to scarcity and high prices. This potential for marketmanipulation could contribute to undesirable price volatility. Theresulting lack of price predictability in a cap-and-trade system(specifically, the lack of certainty that the price of energy fromfossil fuels will exceed the price of green energy) reduces theincentive for the substantial investments in the newinfrastructure and innovation necessary to provide alternativeenergy at affordable prices. 

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

The so-called “cap-and-trade” of the federal acid rain program inno way resembles the complex challenge we face in reducinggreenhouse gases. Under the program, all facilities had monitors,so the system had the integrity of accurate measurement. There wasrelatively little trading, particularly outside of any givencorporation and its subsidiaries. Trading in the acid rain programprimarily meant that some corporations complied with the gradualreductions in total sulfur emissions by averaging among several oftheir facilities. In addition, there was no significant need forinvestments in new technologies or innovation in order to reducesulfur. All that was needed--and what happened--was a “fuelswitch” from high-sulfur coal, to the low-sulfur coal found inWyoming’s Powder River Basin. 

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

Similarly, attempts to design an effective carbon cap-and-tradesystem have failed under the Kyoto Protocol--a 1997 internationalaccord to cut greenhouse gas emissions which the U.S. neverratified. Utilities and other sources have underreported theiremissions, purchased flawed offsets, driven up prices, reapedbillions in undeserved profits and generally failed to producepromised emission reductions. 

Despite cap-and-trade’s enormous disadvantages, it is ardentlysupported by two disparate groups. This first consists of thosewho stand to profit, whether from trading, certifying offsetsand/or delaying the phase-out of fossil fuels. The second includesthose who truly want rapid reductions, but believe that the greaterefficiency and transparency of carbon fees is politicallyunattainable and/or fail to understand that the vulnerabilities ofcap-and-trade to manipulation and fraud will make the “cap”illusory. 

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

By phasing in gradually increasing carbon fees that would go upeach year until the price of energy made from fossil fuels exceedsthe price of clean technologies, carbon fees would create thecertainty needed to spur investment in post-fossil fuel energysources. A per-capita rebate of these carbon fees to allCalifornia taxpayers would cushion the impact of higher energyprices, particularly for low and middle income taxpayers, duringthe transition to the post-fossil fuel economy. The relativecertainty provided by escalating carbon fees and the investmentsthey would foster are likely to catapult California and the nationinto a leadership position in green technology and set a roadmapfor the rest of the world on how to move beyond the ineffectivepolicy of cap-and-trade. 

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

By selecting carbon fees to meet AB 32’s goal, California couldlead the nation in effectively and efficiently addressing climatechange. While CARB’s draft scoping plan attempts to support itspreference for cap-and-trade by indicating that it would fit wellwith expected cap-and-trade programs by the Western ClimateInitiative and the federal government, this justification isunworthy of California’s proud tradition of environmentalleadership. 

Only if we discuss the urgency of the problem and the mosteffective solution with friends, families, neighbors andcolleagues, and ask them to join us in calling and writing ourrepresentatives, can we jump-start the huge outpouring of publicparticipation necessary to make carbon fees the acceptable as wellas the wise choice. 

--Laurie Williams and Allan Zabel of www.carbonfees.org wrote thiseditorial as citizens and parents. In May, the two lawyers issuedan open letter to Congress urging lawmakers to put their effortsinto setting carbon fees in place of a carbon cap-and-tradeprogram. For details about their professional experience andcarbon fees approach, see their website. 

3.  Attached please find a visual providing a chart todemonstrates how the certainty that green energy will become lessexpensive than fossil fuel energy would affect investment andaffordability.  Cap-and-trade cannot deliver this same pricecertainty and hence will not be as effective in moving us to apost-fossil fuel economy.

4.  REQUEST FOR EXTENSION:
We believe that an additional period of public education shouldoccur on the issue of carbon fees vs. cap-and-trade, and thatthere should be an additional comment period on this issue priorto a final decision.  Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/45-why_carbon_fees_work_7-28-08.pdfOriginal File Name: Why Carbon Fees Work 7-28-08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 22:56:07No Duplicates.



Comment 43 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Kari Last Name: DohnEmail Address: kdohn@apx.comAffiliation: Managing DirectorSubject: APX Comments on Draft Scoping PlanComment:comments attachedAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/46-apx.comments.carb.7.31.v1.docOriginal File Name: apx.comments.carb.7.31.v1.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 07:59:54No Duplicates.



Comment 44 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: micheleLast Name: perraultEmail Address: michele.perrault@sierraclub.orgAffiliation: citizen and volunteer  Sierra ClubSubject: comments on ARB scoping draftComment:

   Over all the plan is moving in the right direction.  I supportthe Sierra Club California comments of which I have followed andcommented on thier development. The comemnts would strenghen the final plan.

    As International Vice Presidnet of the Club  I wouldparticularly point out the Club's concerns  in the sectionsdealing with cap and trade and concerns for equity interests aswell as hope California will not extend the offsets and trading internationally at this time. I join concenrs as to avoiding tagreements for any  WCI activities that  allow looserrequirements for offsets.

    As a citizen involved in my local town efforts to reduceemmissions as well as watching the very large  proposeddevelopment for the Concord Weapons station  I  feel that more canbe done ot foce local government and builders to develop in a morefriendly fashion. 

    The draft plan needs more specifics on how industries will berequired to look at alternatives to present high emmissions. Wherefeasable there should be consideration of  changes needed toaddress the  carbon emmssions released by products imported intothe state for  use by the Califronia consumers especially as theyrelated to products made overseas by Califronia based companies.

     I would like to see more assessment of the opportunitiesprovided by Community Choice Aggregation and an increase  onopportunities gained from  placing greater priority  on zero wasteincludding  requiring producers to take responsibility for end oflife dispositioin of thier products.  

    



Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 09:36:55No Duplicates.



Comment 45 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-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 Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: FijiLast Name: GeorgeEmail Address: fiji.george@elpaso.comAffiliation: El Paso CorporationSubject: Comments from El Paso on the DRAFT Scoping PlanComment:El Paso Corporation (El Paso) respectfully submits the attachedcomments on the Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan a framework forchange (Scoping Plan) released on June 26, 2008.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/49-draft_scoping_plan_el_paso_comments_v5final_.pdfOriginal File Name: DRAFT Scoping Plan El Paso Comments_v5final_.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 10:53:19No Duplicates.



Comment 47 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: paulaLast Name: carrellEmail Address: chacocyn@earthlink.netAffiliation: Subject: carbon feesComment:Polluters -- those emitting the greatest amounts of carbon andother greenhouse gases -- should pay the price for reducing/endingtheir emissions.  Polluters Pay makes sense to me. Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 13:01:50No Duplicates.



Comment 48 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ChrisLast Name: BuschEmail Address: cbusch@ucsusa.orgAffiliation: Union of Concernced ScientistsSubject: proposed cap-and-trade program Comment:Please find attached our comments on the proposed cap-and-tradeprogram.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/51-ucs_program_design_comments_7-31-08.pdfOriginal File Name: UCS program design comments 7-31-08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 16:18:20No Duplicates.



Comment 49 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ReginaLast Name: AmesEmail Address: reginaames@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: Items for the Final Scoping PlanComment:Dear CARB,

Thank you for your work on the Draft AB32 Scoping Plan to reduce
California's GHGs by 2020, especially in setting goals for theState to increase renewable energy and reduce vehicle milestravelled. Please consider these recommendations for inclusion inthe Final Scoping Plan:

- The State should auction 100% of permits under the cap.Polluters should pay for their emissions, not be given freepermits that subsidize coal and prolong the transition to cleanerenergy.
- The Scoping Plan should specify that all auction revenues willbe used to provide a Dividend to compensate consumers. Withgasoline at $4.50/gallon and rising electricity prices, helpingconsumers deal with fuel and electricity costs is the best use ofauction revenues.
- I support CARB's proposal for Carbon Fees on fossil fuelcompanies to help fund CARB's implementation of AB32. Carbon Feescan also provide funding sources for clean technologies, greenjobs, energy efficiency programs, and more.

Sincerely,
Regina AmesAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 16:53:17No Duplicates.



Comment 50 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: LaurieLast Name: WilliamsEmail Address: williams.zabel@gmail.comAffiliation: www.carbonfees.orgSubject: Supplemental Comment - Cap-and-Trade v Carbon FeesComment:Dear CARB, I wanted to supplement my request for reconsideration ofusing Carbon Fees, with the following request.

To date CARB has performed very limited public education on CarbonFees as an alternative market mechanism to create the incentivesnecessary to transition to a post-fossil fuel economy.  I requestthat CARB create a committee to plan and conduct fair and balancedpublic education on the choice between Cap-and-Trade and CarbonFees.  I am also requesting that you consider including myhusband, Allan Zabel and myself on this committee.
Following a period of public education on this choice, I requestthat you conduct a period of additional public comment on thischoice. This is too important a question to go forward withoutmeaningful public education and involvement.  I believe that thisperiod of additional public education, involvement and publiccomment can proceed during the next year, while other AB 32 earlyactions are undertaken, and thus will not lead to a delay in theemissions reductions mandated by AB 32.  As you may be awarestudies by both the Congressional Budget Office and theCongressional Research Service have found that Carbon fees (alsoreferred to as Carbon Taxes) have found that Carbon Fees would bean effective market mechanism.  These studies have also notedsignificant problems with the Cap-and-Trade approach. 

Thank you for your consideration.
Laurie Williams (510) 390-4224

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 20:53:25No Duplicates.



Comment 51 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: richardLast Name: dickinsonEmail Address: radskier@hotmail.comAffiliation: Water and Power Associates, Inc.Subject: AB 32Comment:Mary Nichols, Chairperson					July 30, 2008
California Air Resources Board
1001 I Street, P.O. Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812

James Goldstene, Executive Director
California Air Resources Board
1001 I Street, P.O. Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812



Comments on the
California Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan
June 2008 Discussion Draft


The Los Angeles Water and Power Associates (not to be confusedwith the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power) ispleased to offer comments on the above titled Scoping Plan.  TheLos Angeles Water and Power Associates, Inc. (Associates) is anonprofit, independent, private organization, incorporated in1971to inform and educate its members, public officials and thegeneral public on critical water and energy issues affecting thecitizens of Los Angeles, Southern California and the State ofCalifornia.  Its membership of approximately 300 is comprised ofrepresentatives from private industry, education, municipalservice and media.

The Associates comments are general in nature and are provided toinvoke reasoned thought and a thorough development, on a rationalbasis, of future proposals to address climate change.  We believeAssembly Bill 32 goals to reach 1990 greenhouse gas emissionlevels by 2020 are achievable with the participation of aresponsible energy community.

The Associates believe that the reliability of the Californiaelectric system, e.g. the ability to provide electric energy whenand where it is required, needs to be fully vetted in this ScopingPlan.  The displacement of the energy from base-loaded powergeneration facilities with renewable energy can and is beingaccomplished.  The closure or divestiture of base loadedfacilities is possible, but you must fully analzye the effects onsystem reliability?  “Traditional” base-loaded facilities have theability to provide capacity, which is the ability to provide theenergy when it is needed “to keep the lights on.”  Most forms ofrenewable energy do not have that attribute.  The Cap and Tradeproposal does not address reliability, and energy efficiency andconservation will only incrementally help to reduce the need forcapacity.  Are new forms of energy storage, backup facilities orother proposals on the horizon to provide the capacity?  A robustelectric system that will meet the objectives of AB 32, atreasonable customer rates, will need to be valued in the economicand emission benefit models.  The Scoping Plan needs to addressthe reliability of California’s electric system to insure thecontinued high level of service that Californian’s have beenaccustomed to.

The Associates recommend that the Scoping Plan assess the issue offuel switching by Sector.  As in all planning efforts, it isprudent to anticipate that not all Sectors identified in theScoping Plan will achieve the goals of AB 32 in the envisionedtime frame.  Some Sectors may achieve their allocation by fuelswitching, such as through electrification, thereby increasing therequirements on the retail electricity providers.  This shift toelectricity, while providing substantial benefits, could strain autility’s ability to achieve its emission reduction goal. Addressing the potential burden that fuel switching by Sector willplace on electric utilities, in conjunction with addressing thereliability of California’s electric system, will be integral tothe success of the plan.

The Associates support energy efficiency and conservationprograms, and we believe that they will continue to becornerstones in reducing future energy requirements and reducingthe need for new power plants.  The Associates offer the followingcomments as a means to achieve the expectations of energyefficiency and conservation.  Most of these programs are in placeand continue to be expanded.  They are, however, possibly thesoftest and most unreliable elements in the draft.  Energyefficiency and conservation programs are really a “power plant”. As such, they should be operated and maintained just as you wouldany other power plant.  Once upfront funds are expended onspecific projects, mechanisms need to be in place, including fundsand staff, to ensure that the expected results are being met andmost importantly being maintained.  The expected results need tobe verified and not taken for granted based on industry norms orname plate values.  If the Scoping Plan is to rely on theseprograms to produce continued long term results, then they deserveattention and accountability, including ongoing audits, to ensuretheir success.

The Associates believe that publicly owned electric utilities thathave vertically integrated electric systems are uniquely positionedto make decisions on how best to achieve the goals of AB 32.  Thiscan be accomplished through implementation of programs identifiedin the Scoping Plan (aggressive RPS programs, purchasing of lessGHG emitting energy to displace existing resources) whilemaintaining reliability.  However, the implementation of the Capand Trade program could be the most critical element that willaffect the success or failure of achieving the goal.  It is ourbelief that the proceeds from an auction must be returned to theutility that purchased the credits.  Any other distribution wouldbe no better than a redistribution of monies to others and wouldjeopardize/frustrate the utility’s ability to fund the programsnecessary to achieve the GHG reduction goals.  It could be awindfall for some and a disaster for others.  Estimates of thepotential for misdirected monies could exceed several hundreds ofmillions of dollars per year and potentially add significantly toits customers’ electric bill.  Finally, if a Cap and Trade programis necessary to achieve the desired results, then the Associateswould support the West wide approach, in lieu of a California onlyapproach, as identified in the Scoping Plan. Cap and Tradeparameters and all related assumptions need to be thoroughlystudied and explained because they could produce seriousunintended consequences for the public.

In conjunction with a proposed Cap and Trade program, the “firstdeliverer” approach to determine the carbon reduction requirementsfor publicly owned vertically integrated utilities is not anappropriate means to determine the type of energy that will beused in California (California only program).  If reductions incarbon are required by a specific utility, then it should be up tothat utility to make the decision on the type of energy and sourcethat will be needed to meet their obligations.  They will make aninformed assessment of their needs that will minimize the costs totheir customers, and make decisions accordingly.  However,California’s investor owned utilities are different in that theydivested of most of their electric power generating facilities aspart of the State’s deregulation process.  They now purchase asubstantial portion of their energy requirements from thewholesale market and may not know for certain the source of theirenergy.  Therefore, to resolve potential conflicts, it may beappropriate to develop a separate tracking system to allowpublicly owned utilities to use a “retail provider” approach forthe means to determine their carbon reduction requirements.  And,as appropriate, establish a separate methodology for privatelyowned utilities to track their carbon reduction requirements.

The draft plan recognizes the high use of energy for pumping andconveying water throughout California.  With the shortages ofwater in the west and a renewed interest in reclaimed water, thedraft plan also needs to assess the increased use of energy forreclaimed water.  Most facilities that will be used for processingreclaimed water are located at the down stream end of mostcollection systems.  Since these systems operate mainly by gravityflow, any new reclamation facilities will require significantenergy resources for their processes and for placement back intothe water delivery system.

In conclusion, The Associates support the efforts of theCalifornia Air Resources Board in developing a comprehensive planto address Climate Change and hope our comments will be helpful inyour efforts.  The electricity sector has an important role inachieving the goals of AB 32 and with appropriate considerationfor the unique attributes of each utility, whether public orprivate, Californians can look to a brighter future.

Sincerely,

Richard Dickinson
President,
Los Angeles Water and Power Associates, Inc.

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 21:16:09No Duplicates.



Comment 52 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: HelenLast Name: yangEmail Address: taotaom@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Livestock a major threat to environmentComment:According to a new report published by the United Nations Food andAgriculture Organization, the livestock sector generates moregreenhouse gas emissions as measured in CO2 equivalent ¡V 18percent ¡V than transport. It is also a major source of land andwater degradation. 

Says Henning Steinfeld, Chief of FAO¡¦s Livestock Information andPolicy Branch and senior author of the report: ¡§Livestock are oneof the most significant contributors to today¡¦s most seriousenvironmental problems. Urgent action is required to remedy thesituation.¡¨ 

With increased prosperity, people are consuming more meat anddairy products every year. Global meat production is projected tomore than double from 229 million tonnes in 1999/2001 to 465million tonnes in 2050, while milk output is set to climb from 580to 1043 million tonnes. 

Long shadow 

The global livestock sector is growing faster than any otheragricultural sub-sector. It provides livelihoods to about 1.3billion people and contributes about 40 percent to globalagricultural output. For many poor farmers in developing countrieslivestock are also a source of renewable energy for draft and anessential source of organic fertilizer for their crops. 

But such rapid growth exacts a steep environmental price,according to the FAO report, Livestock¡¦s Long Shadow¡VEnvironmental Issues and Options. ¡§The environmental costs perunit of livestock production must be cut by one half, just toavoid the level of damage worsening beyond its present level,¡¨ itwarns. 

When emissions from land use and land use change are included, thelivestock sector accounts for 9 percent of CO2 deriving fromhuman-related activities, but produces a much larger share of evenmore harmful greenhouse gases. It generates 65 percent ofhuman-related nitrous oxide, which has 296 times the GlobalWarming Potential (GWP) of CO2. Most of this comes from manure. 

And it accounts for respectively 37 percent of all human-inducedmethane (23 times as warming as CO2), which is largely produced bythe digestive system of ruminants, and 64 percent of ammonia, whichcontributes significantly to acid rain. 

Livestock now use 30 percent of the earth¡¦s entire land surface,mostly permanent pasture but also including 33 percent of theglobal arable land used to producing feed for livestock, thereport notes. As forests are cleared to create new pastures, it isa major driver of deforestation, especially in Latin America where,for example, some 70 percent of former forests in the Amazon havebeen turned over to grazing. 

Land and water 

At the same time herds cause wide-scale land degradation, withabout 20 percent of pastures considered as degraded throughovergrazing, compaction and erosion. This figure is even higher inthe drylands where inappropriate policies and inadequate livestockmanagement contribute to advancing desertification. 

The livestock business is among the most damaging sectors to theearth¡¦s increasingly scarce water resources, contributing amongother things to water pollution, euthropication and thedegeneration of coral reefs. The major polluting agents are animalwastes, antibiotics and hormones, chemicals from tanneries,fertilizers and the pesticides used to spray feed crops.Widespread overgrazing disturbs water cycles, reducingreplenishment of above and below ground water resources.Significant amounts of water are withdrawn for the production offeed. 

Livestock are estimated to be the main inland source ofphosphorous and nitrogen contamination of the South China Sea,contributing to biodiversity loss in marine ecosystems. 

Meat and dairy animals now account for about 20 percent of allterrestrial animal biomass. Livestock¡¦s presence in vast tractsof land and its demand for feed crops also contribute tobiodiversity loss; 15 out of 24 important ecosystem services areassessed as in decline, with livestock identified as a culprit.

Source:fao.org 

 
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 22:04:10No Duplicates.



Comment 53 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MorganLast Name: PutnamEmail Address: putnam@caltech.eduAffiliation: Subject: Reducing Financial Risk: The Advantage of a Carbon TaxComment:To whom it may concern,I understand that there are bothpros and cons to carbon tax and carbon cap and trade plans. However, based upon my undergraduate education in chemicalengineering and my graduate education in photovoltaics (solarcells), I strongly suspect that a carbon tax would provide a muchmore stable pathway to AB 32's goal of a 20% reduction in carbondioxide emissions from 1990 levels by 2020.One of thelargest challenges that I see facing the renewable energyindustries is the size and time scale of the financial investmentsneeded.  To clarify this point, I would like to briefly discuss theÔsilicon shortageÕ that has been present in the solar industrysince 2004.  The Ôsilicon shortageÕ is not a result of a shortageof cheap silicon in the earthÕs crust, but rather the shortageexists because plants that purify silicon are not being built fastenough to meet the increased demand for purified silicon.  While itmight seem odd that companies would be hesitant to provide rawmaterials for an industry that has grown over 40 % each of thepast five years, one must keep in mind that a plant to purifysilicon is an investment on the order of $100 million dollars. Additionally, it takes three years to build a plant.  This is atypical cost and time-scale for a large-scale chemicalpurification plant; confer plant costs and time scales in the oiland gas industry.  Consequently, for companies to risk $100million in a silicon purification plant, they need to know thatthey will be able to sell their purified silicon, not this year ornext year, but three years from now and every year thereafter forten to fifteen years.  Undoubtedly then, there is a substantialamount of risk in such an investment.  I believe this is thereason why a Ôsilicon shortageÕ continues to exist in the solarindustry.  Thus a key challenge for a carbon mitigationsystem is the reduction of financial risk for large capitalinvestments.  Reducing this risk requires creating a system wherethe cost of emitting carbon dioxide five, ten and fifteen yearsfrom now is predictable with some level of accuracy.  Intuitively,it seems to me that a carbon tax will be able to meet thischallenge with greater success than a carbon cap and trade system,and it is for this reason that I urge you to consider how well thesystem that you choose will be able to meet this importantchallenge.Lastly, I would like thank you for your timeand for granting the public the opportunity to offerinput,Sincerely,MorganPutnamMorgan PutnamPh.D.CandidateChemical EngineeringCalifornia Institute ofTechnologyB.S. Chemical Engineering, Cornell University2005Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/56-carb.docOriginal File Name: CARB.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 00:15:11No Duplicates.



Comment 54 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: LucyLast Name: LiEmail Address: lightlig4@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: Change diet to vegetarian for reducing greenhouse gasComment:We should stop to raising animals, stop to kill them, and stop toeat their meats for our health and save the planet.
 
According Food and agriculture Organization of United Nation,livestock is a major threat to environment. Livestock generates 65percent of human-related nitrous oxide, which has 296 times theGlobal Warming Potential (GWP) of CO2. Most of this comes frommanure.   And it accounts for respectively 37 percent of allhuman-induced methane (23 times as warming as CO2), which islargely produced by the digestive system of ruminants, and 64percent of ammonia, which contributes significantly to acid rain. Livestock use 30 percent of the earth’s entire land surface, mostlypermanent pasture but also including 33 percent of the globalarable land used to producing feed for livestock, the reportnotes. As forests are cleared to create new pastures, it is amajor driver of deforestation, especially in Latin America where,for example, some 70 percent of former forests in the Amazon havebeen turned over to grazing. For more information, please refer tothese websites: 
http://www.ecofoodprint.org/climate.html 
http://www.fao.org/newsroom/en/news/2006/1000448/index.html

Eating meats cause a lot of diseases, such as cancer, heartdisease, mad cow disease, bird flu, etc.,   while vegetarian dietis safe, health, and economic. Vegetarian kids have higher IQsthan their classmates; vegetarians live, on average, six to tenyears longer than meat-eaters; fifty percent less likely todevelop heart disease and cancer. For more information, pleaserefer to the below websites:
http://al.godsdirectcontact.org/your_food
http://www.vegsource.com
http://www.vrg.org
http://www.vegsoc.org


Thanks for your hard work!

Sincerely

Lucy Li
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/57-arb-080108.docOriginal File Name: ARB-080108.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 00:45:23No Duplicates.



Comment 55 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KarenLast Name: McDonoughEmail Address: karen.mcdonough@sanjoseca.govAffiliation: Subject: City of San Jose CommentComment:Funding for climate change programs are very limited due to severebudget shortages. One potential option is to investigate theopportunity to support an amendment adding climate changeactivities as a Prop 218 user fee exemption similar to other vitalservices to the communities such as waste water and water services. This would help cities obtain long-term funding for essentialservices that affect our entire community.

Ensure that past efforts by cities and current reporting protocolscan be reconciled so that earlier reduction efforts are not lost. There is a concern that data prior to 2005 may use differentmetrics that need conversion.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 01:13:24No Duplicates.



Comment 56 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AllanLast Name: ZabvelEmail Address: williams.zabel@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: Subject: Carbon Fees not cap-and-trade; also Request for ExtensionComment:My wife, Laurie Williams and I have written 2 pieces regarding thisissue.  Please consider our explanations of why carbon fees are themore efficient and effective market mechanism in the 2 pieces below(1)our website at www.carbonfees.org, and (2) our July 11theditorial, imported below.  In summary, we believe that
cap-and-trade is a flawed strategy for addressing climate change.
The Acid Rain experience does not prove that cap-and-trade is
applicable to climate change.  The two situations are completely
distinguishable.  With climate change we face the need for massivenew infrastructure and innovation (as opposed to Acid Rain, wherean easy fuel switch was available); we also have a lack thecomprehensive accurate monitoring of greenhouse gases that wasavailable for the contaminants of concern in Acid Rain.  FinallyAcid Rain did not allow outside offsets.  All of this makes theapplicability of the Acid Rain experience to climate change amyth.  

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

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

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

By Laurie Williams & Allan Zabel 

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

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

However, cap-and-trade has serious downsides. 

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

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

A preview of such disruptions was provided by the manipulations
that created the California energy crisis early in this decade.
This potential was also demonstrated in a recent simulation at theUniversity of California at Berkeley's Haas School of Business, inwhich students gamed a carbon-trading market for individual gain,leading to scarcity and high prices. This potential for marketmanipulation could contribute to undesirable price volatility. Theresulting lack of price predictability in a cap-and-trade system(specifically, the lack of certainty that the price of energy fromfossil fuels will exceed the price of green energy) reduces theincentive for the substantial investments in the newinfrastructure and innovation necessary to provide alternativeenergy at affordable prices. 

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

The so-called "cap-and-trade" of the federal acid rain program in
no way resembles the complex challenge we face in reducing
greenhouse gases. Under the program, all facilities had monitors,
so the system had the integrity of accurate measurement. There wasrelatively little trading, particularly outside of any given
corporation and its subsidiaries. Trading in the acid rain programprimarily meant that some corporations complied with the gradualreductions in total sulfur emissions by averaging among several oftheir facilities. In addition, there was no significant need forinvestments in new technologies or innovation in order to reducesulfur. All that was needed--and what happened--was a "fuelswitch" from high-sulfur coal, to the low-sulfur coal found inWyoming's Powder River Basin. 

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

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

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

The advantages of carbon fees, in contrast, include simplicity andtransparency. For instance, the U.S. Congressional Budget Officestated in its February 2008 report: "A tax on emissions would bethe most efficient incentive-based option for reducing emissionsand could be relatively easy to implement." These advantagesinclude that it is much easier to effectively trace and impose afee on all fossil fuels at the point of importation or extractionthan it is to accurately measure all greenhouse gas emissions. 

By phasing in gradually increasing carbon fees that would go up
each year until the price of energy made from fossil fuels exceedsthe price of clean technologies, carbon fees would create thecertainty needed to spur investment in post-fossil fuel energysources. A per-capita rebate of these carbon fees to allCalifornia taxpayers would cushion the impact of higher energyprices, particularly for low and middle income taxpayers, duringthe transition to the post-fossil fuel economy. The relativecertainty provided by escalating carbon fees and the investmentsthey would foster are likely to catapult California and the nationinto a leadership position in green technology and set a roadmapfor the rest of the world on how to move beyond the ineffectivepolicy of cap-and-trade. 

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

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

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

--Laurie Williams and Allan Zabel of www.carbonfees.org wrote thiseditorial as citizens and parents. In May, the two lawyers issuedan open letter to Congress urging lawmakers to put their effortsinto setting carbon fees in place of a carbon cap-and-tradeprogram. For details about their professional experience andcarbon fees approach, see their website. 

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

4.  REQUEST FOR EXTENSION:
We believe that an additional period of public education should
occur on the issue of carbon fees vs. cap-and-trade, and that
there should be an additional comment period on this issue prior
to a final decision.  
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/59-45-why_carbon_fees_work_7-28-08.pdfOriginal File Name: 45-why_carbon_fees_work_7-28-08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 10:38:49No Duplicates.



Comment 57 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: GarrettLast Name: FitzgeraldEmail Address: gfitzgerald@oaklandnet.comAffiliation: City of OaklandSubject: Comments on Program DesignComment:Below are comments from the City of Oakland specific to ProramDesign related to the Draft Scoping Plan. These comments were alsoincluded in the City of Oakland's letter submitted to the GeneralComments section of this website.

1. Economic Analysis on Low-Income Communities Needed
The Plan references an economic analysis being conducted ofpotential impacts on low-income communities due for release inSummer 2008. The City of Oakland are very interested in thisanalysis and the potential impacts of the Plan on low-incomeresidents of our community. In particular, we are interested inevaluations of the potential cost impacts that may be passed toresidents/consumers through electricity and fuel surcharges, alongwith any programmatic fees that might be levied through otheravenues. We have significant concerns that low-income residentsmay be disproportionately affected by these costs due torelatively low ability to pay, and urge that specific actions betaken to help offset these disproportionate effects.

2. Revenues Should be Invested via Local Governments toCost-Effectively Reduce Additional GHGs, Increase Resilience toClimate Change, and Green California’s Economy 
Page 45
We strongly support the suggestion that a portion of programrevenues should be invested in the form of “funding or otherincentives to local governments for well-designed land-useplanning and infrastructure projects [that] can do much todiscourage long commutes and encourage walking, bicycling and useof transit.” Local governments, working independently and incollaboration with regional partners, have significant leverage infostering vehicle trip reductions, a critical component to reducingtransportation-related GHG emissions. Reducing vehicle milestraveled throughout the state will be critical not only toachieving the AB 32 goals but also the Governor’s stated goals ofreducing GHG emissions by 80% by 2050.

In addition, a portion of revenues should be targeted towardmaking specific transit and other infrastructure improvements inlow-income communities, and potentially toward augmentingtraditional low-income weatherization and bill assistance-styleprograms to help offset the disproportionate effects ofprogram-related costs on low-income communities.

A portion of revenues should also be invested in helping localgovernments to develop climate adaptation/resilience plans to helplocal communities best increase resilience to the ongoing,developing effects of climate change that are already happening.

Finally, a portion of funds should be invested in workforcetraining to prepare workers for green jobs. These funds should beconcentrated in areas where a significant number of workers can beengaged.

3. Do Not Rely Exclusively on Cap and Trade 
A system that relies exclusively on Cap and Trade could postponeinvestment in next generation technology. Coupling Cap and Tradewith fees levied upon polluters to insist on minimum performancewill allow more regulatory oversight and establish a floor pricefor carbon in the state. Results can be more comprehensive acrosstechnologies and challenges as regulators require progress onspecific technologies to develop lower polluting alternatives on aspecific time schedule. ARB should also consider imposingdisincentives on ‘leakage’ (see Section 2B.1) to areas outside theWCI territory. 
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 10:41:38No Duplicates.



Comment 58 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MikeLast Name: ZucksworthEmail Address: lamike05@yahoo.comAffiliation: Sierra ClubSubject: Supplemental Comment - Cap-and-Trade v Carbon FeesComment:Dear CARB, I wanted to supplement my request for reconsideration ofusing Carbon Fees, with the following request.

To date CARB has performed very limited public education on CarbonFees as an alternative market mechanism to create the incentivesnecessary to transition to a post-fossil fuel economy.  I requestthat CARB consider creating a committee to plan and conduct fairand balanced public education on the choice between Cap-and-Tradeand CarbonFees.  

Following a period of public education on this choice, I request
that you conduct a period of additional public comment on this
choice. This is too important a question to go forward without
meaningful public education and involvement.  I believe that this
period of additional public education, involvement and public
comment can proceed during the next year, while other AB 32 early
actions are undertaken, and thus will not lead to a delay in the
emissions reductions mandated by AB 32.  As you may be aware
studies by both the Congressional Budget Office and theCongressional Research Service have found that Carbon fees (also
referred to as Carbon Taxes)  would be an effective marketmechanism.  These studies have also noted significant problemswith the Cap-and-Trade approach. Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 11:00:09No Duplicates.



Comment 59 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: LoulenaLast Name: MilesEmail Address: lmiles@adamsbroadwell.comAffiliation: State Building and Construction TradesSubject: Comment on Draft Scoping Plan DesignComment:As we carve out the path for implementing AB 32, we have anincredible chance to do more than just reduce GHG emissions.  Thisis a golden opportunity to reduce pollution, revitalize theeconomy, and create jobs that can support the hard workingfamilies of California.  However, we must be careful to steerclear of complicated and counterproductive schemes to reducegreenhouse gases.  If we do not implement AB 32 so that itproduces substantial, visible economic benefits for middle classworkers, we will not ultimately succeed in creating a model thatproduces world-wide reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.

Please see attached file for our full comments.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/62-2207-002a_final_building_trades_comments_on_draft_scoping_plan__3_.pdfOriginal File Name: 2207-002a FINAL Building Trades Comments on Draft Scoping Plan (3).pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 12:14:22No Duplicates.



Comment 60 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Arthur Last Name: O'DonnellEmail Address: arthur@resource-solutions.orgAffiliation: Center For Resource SolutionsSubject: Comments on Climate Change Draft Scoping PlanComment:Please find attached comments on the Climate Change Draft ScopingPlan prepared by the Center For Resource Solutions.

Sincerely,

Arthur O'Donnell
Executive Director
Center For Resourc Solutions Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/63-crs_arb_scoping_plan_comments.pdfOriginal File Name: CRS ARB Scoping Plan Comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 12:22:46No Duplicates.



Comment 61 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ZhengLast Name: LiangEmail Address: lawrence.liang@verizon.netAffiliation: 909-931-1267Subject: Subject: Live Stock is a major reason of global warmingComment:First Name: Zheng
Last Name: Liang
Email Address: lawrence Liang
Affiliation: 

Subject: Livestock is a marjor reason of global warming

Comment:

It is great to know that you as a govenment officials take the
iniate to act on this issue of global warming, I was encouragedby
you and appreciated your great effort. That's the government that
we people need.

After went through your plan, I have found out a big loop hole in
the whole act, that is you missed the big picture of the whole
issue: the main reason to cause the global warming. If you check
all the publication from Nasa Website, Many sicientist have
already prooved that the most contribution of the global warming
is from live stock industry, meat eating of us is the real reason
behind it. Only if we know about the truth, then we can find the
right way to solve the problems. Vegetarianism is the best way to
stop the global warming.

According to Senior UN Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO) official Henning Steinfeld,  livestock are one
of the most significant contributors to today's most serious
environmental problems and urgent action is required to
remedy the situation.? The reasons include:

1. The livestock sector generates more greenhouse gas emissions
as measured in CO2 equivalent to 18 percent than transport. It is
also a major source of land and water degradation.

2.Livestock generates 65 percent of human-related nitrous oxide,
which has 296 times the Global Warming Potential (GWP) of CO2.
Most of this comes from manure. And it accounts for respectively
37 percent of all human-induced methane (23 times as warming as
CO2), which is largely produced by the digestive system of
ruminants, and 64 percent of ammonia, which contributes
significantly to acid rain.

3. livestock now use 30 percent of the earth entire land
surface, mostly permanent pasture but also including 33 percentof
the global arable land used to producing feed for livestock, the
report notes. As forests are cleared to create new pastures, itis
a major driver of deforestation, especially in Latin America
where,for example, some 70 percent of former forests in theAmazon
have been turned over to grazing.

4. The livestock business is among the most damaging sectors to
the earth increasingly scarce water resources, contributing
among other things to water pollution, euthropication and the
degeneration of coral reefs. The major polluting agents areanimal
wastes, antibiotics and hormones, chemicals from
tanneries,fertilizers and the pesticides used to spray feed
crops.Widespread overgrazing disturbs water cycles, reducing
replenishment of above and below ground water resources.
Significant amounts of water are withdrawn for the production of
feed.

For more detail information about livestock, please click the
below link: www.fao.org/newsroom/en/news/2006/1000448.

Livestock sector is a major greenhouse gas source.  Please do not
ignore it. Only vegetarianism can solve the Crysis. Otherwise, by
2012, the world is going to the point of no return. Human specise
is going to vanish from the earth including all other living
beings. So please add this most important part into your sectoror
as a general background of this act.

Thanks for your understanding and acceptance of our suggestions

Zheng Liang


Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 12:32:33No Duplicates.



Comment 62 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: TaylorLast Name: MillerEmail Address: tmiller@sempra.comAffiliation: Sempra EnergySubject: Sempra Energy comments on Draft Scoping PlanComment:Please see attached letter and detailed comments.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/65-se_draft_scoping_plan_comments_lrtm__2_.pdfOriginal File Name: SE Draft Scoping Plan Comments LRTM (2).pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 12:48:03No Duplicates.



Comment 63 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ErinLast Name: RogersEmail Address: erogers@ucsusa.orgAffiliation: Union of Concerned ScientistsSubject: comments from Prof. David Roland-Holst on offsetsComment:Think Globally, Innovate Locally:
Offsets and the Risks of Outsourcing Climate Action
David Roland-Holst†
UC Berkeley
July 2008

† Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, University ofCalifornia, Berkeley. This policy brief was written at the requestof the Union of Concerned Scientists. Opinions expressed here arethose of the author and should not be attributed to affiliatedinstitutions. Contact: dwrh@berkeley.edu 

As the world awakens to the reality of climate change, policymakers are scrambling to reconcile the need to reduce globalwarming pollution with traditional economic priorities such asgrowth, employment, and technological progress. Fortunately, agrowing body of research suggests a way forward, though thechallenges are enormous: transitioning to a low-carbon futurewithout having to sacrifice living standards will requirepath-breaking commitments to innovation. The opportunities thispresents are just as significant as the challenges, and therewards may rival those of history’s most robust industrial andtechnological booms.

Rising global warming pollution has drawn California, the world’seighth largest economy, into an unprecedented policy dialogue thatwill influence energy and environmental decisions around the world.Among many other climate action initiatives, pollution offsets arebeing intensively discussed—particularly in the context ofmarket-based incentive schemes like carbon trading—yet their fullimplications for the state are only partially understood. Someindustry stakeholders strenuously advocate offsets because theycan reduce short-term adjustment costs. To achieve a balancedappraisal of this approach, outsourcing climate action, moreevidence is needed. At this critical moment of policy debate, weall need to better understand the benefits and costs of offsets.

My research on the economic effects of AB 32 suggests thatCalifornia will achieve higher growth and more widespreademployment benefits if climate policies induce innovation,building on the state’s long history of improvements in energyefficiency. Thanks to a generation of stringent regulatorystandards, California’s per-capita electricity consumption is 40percent below the national average. The resulting energy savingshave exceeded the capacity of 24 traditional coal-fired powerplants and represented $56 billion dollars of household income.The power plants were never built, and the household savings wenton to create about 1.3 million new jobs and $40 billion in newpayrolls. Offsets, by contrast, would outsource both efficiencygains and their many downstream benefits. California has theinnovation capacity to capture these benefits for its own economy.

Short Term Challenges, Long Term Opportunities
Because the dispersion of global warming pollutants is a worldwidephenomenon, there is in principle no reason not to “recognize”—thatis, account for—mitigation wherever it occurs. Indeed, manyadvocates of offsets argue that mitigation can be achieved atlower cost outside the geographic boundaries of the trading scheme(e.g., outside California) and that climate risk can thus bereduced more efficiently with offsets. For example, a U.S. companymight invest in, sell, or give a more efficient power plant to aChinese counterpart in exchange for some contractual arrangementspecifying that the transaction results in lower global warmingpollution than would otherwise have been emitted. These contractedreductions would then be credited to the U.S. investor. Althoughthere are extra transactions expenses, such a deal could reduceglobal warming pollution at lower cost than that of inventing andadopting entirely new technology at home.

Countering this simple intuition are many uncertainties—includingthe challenges of measurement, verification, and “additionality”(defined below)—as well as environmental and economic objections.From an environmental perspective, offsets forsake the opportunityto reduce local pollution, which often is toxic and representssubstantive local public health risk and environmental damage. Thecosts of such effects and, just as important, the benefits of localmitigation, are not usually considered in the global efficiencyargument. They need to be estimated and included, however, iflocal stakeholders are to fairly compare offsets with in-stateglobal warming pollution reductions.

Offsets also forsake the opportunity for innovation, and forhigher-income technology-intensive economies like California thismay be their most serious drawback. The primary drivers of thestate’s superior growth experience over recent decades have beeneducation and innovation, which together have made the state aknowledge-intensive leader in the global economy. First ininformation and communication technology (ICT), then in biotech,California’s R&D supply chain has delivered solutions for the mostdynamic and profitable sectors of modern times. And now the NextBig Thing has arrived, as is apparent from the venture community’srapid initiatives to capture the opportunities it presents.

New Markets Will Belong to Innovators
That Next Big Thing is efficient and clean energy use; today’sinnovators in this field will be tomorrow’s new technology barons. Because energy consumption accounts for over 80 percent of CO2emissions, energy efficiency is a cornerstone of climate action.By revenue, energy is also the world’s largest industry. Becausethis product so pervades the modern economy, efficiency can do forenergy what ICT did for management and logistics—deliver innovationthat revolutionizes traditional practices around the world. Suchinnovation will save money in the production of every singlemodern good and service; and in an era of escalating energyprices, demand for efficiency would grow robustly over the comingdecades even without climate action. These considerations,together with the additional demand induced by local environmentalregulation, will create an enormous global market in new energy-usetechnologies that range from compact fluorescent light bulbs tohybrid vehicles.
These markets will be dominated by innovators, not those who deferinnovation. While it is a laudable goal to reduce pollution in poorcountries, doing so with today’s technology merely substitutesshort-term solutions elsewhere for long-term solutions andopportunities both at home and in rapidly emerging globaltechnology markets. For example, even though the U.S. electricpower systems are more efficient than those of many othercountries, they remain far less efficient than they needs to be inorder to meet our long-term needs for decarbonization. 

Meanwhile, the so-called “additionality” problem is a seriousconundrum for offset advocates. Simply put, how do we know that aninvestment we make in lower pollution elsewhere would not have beenmade anyway—especially in dynamic emerging markets, wherespontaneous rates of innovation and technology adoption are veryhigh? Such an investment would not only be a false economy butalso would imply significant opportunity costs. China, forexample, is facing some the world’s fastest-growing energy prices,as domestic fuel subsidies have become unsustainable and thecountry has moved, in a single decade, from being a small netexporter of oil to the world’s second-largest importer. Theseprice pressures will do much more to stimulate long-term energyefficiency than a short-term opportunity to export pollutionrights. Consider that China, which was once the ultimatelabor-intensive economy, is today the fastest-growing market forindustrial robotics. Why? Even the most expensive technologiesbecome profitable in the face of rising wages and the desire forhigher product quality. In much the same way, rising energy pricesand a rapidly increasing public desire for environmental qualitywill drive emerging markets toward pollution mitigation.

Other challenges related to offsets arise from unwelcome secondaryeffects that are socioeconomic in nature. For example, if we payfor environmental mitigation in fast-growing economies, whatincentive do they have to establish and maintain their ownstandards? What happens when offsets arouse conflict between homeand overseas regulatory regimes or complicate salient socialissues (such as labor standards, biofuel-food tradeoffs, orbiodiversity )? Clearly, offsets can lead to a host of new anddifficult policy challenges.
Offsets can also dispel the momentum of climate action into profitmaking by middlemen marketing uncertain projects and financialinstruments. By putting a price on carbon, mechanisms like cap andtrade share the burden of adjustment, using markets to identifyreal efficiency and reward innovation. Creating a market forsurrogate pollution reduction invites intermediaries to packageemerging market technology adoption and sell it to more affluentbidders. Like the current mortgage securitization mess,contracting for far-away emission cuts creates uncertain agencyrelationships that increase transactions costs and risk. Theseschemes create real profit for matchmakers, but information andincentive problems multiply as the principals become farther andfarther removed from each another. Verifiability, enforceability,and sustainability of such contracts all become more tenuousacross space and time, and the short-term cost advantage andefficacy of offsets decline accordingly.

Finally, we need to recognize that offsets forsake opportunitiesto reduce long-term energy costs by leaving us vulnerable toever-rising energy prices. Rapidly emerging economies might behappy to accept our technology while we defer innovation, but theywill not pay our energy bills. As the costs of electricity,gasoline, and all the goods that use them continue to escalate, wepay more for every day we drag our feet on improving energyefficiency at home.
Outsourcing climate action through offsets ultimately outsourcesinnovation and its rewards. Energy technology should take itsrightful place among California’s knowledge-intensive industries,establishing new global standards at home for climate security andsustained prosperity. California should say no to offsets andaccept the challenge to innovate. 
	

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/66-drh_offsets_policy_brief.pdfOriginal File Name: DRH_offsets_policy_brief.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 13:08:04No Duplicates.



Comment 64 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: RobLast Name: NeenanEmail Address: rob@clfp.comAffiliation: CA League of Food ProcessorsSubject: CLFP Scoping Plan CommentsComment:The enclosed document summarizes the views of the California Leagueof Food Processors regarding ARB's Draft Scoping Plan.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/67-clfp_comments_re_june_2008_draft_scoping_plan.docOriginal File Name: CLFP COMMENTS RE JUNE 2008 DRAFT SCOPING PLAN.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 13:25:13No Duplicates.



Comment 65 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Raymond Last Name: BaltarEmail Address: rbaltar@sonic.netAffiliation: Sierra Club/Solar Sonoma CountySubject: Scoping PlanComment:Dear CARB,
 
Thank you VERY MUCH for your work on the Draft AB32 Scoping Planto reduce California's GHGs by 2020.  This is critical work,especially setting goals for the State to increase renewableenergy and reduce vehicle miles traveled.
 
Please consider these recommendations on behalf of myself, RaymondBaltar (all California  residents) for inclusion in the FinalScoping Plan:
- The State should auction 100% of permits under the cap.Polluters should pay for their emissions, not be given freepermits that subsidize coal and prolong the transition to cleanerenergy.  Future generations must be protected!
- The Scoping Plan should specify that some auction revenues willbe used to provide a Dividend to compensate consumers. With food,gasoline, natural gas, and electricity prices all increasing,helping consumers deal with food, fuel and electricity costs is agood use of auction revenues.
- We strongly support CARB's proposal for Carbon Fees on fossilfuel companies to help fund CARB's implementation of AB32.
 
Carbon Fees should also provide funding sources for cleantechnologies, green jobs, energy efficiency programs, and more.
 Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 13:31:14No Duplicates.



Comment 66 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JoshuaLast Name: StarkEmail Address: JStark@npca.orgAffiliation: National Parks Conservation AssociationSubject: Comments to the carbon market references in the Draft Scoping PlanComment:The National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) is America'sonly private, non-profit advocacy organization dedicated solely toprotecting, preserving and enhancing the National Park System. NPCA was founded in 1919 and has more than 350,000 members andsupporters, including 45,000 members in California.

NPCA applauds the California Air Resources Board and the State ofCalifornia in its vital implementation of greenhouse gasreductions.  As in many cases, the actions of this great stateformulate policy for the rest of the nation, and hopefully, theworld, and so it is vital that the implementation of AB 32 firstbe effective in reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  In thisspirit, the National Parks Conservation Association offers thefollowing recommendations with regards to the proposedcap-and-trade market mechanism.

The component of the proposed scoping plan relying on a regionallyorganized cap-and-trade market program and expected to create thelargest reductions is also by far the most controversialcomponent.  Should CARB adopt this plan, NPCA believes that anycarbon market, in order to successfully combat climate change,must include the following:

1.  Offsets must be auctioned:  

Allowances, offsets, credits – whatever their name, must not begiven away.  Initial GHG offsets must be bought in an auction,with the proceeds to go directly to combating the effects ofclimate change on disproportionately affected areas, includinghabitat and resource protections and disadvantaged communities.  

As we have seen, our natural resources are bearing the brunt ofclimate change.  With most reputable models showing Californiabecoming hotter and drier, the potential for catastrophic firesand major changes to the many ecological niches in California arequickly becoming reality.  In California’s national parks, majorglaciers are disappearing, and iconic species like giant sequoiasand Joshua trees are experiencing greater threats.  It is vitalthat our species and watersheds be protected, and revenues from anappropriate offset auction can help to mitigate the effects we havehad on our climate.

In addition, disadvantaged communities within California shouldbenefit from any funds created through an appropriate andeffective offset auction.  As our state becomes hotter and drier,poorer and rural communities, including gateway communities tomany of our national parks, also experience disproportionateimpacts.  Lower income and rural communities often have olderenergy grids and fewer ways to keep warm, and with the growingoutcry for water metering, will find it harder to acquire cleanwater sources.  To help mitigate the effects of power outagesduring heat waves and less clean water, proceeds from an effectiveoffset auction should, in part, be allocated to disadvantagedcommunities.

2.  Specific greenhouse gas reductions must occur in California,while maintaining consistency with the mission of the AirResources Board:  

AB 32 is a state regulation requiring the reduction ofCalifornia’s emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  This law shouldnot be superceded by a regional market agreement.  In order toadequately adhere to AB 32 requirements, and in order to reap itsgreatest benefits, any participation by California in acap-and-trade market must result in specific reductions in GHGemissions within the state.  Should CARB adopt a model which doesnot guarantee in-state reductions to meet AB 32 requirements,there exists the unfortunate possibility of tying up anyimplementation in unnecessary court battles, due to noncompliance. Instead, California’s participation in any regional market shouldtake place parallel to AB 32 requirements.

One possible way to ensure actual carbon reductions within thestate may be for CARB to develop accurate measurements forinstitutions participating in a market scheme, and to developincentives for reducing emissions through a market, while notrelying directly on the market model as the source for reductionsin GHG emissions.

It is also vital that any cap-and-trade scheme maintainconsistency with the mission of the California Air ResourcesBoard.  Co-benefits to greenhouse gas reductions are not merely animportant positive externality to an effective cap-and-tradescheme; they are also central to the mission of the Air ResourcesBoard.  By ensuring specific reductions to emissions within thestate, California will reap the benefits of curbing carbon by alsocurbing health-damaging pollutants.  

There exists in carbon market schemes the potential for offsetsand credits to actually increase pollution within the state. Ensuring the appropriate and true footprint of proposeddevelopments can go a long way toward eliminating thispossibility.  

Overall, NPCA is concerned that the Air Resources Board has put somuch emphasis on reducing California’s greenhouse gas emissions ina market scheme that has not yet been created. This market isstill a set of ideas in its infancy, with many potential newplayers yet to join, and with so much still unfinished. California has only 12 years to reach its legal requirement, arequirement lacking in other states, provinces, and territories. It is possible for California to attach its goals to a largergroup, only to see those goals thrown out by ensuing deals.  Ifthis were to occur, California would still need to meet its legalmandate.  NPCA encourages the Air Resources Board to developadditional measures to meet AB 32 requirements with theunderstanding that any deals made regionally, nationally, orinternationally may not meet the legal requirements of AB 32.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 13:32:26No Duplicates.



Comment 67 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Pamela Last Name: LaceyEmail Address: placey@aga.orgAffiliation: American Gas AssociationSubject: AGA Comments on Draft Scoping Plan - Program DesignComment:The American Gas Association respectully submits the attachedcomments on the California Air Resources Board's Draft ScopingPlan.  We urge the Board to adopt the recommendation of theCalifornia Public Utility Commission to cover natural gasresidential and commercial customers through enhanced energyefficiency programs and other measures, rather than placing themunder a cap at this time.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/70-aga_com_arb_scoping_aug1__2008.pdfOriginal File Name: AGA Com ARB Scoping Aug1_ 2008.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 14:56:18No Duplicates.



Comment 68 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: TraceyLast Name: DrabantEmail Address: traceydrabant@bves.comAffiliation: Bear Valley Electric ServiceSubject: Request that AB 32 Scoping Plan Incorporate Cross-Sector Options for GHG Reduction MeasureComment:See attachedAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/71-request_that_ab_32_scoping_plan_incorporate_cross-sector_options.pdfOriginal File Name: Request that AB 32 Scoping Plan Incorporate Cross-Sector Options.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 14:58:15No Duplicates.



Comment 69 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: BruceLast Name: McLaughlinEmail Address: mclaughlin@braunlegal.comAffiliation: California Municipal Utilities AssocSubject: AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan Program DesignComment:Please accept for filing the attached Comments of the CaliforniaMunicipal Utilities Association on the Draft Scoping Plan.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/72-cmua_comments_on_draft_scoping_plan_080108.pdfOriginal File Name: CMUA Comments on Draft Scoping Plan 080108.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 15:01:43No Duplicates.



Comment 70 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Michael B.Last Name: DayEmail Address: mday@goodinmacbride.comAffiliation: Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Day & LampreySubject: Comments of The Solar Alliance and The Vote Solar InitiativeComment:To Whom It May Concern:

Please find attached to this email the Commnets on Climate ChangeDraft Scoping Plan submitted today by The Solar Alliance and TheVote Solar Initiative to the California Air Resources Board.

Should you have any questions, please contact Michael B. Day at(415) 392-7900.

Regards,

Linda Chaffee
Secretary to Michael B. DayAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/73-comments_to_arb_on_draft_scoping_plan.pdf__x102032_.pdfOriginal File Name: comments to arb on draft scoping plan.pdf (x102032).pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 15:23:08No Duplicates.



Comment 71 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KarenLast Name: Del CompareEmail Address: kdcyew@excite.comAffiliation: Subject: no gifts to polluters please Comment:-Please eliminate offsets.  A large number of offsets willsignificantly weaken California Air Resources Board ability todecrease greenhouse gas emissions. 

-A carbon fee would be better than cap and trade.  Please do notgive away any allowances for "free."  This would amount to a hugegift to all of the biggest polluters and is not something toencourage. 
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 15:23:29No Duplicates.



Comment 72 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: GabeLast Name: PetlinEmail Address: gpetlin@3degreesinc.comAffiliation: Renewable Energy Marketers AssociationSubject: Cap-and-trade should enable voluntary renewable demand to reduce GHG under the cap.Comment:The Renewable Energy Marketers Association submits the attachedcomments on AB 32 Cap-and-trade Allowance Allocations to promotethe voluntary renewable energy market in reducing GHG emissionbelow the cap.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/75-rema_comments_to_carb_080801.pdfOriginal File Name: REMA comments to CARB 080801.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 15:27:45No Duplicates.



Comment 73 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KeithLast Name: AdamsEmail Address: adamskb@airproducts.comAffiliation: Air Products and ChemicalsSubject: Comments on Cap and Trade AspectsComment:Air Products agrees market-based mechanisms will drive the mosteconomic efficient solutions to meeting the state’s reductiongoal.  We encourage CARB to consider a process for the allocationof emission allowances that recognizes those industries that havealready invested in state-of-the-art efficient processes.   Assuch, a Cap and Trade program can simultaneously advance theobjectives of economically efficient greenhouse gas (GHG)reductions and energy/process efficiency.

Air Products also supports a broad flexibility in the use ofcross-border (WCI) allowances and offset purchases to furtherminimize the overall economic impact of achieving the desired GHGreductions.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 16:01:27No Duplicates.



Comment 74 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PaulLast Name: ButtnerEmail Address: pbuttner@calrice.orgAffiliation: Subject: Comments on Scoping PlanComment:Please find the attached August 1, 2008 California Rice Commissionletter providing comments on the Draft Scoping Plan.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/77-climate_change_scoping_plan.pdfOriginal File Name: Climate Change Scoping Plan.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 16:03:52No Duplicates.



Comment 75 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: LoriLast Name: Wilson-HopkinsEmail Address: lwilhop@hotmail.comAffiliation: Sierra ClubSubject: Hold polluters accountableComment:It is essential that polluters be held accountable for theirgreenhouse gas emmissions.  One way to ensure this is to make thempay.  The money could then be used to support clean energyprograms.  Also, offsets must be limited and closely scrutinized.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 16:43:20No Duplicates.



Comment 76 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DianaLast Name: LeeEmail Address: DIL@cpuc.ca.govAffiliation: Division of Ratepayer Advocates, CPUCSubject: DRA Comments on the Draft Scoping PlanComment:DRA Comments on the Draft Scoping Plan, attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/79-dra_comments_on_carb_draft_scoping_plan_.pdfOriginal File Name: DRA_comments_on_CARB_draft_scoping_plan_.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 16:48:17No Duplicates.



Comment 77 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KeithLast Name: RobertsEmail Address: kroberts@cityofsacramento.orgAffiliation: Subject: AB32 Program Devempment commentsComment:AB32 Program Design

1.	Many of the attached comments relate to potential methods forfunding of processes so that AB32 can meet its goals.  Cities thattake a leadership role perhaps need little incentive to assist inachieving these ambitious, but necessary, goals. Many cities willsee this as another “unfunded State mandate” unless a process isdeveloped that allows cash-strapped cities to assist in meetingthe AB32 goals. 

In the following comments, some effort was used to developpotential funding methods in which cities would be paid a fee forfurthering the efforts to meet the goals of AB32.  To get thegreatest buy-in as possible from cities statewide, a sustainablefunding mechanism is imperative.  Local governments can providetremendous improvements in the near term and greater improvementsover the long term!

2.	Feebates as used in this document do NOT conform to theoriginal definition as it relates to automobiles, but DOES relateto a general process that is:
•	Revenue neutral to the agency implementing the feebate
•	Guides developers, agencies and jurisdictions towards meeting acertain goal; in this case meeting goals of AB32 by increasingfees for projects that do not meet criteria and reducing fees (orrebating fees) for projects that do meet criteria.

3.	Page 21: Combined Heat and Power (CHP) plants are wonderfullyefficient and could be applicable to the City of Sacramento’s 240acre brown field project at the Rail Yards.  However, many partiesneed to come to agreement regarding the operations, maintenance andparticularly capital cost of the systems.  Consider:
•	Providing tax credits for the use of CHP’s
•	Reviewing the legal and operational structures of other statesand countries that have better success in implementing CHP than inCalifornia.

4.	Page 28, Public Goods Charge on Water:  The PGC should be aflat rate that applies equally throughout the State. Alternatively, for residential customers, consider a tiered ratethat increases with increased usage.  Also, since PGC’s would benew to water utilities, consider ramping up over time, startingwith the largest water purveyors that have end-use customers.  

5.	Page 28, Public Goods Charge on Water:  Please take intoconsideration that water rates within the state are tremendouslydiverse; some areas being 20 times greater than other areas andthat projects that are cost effective in one region of the Stateare not necessarily cost effective in another region; yet on thewhole, California is an arid state.  To address this problem:
•	without affecting any local jurisdictions water rates to a greatextent
•	to foster creativity which should save water better thanmandatory reduction targets
would suggest that approximately [75%] of the PGC that iscollected by a jurisdiction is used by the same jurisdiction toimprove water efficiency within its service territory.  Theremaining [25%] should be deposited into an account that is usedto competitively fund water conservation projects anywhere in thestate; competitiveness should be based primarily on gallons ofwater saved per dollar invested; other secondary considerationsmight include
•	Energy intensity of water being saved
•	Quality of water being saved.
•	Ability to defer or eliminate major Statewide waterinfrastructure projects
•	Other life cycle issues

6.	Page 28, Public Goods Charge on Water:  Recommend that theproposed PGC would include Federal water because:
•	Federal climate legislation is in the works
•	Federally subsidized water provided by Bureau of Land Management(and power provided by Western Area Power Administration) undercutsthe need to reduce CO2 by artificially making projects that arecost effective everywhere else not cost effective where subsidizedwater and power are provided.
•	PGC on Federal water (and power) should only be applied if theFederal water customer is an end-user.  If Federal water isprovided to a water purveyor, that purveyor will have a PGC oftheir own.

7.	Page 41: Consider implementing fees based on carbon intensityof products and services being taxed, not based on energy units. See below and comment for page 71.

8.	Page 41, Carbon Fees: Our local electric utility, SMUD has anaverage annual carbon intensity of +/- 600 pounds per MWh (0.272metric ton/MWh).  Based on this AVERAGE annual emissions factor, a$10 per metric ton fee would add a carbon surcharge of $2.72/MWh or$0.00272/kWh 
•	This is slightly more complicated than charging based on energyunits, perhaps simplicity is desired by State?
•	Disadvantages: surcharge cost per unit of energy would bedifferent for various providers (e.g. LADWP would have a highcharge per kWh and PG&E and SMUD would have lower charges); ascarbon intensity for products DROP, fees will have to INCREASE tomaintain constant income.
•	Advantages: more directly addresses reduction in carbonemissions; sends message that the goal of the fee is carbonreduction, not fee collection.

9.	Page 41, Carbon Fees:  By using MARGINAL emissions factorsinstead of AVERAGE emissions factors to set fees (or a weightingof each), a stronger message could be sent to energy providers toretire, or divest dirtier sources of energy.
•	This is more complicated than using AVERAGE emissions factors,would be applicable primarily to electric utilities and perhapsoil refineries as they develop low carbon fuels
•	Disadvantages: would provide less stable annual funding due toannual changes in marginal sources
•	Advantages: sends stronger message to retire older resources andto develop new lower carbon fuels

Example: Utility x  sells 100,000 GWh per year into the Californiagrid and has an average annual emissions factor of 700 pounds ofCO2 per MWh and the marginal 10% of the annual energy provided hasan emissions factor of 1,600 pounds of CO2 per MWh.  If 60% averageand 40% marginal weighting is used, Utility x’s funding emission’sfactor is 10,600 pounds per MWh.

Utility x’s portion of the funding for the administration of AB32becomes

(100,000GWh * 10,600 pd/Mwh)
------------------------------------------------------------------
sum of all Cal sales(energy * funding emissions factor)

10.	Page 41: High energy costs have a disproportionate effect onlow income families.  If carbon fees are implemented, considerdoubling the carbon fee on gasoline and rebate 50% of the fee as astate income tax credit, say:
•	$3,000 for 10% and lower tax bracket families
•	$0 for 20% and higher tax bracket families
•	Interpolate between 10% and 20% tax bracket’s
Optionally, a portion of the 50% that is to be credited couldfund:
•	Weatherization and efficiency upgrades to low-income homes
•	Public transit infrastructure
•	Public transit fare-box subsidies
•	Green collar job creation

11.	Page 41: Consider including carbon fees on imports intoCalifornia to:
•	Sensitize importers to carbon footprint of their products
•	Reduce leakage of business from California
•	Provide level playing field for in-state produced goods thatmeet carbon regulations
•	An import fee will address CMUA’s concern about the high cost ofbusiness in California

Some examples might include:
•	Cement (and other products) that is (are) produced using coalpowered electricity.
•	Carpet: NSF/ANSI 140-2007 Platinum carpet would have nosurcharge; Gold might have $1 per square yard surcharge; silvermight have $2 per square yard surcharge, etc.
•	New Vehicles: This would be in addition to AB1493 and would bebased on expected annual fuel use and expected vehicle life.
•	Food imports: Based on transportation costs, farming andfertilizing methods.

12.	Page 41: Consider recommending to local governments that theyinclude VOLUNTARY carbon surcharges on services that they provideto:
•	Provide source of new revenue
•	Gage residents acceptance of addressing climate change in theircommunity
Some examples might include:
•	Water Services:  Water pumping is approximately 25% of the Cityof Sacramento’s municipal operations carbon footprint.  Less thana 2% surcharge on typical City water bill would allow the City topurchase renewable power for all City potable, sanitary and stormtreatment and pumping.  
•	Solid Waste Services:  Solid Waste Operations (fuel,electricity, etc.) and methane generation at landfill accounts forapproximately 10% of the City of Sacramento’s municipal operationscarbon footprint.  Less than a 10% surcharge on typical City solidwaste bill would allow the City to purchase renewable power for allCity solid waste operations and to plant additional urban forest tooffset fuel used by trucks and fugitive methane generation fromlandfill.  
•	Room/ Site Rental Fees:  Libraries and Community Centers canoffer carbon neutral room rentals
•	Convention Center Rental Fees:  Convention Centers can offercarbon neutral events

13.	Page 41 and 47:  For carbon fees that are collected fromimports into California, consider:
•	Providing sustainable community grants to local governments
•	Funding county-wide and city-wide greenhouse gas inventoryefforts and annual reporting
•	Granting funds to local jurisdictions based on their efforts tomove their community towards sustainable operations (seeadditional comments on developing a sustainability matrix).

14.	Page 47: under “Incentives To Local Governments”:  For citiesto assist in achieving the goals of AB32, a sustainable fundingmechanism needs to be developed.  Below are some concepts thatmight be considered.
•	New Construction: Recommend using PUC or POU collected PublicGoods Charge (PGC) to provide incentives to local governments toensure that energy efficient construction that exceeds Title 24requirements is achieved; perhaps $0.10 per square foot forminimum compliance of Title 24 + 15%, $0.15 per square foot for20%, $0.25 per square foot for 30%.  Residential incentives mightbe per unit instead of per square foot.
o	Oversight needed (perhaps) by State to ensure validity of Title24 calculations and inspections.
•	Point Of Sale (POS) Ordinances: Energy efficiency targets forexisting building stock identified on page 21 indicate thatSacramento’s share of the requested improvements, on the average,will require EVERY BUILDING IN THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO (as anexample) to be 10% to 12% more efficient than current.  Recommendusing PUC or POU collected Public Goods Charge (PGC) to fundenforcement of point of sale ordinances for residential andcommercial construction; perhaps on a cost per square foot level. Residential incentives might be per unit instead of per squarefoot.
o	Implement a statewide public relations campaign to identifyadvantages of POS ordinances to stakeholders, including realtorsand BIA.
o	BIA might be an ally if fees are NOT collected from newdevelopment.
•	Solar Water Heating and Solar Photovoltaic:  Solar targetsidentified on page 21 are daunting for City of Sacramento (i.e.2,500 solar water heaters and 13,000 solar photovoltaic systems);recommend using PUC or POU collected Public Goods Charge (PGC) toprovide incentives to local governments to assist in achievinggoals.  Incentive to local governments should be based on annualsolar fraction installed, say $100 per kW.
•	Carbon Neutral Land-Use Ordinance (CNLO):  Improving theefficiency of new and existing building stock addresses a portionof the workload of local governments; another portion of theworkload that affects energy usage is land use planning andtransportation options that are available to the community. 
o	See Attachment A

15.	Page 47, Incentives to Local Governments:  Property Taxes,Feebates and Land Use:  It is somehow necessary to defiscalizeland use so that cities are not joyous when big boxes and automalls come to town. It may be possible to incent local governmentsto enforce a CNLO by applying a feebate type concept to propertytax DISBURSEMENTS, not collections.  For example, a project thatis built that STRONGLY meets the intent of a CNLO might cause 120%of the normal property tax disbursements to be made to the localjurisdiction from the County; a project that is built that LIGHTLYmeets the intent of a CNLO might cause 80% of the normal propertytax disbursements.
•	This could have a cascade effect in that the local jurisdictioncould then provide incentives to project developers for projectsthat heavily meet the CNLO AND/OR could charge higher fees forprojects that lightly meet the CNLO.
•	Feebate concept might also be applied to property taxCOLLECTIONS and thus motivate project developers to meet AB32, butthis would have to be coordinated with Proposition 13.
•	The problem with the use of feebates is that many projects needto NOT comply (or lightly comply) to an action so that they can becharged higher fees in order for other projects to receive a rebatefor heavily complying with the action.
•	Additional problem with feebates is that somebody has todetermine which projects heavily comply or lightly comply withCNLO… perhaps IPLACE3S might be used for this determination? 

16.	Page 47, Incentives to Local Governments:  Sales Taxes,Feebates, and Land Use:  This concept is similar to Property Taxesand Feebates concept identified above, except that by applying to 2sources of a local jurisdictions income (Property Taxes and SalesTaxes), the overall unit rate for each would be lower.

17.	Page 47, Incentives to Local Governments:  Property Taxes,Sales Taxes, Feebates and General Sustainability:  The concept ofsustainability goes far beyond land use decisions.  For propertytax disbursements and for sales tax disbursements that are notsubject to land-use feebates, consider developing a matrix ofgeneral sustainability issues (landfill diversion, per capitawaste reduction improvements, meeting communitywide greenhouse gasreduction goals, water use efficiency improvements, etc.) and usethe results of the matrix annually to adjust property taxdisbursements to local jurisdictions… higher than normal if theydo well and lower than normal if they don’t do well:
•	Potential program should be designed so that local jurisdictionswould tend to work with each other and not against each other(perhaps use regional information instead of jurisdictionalinformation?).
•	Potential program should start out with a range of 99% to 101%of normal property tax disbursements to be used as a shake-downperiod and increase over time to say 95% to 105% (or whatever isnecessary).
i.	Ideally, the State could find additional funds (e.g. fees fromcarbon imports) to supplement sales tax disbursements to Citiessuch that all cities are made whole and that initial range ofdisbursements starts at 100% to 102% instead of 99% to 101%

18.	Page 47, Incentives to Local Governments:  Local governments,as tax exempt corporations, have to resort to convolutedlease-to-own or Power Purchase Agreements in order to installsolar energy systems cost effectively.  Solar photovoltaic systemsare NOT rocket science and city building maintenance folks areeager to install solar project, could do a wonderful job atinstalling, would learn and become more aware of the issues, BUTTHEY CAN’T DO THE WORK AS IS BECAUSE FEDERAL TAX CREDITS DRIVE THECOST
•	Consider working with Federal government to allow tax exemptcorporations (like Cities) to auction, sell, or otherwise benefitfrom tax credits without having to engage third parties.
•	Develop state tax credits that tax exempt organizations can takeadvantage of (similar to Oregon law).

19.	Page 47: It would be reasonable to use carbon fees that arecollected from a new construction project to fund the incrementalcost of a renewable power plant.  This is similar to IndirectSource Rules that some air quality districts are developing.

Example: SMUD’s Greenergy renewable energy product costs a premiumof 1c/kWh; a typical new building uses 15 kWh per SF per year andwill operate for approximately 50 years.  A carbon fee of $7.50per square foot (1c/kWh * 15 kWh/SF * 50 years) would allow thenew construction project in question to be considered near-carbonfree. 

20.	Page 71, Program Funding: An additional source of funding forthe program could be a $/ton fee for organic waste that islandfilled.

21.	Page 71: CIWMB Fees and Feebates:  CIWMB is currently fundedbased on a fixed cost per ton of waste that is landfilled. Consider using a feebate type concept and modifying fees that arecollected from landfills such that organic wastes (and otherlandfill inappropriate materials) have HIGHER charges andinorganic wastes have LOWER charges.  Total collections wouldremain unchanged, but would incent landfill owners to keepgreenhouse gas generating materials out of the landfill.

22.	Page 71: Consider basing fees on carbon intensity, not onenergy units.  For example, some utilities have average annualemissions factors of approximately 500 pounds per MWH, otherutilities have emissions factors approaching 2,000 pounds per MWH. By charging fees based on carbon intensity, utilities and refinerswill have greater incentive to reduce carbon intensity of theirproducts.

Attachment A- CNLO 

Attachment A

Carbon Neutral Land Use Ordinance (or other reasonable name)

The Carbon Neutral Land Use Ordinance (CNLO) is intended toencourage community planning as opposed to project-by-projectplanning.

CEQA Significance Threshold:  Any new construction or majorremodeling project that generates new carbon dioxide emissions issignificant due to the cumulative, non-dissipating effects ofcarbon dioxide.  Any project that :

[emits less than [50 ] metric tons per year of direct and indirectcarbon dioxide emissions]
[has less than 100 peak hour trips or 1,000 daily trips]

may use the Prescriptive method of compliance and avoid the needto perform an EIR unless other aspects of project require EIR. Projects larger than the:

[50] metric tons per year emissions threshold]
[has greater than 100 peak hour or 1,000 daily trips]

must use the Performance based approach identified below.

Carbon Dioxide Mitigation Time Table:  All new constructionprojects:

[emitting greater than [50] metric tons per year of CO2 emissions,but less than [900] metric tons per year of CO2 emissions]
[greater than 100 peak hour trips/day or 1,000 trips per day butsmaller than a General Plan Amendment, a Specific Plan (orsimilar), or a Project as defined by SB 221 or 610]

must mitigate 35% of their carbon emissions in 2008 and increaseat the rate of 5% per year until all new construction projects arecarbon neutral by 2026.  The applicable time date for thisrequirement is date of permit issuance.  

All projects:
[greater than [900] metric tons of CO2 emissions per year]
[equivalent to a General Plan Amendment, a Specific Plan (orsimilar), or a Project as defined by SB 221 or 610]

must mitigate 100% of their emissions through a combination ofon-site and off-site measures.

In 2007, the per capita emissions rate for Californians was 14metric tons per person per year; in the absence of better data onproject carbon dioxide emissions, this default value will be usedto achieve 10.5 metric tons per person per year in 2008 andratcheting down to 0 metric tons per person per year by 2026.

Compatibility with Title 24 :  This ordinance is intended tocomplement Title 24 and does not conflict.  If any incompatibilityis found between Title 24 and this ordinance, Title 24 rules.  Thisordinance addresses several issues not covered by Title 24:
•	This ordinance address vehicle miles travelled in order toproperly use the development. Vehicle use- both company owned andstaff owned.
•	Building energy use is covered by Title 24
•	Comparing project characteristics to those in the nearbycommunity
•	[indirect emissions associated with procurement and contractingchoices]

Leakage Clause  :  This ordinance will not take effect until [75%]of the jurisdictions (by population) within the 6 county SACOGplanning region adopt a similar ordinance or unless the State (orAQMD?) passes a law (or regulation) that supersedes the need forthis ordinance.

Direct Emissions (Scope 1 ):  Direct emissions are those that aregenerated on-site through burning of fossil fuels in stationaryand mobile equipment.

Indirect Emissions (Scope 2):  Indirect emissions are those thatare generated by a utility company that provides energy servicesto the project, most commonly electricity services

Indirect Emissions Associated With Procurement And ContractingChoices (Scope 3): Building users can reduce their carbonfootprint based on products that they purchase and in choosing thebusinesses that they contract with.  For example the use of 100%recycled content paper produces fewer carbon dioxide emissionsthan regular paper.; fuel used by contractors to deliver/haulfirms products... how to measure and regulate… BERCcertification??

Pre-Approved Land Use Designations: To assist in making sitesshovel ready for development, the City has the option of doing therequired study indicated under the Performance compliance methodand to identify acceptable projects that meet the requirement ofthis ordinance, thus eliminating the need for the project to dothis study in the CEQA document.

Climate Action Trust Fund (CATF ):  The CATF is used to mitigatethe carbon dioxide emissions of projects by installing projectsoff-site that reduce emissions locally.  Examples of theseprojects include: (1) low income home weatherization; (2) fundingincremental cost of renewable power plants; (3) planting trees;(4) water conservation.
•	An alternative compliance mechanism will be provided for thosethat wish to perform off-site mitigation through a CARB/AQMDcertified process

Mandatory Measures Checklist:  All items on this checklist must becomplied with whether the Prescriptive or Performance Compliancemethods are used.
•	Projects exempt from Title 24 must be at least [15%] moreefficient than business as usual design.
•	Projects must be at least [15%] more efficient than Title 24requires.
•	Firms with greater than [25] employees will have aTransportation Systems Management Plan that reduces singleoccupant vehicle usage by [35%] relative to business as usual.
•	Firms with greater than [25] employees that has a company fleetwill have it’s fleet evaluated at least once every four years bythe Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD.  The overall make-up of thecorporate fleet will comply with Rule xxx .
•	Firms must purchase at least [80%] of their printer and copierpaper as 100% recycled content, post consumer content waste, andunbleached.

Prescriptive Compliance Approach: This section of the ordinancewill be updated tri-annually to ensure that this simplercompliance method meets the intent of the Carbon DioxideMitigation Time Table.  For projects installed after 2008, thefollowing is required in addition to the Mandatory Measureschecklist:
•	Project must conform with Pre-Approved Land Use Designation forthe site.
and
•	Project must be at least [15%] more efficient than the 2005Title 24 energy code requires or Project must pay $[0.20] pergross square foot of floor space into the CATF for each percentagepoint (or part of) that the project falls below the [15%] minimumefficiency threshold to a maximum of [$3.00] per gross squarefoot.

Performance Compliance Approach:  This approach requires a projectthat exceeds the threshold identified above to include a carbonanalysis in the CEQA documentation of actual and proposeddevelopment within 2 mile radius of CEQA regulated project.  At aminimum, the following shall be included in the study:
(a)	actual job count and living unit count 
(b)	estimated salary ranges of dwellers in the study area andrental/mortgage costs
(c)	projected job count and living unit count when study area isbuilt out per requirements of General Plan
(d)	number of amenities within ½ mile of each residential unit;
(e)	percentage of dwelling units that are within ½ mile of a RTdesignated transit stop that has a level of service (LOS) A = >150 stops per week(??); and LOS B (120-150??), C (80-120?), D(50-80?), E (20-50?) and F = < 20 stops per week ??
(f)	percentage of businesses that are within ½ mile of a transitstop that has a level of service (LOS) A = > 150 stops per week;and LOS B, C, D, E and F = < 20 stops per week??
(g)	??

Based on accepted planning criteria(?), the study shall use theabove facts and estimates to determine :
(a)	Correlation between estimated salary ranges of workers andrental/mortgage costs and how that correlation affects vehiclemiles travelled within the study area
(b)	Vehicle miles travelled per year to work within the study areaand per household
(c)	Bar graph of the number of amenities that are located within ½mile of each living unit in the study area (both actual and builtout).
(d)	Per capita emissions of project in most significant units,usually in metric tons per person per year.

If analysis proves to be beneficial to the study area, developmentfees will be reduced by xx%; if analysis proves to not bebeneficial to the study area, development fees are to be increasedby yy%.  In either case, compliance with the Carbon DioxideMitigation Table is required for direct and indirect emissionsassociated with the project. 


Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/80-carb-ab32-scoping-plan-080801.docOriginal File Name: CARB-AB32-Scoping-Plan-080801.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 16:53:36No Duplicates.



Comment 78 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: StephenLast Name: AsztalosEmail Address: SJAsztalos@lbl.govAffiliation: Subject: OffsetsComment:Dear Board members,

As a physicist and concerned California resident I am writing to 
express my opposition the offset methodology proposed in thescoping plan. Offsets were a sensible notion prior to the era offormal regulation of greenhouse gases: regardless of theirmotivation, individuals or coorporations could choose tocompensate for their C02 generation. Scaled up to the level of apopulous state, offsets would likely be a nightmare. Near-termhistory has taught us that efficacy of offsets are difficult toquantify. By virtue of such an indirect mechanism, it is unclearwhether the beneficiary of the C02 offset would have proceededwith the project in absence of remuneration or not. There isplenty of indirect evidence that such projects would haveproceeded in any event - in such cases the remuneration would havehad no effect. 

It is widely recognized by economists of all ilk that carbon taxesare the most direct way to influence market behavior. In lieu ofcarbon taxes, a cap and trade mechanism is thought to be areasonable, though less efficient, alternative. Offsets are adistant third choice as they have the potential formisinterpreation, political corruption. Indeed, the whole notionof offsets is inherently ambiguous. For these reasons, I wouldadvocate that offsets play a minor role in an implementation of AB32. The quickest and most cost effective way to reduce C02 levelsis to send the strongest signal possible to the polluters -offsets do not meet that test.    


Dr. Stephen Asztalos
Oakland, CAAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 17:06:23No Duplicates.



Comment 79 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: LeiLaniLast Name: Johnson KowalEmail Address: leilani.johnson@ladwp.comAffiliation: Los Angeles Dept. of Water and PowerSubject: LADWP Comments on Draft Scoping PlanComment:Attached please find the Los Angeles Department of Water andPower's comments on the Draft Scoping Plan.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/82-ladwp_comments_8-01-2008_final.pdfOriginal File Name: LADWP Comments_8-01-2008_final.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 17:18:59No Duplicates.



Comment 80 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AdamLast Name: SternEmail Address: astern@terrapass.comAffiliation: TerraPass Inc.Subject: AB 32 Program DesignComment:Please find our comments attached. Thanks.  - Adam SternAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/83-terrapass_comments_on_ab_32_draft_plan__8-01-08_.docOriginal File Name: TerraPass comments on AB 32 draft plan (8-01-08).doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 17:22:54No Duplicates.



Comment 81 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: StephenLast Name: AsztalosEmail Address: SJAsztalos@lbl.govAffiliation: Subject: No free allowancesComment:Dear Board members,

As a physicist and concerned California resident I am writing toexpress support for the notion of an auction to distributepollution allowances. If there is any clear message from theEuropean foray into the cap and trade arena it is the recognitionthat a big opportunity was missed when allowances were freelydistributed. The European system is still trying to recover fromthe the initial giveway of their allowances and the low priceassigned to pollution rights. In California it must be establishedupfront that pollution has attendant costs. No clearer signalexists (save a carbon tax) than to assign a particular dollaramount to a particular volume of CO2 pollution.  Prior knowledgethat allowances are costly will "incentivize" polluting industriesto limit their C02 emissions. There is absolutely no justificationfor giving away allowances save political expediency.

Dr. Stephen Asztalos
Oakland, CA   Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 17:24:49No Duplicates.



Comment 82 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: SUELast Name: KATELEYEmail Address: INFO@CALSEIA.ORGAffiliation: CALIFORNIA SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES ASSOCSubject: COMMENTS ON SCOPING PLANComment:PLEASE SEE ATTACHEDAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/85-scoping_plan_final_comments.pdfOriginal File Name: Scoping Plan Final Comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 17:27:41No Duplicates.



Comment 83 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DavidLast Name: Schonbrunn Email Address: David@Schonbrunn.orgAffiliation: Subject: Carbon TaxComment:While I am not an economist, I have been very struck by thewebsite, carbontax.org which contains the writings of CharlesKomanoff.  Rather than offering a series of links to articles andpublications there, I urge CARB to thoroughly explore the site.  

I see several very large advantages to carbon taxes, as comparedto cap and trade programs:

Cap and trade will require the creation of new institutions andexpertise, which will be very costly.  The thousands of lawyersand investment bankers that will be needed to make it work willadd tremendous cost to the emissions reduction process. Conferences currently being offered on the business opportunitiesthat will be created by cap and trade suggest that vast sums thatotherwise could go back to the public, or into emissions reductionprojects will be siphoned off by entrepreneurs.  A carbon tax willbe simple and inexpensive to administer and will not require anarmy of lawyers.  The proceeds of the tax could be used to createcost-effective transit systems, as well as other low-carbonmitigations.  Another possibility is to return the entire proceedsto taxpayers, to offset the increased cost of consumer goods.

Another tremendous problem with cap and trade is the potential forsophisticated gaming.  (Think of how Enron manipulated theCalifornia energy market.)  A carbon market would appear quiteopaque and arcane to the public.  A carbon tax, on the other hand,is very straightforward.  It should be easy to catch bad actors.  

The chief benefit cited for cap and trade is the certainty thatthe target will be achieved.  This is dubious:  if the system isitself flawed, as was Europe’s, or if it is gamed, it won’tachieve its goal.  On the other hand, a carbon tax can be adjustedin response to observations of energy consumption levels.  Thisisn’t rocket science!

I urge CARB to conduct a full public evaluation of the potentialbenefits of a carbon tax before being stampeded by the businesscommunity into adopting cap and trade.  The very popularity of capand trade with the business community should be enough to causeCARB to stop and evaluate whether implementing it would truly bein the public interest.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 18:50:24No Duplicates.



Comment 84 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: BillLast Name: BuchanEmail Address: buchan@mktpotential.comAffiliation: Graphics PackagingSubject: Carbon Fees on FuelsComment:The ARB is considering a carbon fee on fossil fuels used.  Thecarbon fee would be approximately $0.05/therm.  ARB is consideringthis fee to dissuade continued use of fossil fuels.   With naturalgas costs at $13/1000cf and crude oil costs above $120/bbl (aftercresting above $140/bbl), such a tax would only serve to pile onthe already costs of these fossil fuels which have risen toextraordinary levels over the 24 months.  Current costs are plentyof incentive to look at alternative energy sources or determineways to conserve.  The proposed tax would do nothing to changecurrent behaviour.  Proponents of this concept assume further thatalternatives are available to all users of fossil fuels.  This isnot the case.  Before considering this tax further, the ARB shouldlook at the feasibility of implementing an alternative, otherwisethe tax would unfairly raise costs for those without a feasiblecleaner alternative.  At this juncture, this tax is a bad ideathat would only serve to raise the cost of business, andultimately the cost of living to Californians.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 19:17:32No Duplicates.



Comment 85 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AlexanderLast Name: ClaytonEmail Address: AlexRClayton@gmail.comAffiliation: Sierra Club, Coop AmericaSubject: Additional Education and Comment Period: Taxes vs. Cap & TradeComment:In addition to my previous comments, I would like to see CARBconduct educational sessions to allow citizens to betterunderstand the pros and cons of carbon taxes/fees vs. a cap andtrade system, and subsequently, allow for an extended commentperiod to make our voices heard.

The Congressional Budget Office's analysis found a taxation systemto be a better fit for reducing GHGs: "...any long-termemission-reduction target could be met by a tax at a fraction ofthe cost of an inflexible cap-and-trade program. That cost savingsstems from the fact that a tax could better accommodate costfluctuations while simultaneously achieving a long-term emissiontarget." Thus, it seems prudent to opt for more education andinformation before proceeding, as we need to better grasp ouroptions and choose the one best suited to reach our goal ofreducing GHG emissions.

Thank youAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 19:54:26No Duplicates.



Comment 86 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Bill Last Name: BuchanEmail Address: buchan@mktpotential.comAffiliation: Graphics PackagingSubject: Cap-and-TradeComment:We are pleased ARB is employing a cap-and-trade system under AB 32. However, the program is proposed to be limited to thetransportation, electricity, industry, and commercial/residentialsectors.  The Cap-and-trade program is meant to encouragereductions in greenhouse gas emissions and provide a mechanism toidentify the most inexpensive means of accomplishing thesereductions.  What difference does it make if the project to reducegreenhouse gases is a Park Service facility?  Toward this end,there should be no limits on the types of facilities thatcap-and-trade reduction projections can apply.  All facilitiesshould be eligible as reduction projects at the start of theprogram.  This will ensure that the maximum number of projects areencouraged for the most inexpensive cost, a goal that is good forall Californians.  Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 20:46:09No Duplicates.



Comment 87 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: CathyLast Name: KarlstadEmail Address: Cathy.Karlstad@sce.comAffiliation: Southern California EdisonSubject: SCE's Comments on the Draft Scoping PlanComment:Attached please find Southern California Edison Company's commentson the Draft Scoping Plan.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/90-sce_comments_on_carb_draft_scoping_plan.pdfOriginal File Name: SCE Comments on CARB Draft Scoping Plan.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 22:41:41No Duplicates.



Comment 88 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JohnLast Name: DienerEmail Address: john@rrrinc.netAffiliation: Westside Resource Conservation DistrictSubject: Carbon fees to fund incentives to farmers to adopt clean energyComment:Revenues from carbon fees can fund incentives for Californiafarmers to adopt clean energy technologies such as solarphotovoltaics, concentrated solar power, and wood gasification. The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District and otherair quality control districts already monitor clean air farmingpractices such as integrated pest management (the use of bothbiological and chemical control of weeds, bugs, fungi, and soilborne organisms) to minimize spraying and fumigating withpesticides; using spraying equipment with optical sensors tominimize the amount of pesticides sprayed; conservation tillage toreduce the number of tractor trips across fields and thedisturbance of the soil to diminish dust, diesel, and CO2emissions; and applying road oil on dirt roads to reduce fugitivedust emissions.  The USDA Natural Resource Conservation Servicefunds many of these practices specifically to diminish airpollution coming from farms.  The California Air Resources Boardcould use the air pollution control districts’ clean air farmingpractices monitoring data bases to identify farmers who arealready helping clean up the air and the USDA Natural ResourceConservation Service to administer the award of incentive paymentsthat reduce the cost of clean energy equipment to those farmers whohave contributed the most to cleaning up the air.  Carbon feerevenues would fund the air quality control districts’ sharing ofclean air farming practices data and the cost of administering thepayment of incentives to “Clean Air Farmers” by the USDA NaturalResource Conservation Service to install clean energy equipment.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-03 17:30:55No Duplicates.



Comment 89 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: stevenLast Name: siasEmail Address: steve.sias@att.netAffiliation: Catholic ChurchSubject: AB32 Program DesignComment:• Make sure that low-income communities are not harmed.
• Use funds generated by AB 32 to invest in "green jobs" trainingand education programs in low-income communities.
• Prohibit giving away free pollution credits to companies. Makesure polluters pay the full cost of the pollution they create.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 07:30:36No Duplicates.



Comment 90 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: CathyLast Name: Reheis-BoydEmail Address: cathy@wspa.orgAffiliation: Western States Petroleum AssociationSubject: AB 32 Scoping Plan  DesignComment:Attached are comments from the Western States Petroleum Associationon the AB 32 Scoping Plan. These comments were transmitted to CARBon August 1, 2008.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/93-carb_scoping_plan_080108.pdfOriginal File Name: carb scoping plan 080108.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 12:48:42No Duplicates.



Comment 91 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AnnLast Name: HancockEmail Address: ann@climateprotectioncampaign.orgAffiliation: Climate Protection CampaignSubject: Cap and DividendComment:Dear Chair Nichols, Board members, and staff,

Please include in the Final Scoping Plan:

- The State should auction 100% of emission permits under the cap.Companies bringing fossil fuel into the California economy shouldpay for their emissions. The right to emit GHG should not be givenaway. Doing so subsidizes fossil fuel such as oil and coal, andprolongs the transition to clean, renewable energy.
- The State should use all auction revenue to provide a Dividendto compensate consumers on a per capita basis.  Given our highfossil fuel prices, helping consumers protects California'seconomy, addresses the regressive impacts of increasing fossilfuel prices, speeds the transition to renewables, ensures thedurability of climate solutions, and is therefore the fairest andmost powerful use of auction revenues.

I support CARB's proposal for Carbon Fees on fossil fuel companiesto help fund CARB's implementation of AB32. Carbon Fees can alsoprovide funding sources for clean technologies, green jobs, energyefficiency programs, and more.

Thank you for all your work.

Sincerely,

Ann Hancock
Climate Protection Campaign
www.climateprotectioncampaign.orgAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 14:05:33No Duplicates.



Comment 92 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Elizabeth Last Name: HadleyEmail Address: ehadley@reupower.comAffiliation: City of Redding;Redding Electric UtilitySubject: City of Redding & Redding Electric Utility Draft Scoping Plan CommentsComment:Please find the attached comments from the City of Redding andRedding Electric Utility on the AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/95-city_of_redding___reu_scoping_plan_comments.pdfOriginal File Name: City of Redding & REU Scoping Plan Comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 16:36:43No Duplicates.



Comment 93 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PaulLast Name: ButtnerEmail Address: pbuttner@calrice.orgAffiliation: Subject: Revised Comment Letter on Draft Scoping PlanComment:Please find this revised version of the California RiceCommission's August 1, 2008 comment letter.  The only change wasto add additional information to paragraph three. Thank you.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/96-climatechangescopplan_rev1_.pdfOriginal File Name: ClimateChangeScopPlan(Rev1).pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 16:50:25No Duplicates.



Comment 94 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JasonLast Name: BarboseEmail Address: jason@environmentcalifornia.orgAffiliation: Coalition of environmental organizationsSubject: Cap and Trade Program Design in Draft Scoping PlanComment:From: 
Andy Katz, Breathe California
Tam Hunt, Community Environmental Council
Mike Sandler, Climate Protection Campaign
Shankar Prasad, Coalition for Clean Air
Daniel Emmett, Energy Independence Now
Jason Barbose, Environment California
Kristin Grenfell, Natural Resources Defense Council
Bill Magavern, Sierra Club California
Christopher Busch, Union of Concerned Scientists

Re: Cap and Trade Program Design in Draft Scoping Plan

A coalition of environmental organizations respectfully submitsthe attached comments regarding the proposed cap and trade programdesign.
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/97-scoping_plan_cap_and_trade_design_comments.pdfOriginal File Name: Scoping plan cap and trade design comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 17:40:07No Duplicates.



Comment 95 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JasonLast Name: BarboseEmail Address: jason@environmentcalifornia.orgAffiliation: Coalition of environmental organizationsSubject: Including Natural Gas within Cap and TradeComment:From:
Andy Katz, Breathe California
Tam Hunt, Community Environmental Council
Jason Barbose, Environment California
Derek Walker, Environmental Defense Fund
Kristin Grenfell, Natural Resources Defense Council
Cliff Chen, Union of Concerned Scientists	

Re: Natural Gas under Cap and Trade

A coalition of environmental organizations respectfully submits
the attached comments regarding the inclusion of the natural gassector in a cap and trade program.
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/98-natural_gas_in_the_cap.pdfOriginal File Name: Natural gas in the cap.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 17:45:38No Duplicates.



Comment 96 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: NormanLast Name: PedersenEmail Address: npedersen@hanmor.comAffiliation: Southern California Public Power AuthorSubject: Southern California Public Power Authority Comment on Draft Scoping PlanComment:Please find attached the Southern California Public Power AuthorityComment on Draft Scoping Plan submitted to the Air Resources Boardon 8/1/08.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/99-300226001nap08010801.pdfOriginal File Name: 300226001nap08010801.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 19:05:11No Duplicates.



Comment 97 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JohnLast Name: OnderdonkEmail Address: john.onderdonk@caltech.eduAffiliation: California Institute of TechnologySubject: Caltech Draft Scoping Plan CommentComment:Please see attached commentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/101-caltech_draft_scoping_plan_comment.pdfOriginal File Name: Caltech Draft Scoping Plan Comment.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-06 09:41:28No Duplicates.



Comment 98 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: StevenLast Name: KellyEmail Address: steven@iepa.comAffiliation: Subject: Comments of the Independent Energy Producers AssociationComment:Comments of the Independent Energy Producers AssociationAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/102-iep_comments_on_carb_climate_change_draft_scoping_plan__--__final__8-6-08__.docOriginal File Name: IEP Comments on CARB Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan  --  FINAL (8-6-08) .doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-06 11:48:55No Duplicates.



Comment 99 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: William Last Name: WesterfieldEmail Address: wwester@smud.orgAffiliation: SMUDSubject: SMUDs CommentsComment:Submitted August 1.  Please contact Araceli if there are anyquestions. 916 732-6447Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/103-smuds_complete_comments_on_ab_32_dsp.pdfOriginal File Name: SMUDs Complete Comments on AB 32 DSP.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-06 15:03:38No Duplicates.



Comment 100 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KimberlyLast Name: HughesEmail Address: khughes@mtc.ca.govAffiliation: Metropolitan Transportation CommissionSubject: Recommendations for Improving Draft AB 32 Scoping PlanComment:August 6, 2008

Ms. Mary D. Nichols
Chair
California Air Resources Board 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2719

Dear Chair Nichols:

Recommendations for Improving Draft AB 32 Scoping Plan
 
The Metropolitan Planning Commission (MTC) is the federallydesignated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the SanFrancisco Bay Area. Our core responsibility is to plan and financetransportation investments for the nine-county Bay Area. In pursuitof that responsibility, we coordinate our work with that of oursister regional agencies: the Association of Bay Area Governments(ABAG), the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (AirDistrict), and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission(BCDC).

The four agencies are jointly implementing a Climate ProtectionProgram to address is-sues related to global warming. Our jointprogram recognizes the critical role that urban development andtransportation will have to play in addressing our climatechallenges. It is from this perspective that we submit thefollowing four recommendations for improv-ing the Draft ScopingPlan that was released by your agency in June.

1.	Separate Measure #13 “Local Government Actions and Regional GHGTargets” into two distinct measures with separate emissionsreduction targets. 

Measure #13 as presently structured mixes soup and nuts in amanner which makes re-sponsibility unclear, complicates thetracking of progress, frustrates assertive and coordi-natedaction, and diffuses accountability for results. We recommend,instead, that two distinct measures be created in the scopingplan.

A “Transportation and Land Use” measure should focus oncoordinated regional/local planning of land use and transportationdevelopment so as to reduce the region’s carbon footprint. This isa multi-faceted effort involving (a) the regional “blueprint”processes, (b) local cities and counties as the entities withspecific land-use authority, and (c) re-gional, county-level andlocal transportation projects. In administrating this measure, itis essential that an emissions target be set at the regionallevel. Most vehicular travel occurs within the metropolitanregion, frequently crossing local-government boundaries, and“vehicle miles traveled” reduction goals are not appropriate toset, measure, or monitor at less than the regional “commutershed.”

A “Local Government Actions” measure should focus on communityenergy, waste, re-cycling, water and other non-transportation/landuse actions that are appropriate at a city/county scale forplanning and implementation. As the draft plan states, these typesof actions can be expected to provide significant GHG reductions inaddition to those achieved through transportation and land-useplanning. A separate emissions target should be set for theseimportant local government actions.

2.	Enhance the 2 MMT emissions reduction target currently set forMeasure #13.

A more ambitious target is definitely needed for the strategyoverall—we should not sell its potential short. In addition, someareas, like the San Francisco Bay Area, have a head start inthinking about the connection between better integrated landuse/transportation strategies. These regions should be encouragedto do more/faster. 

Most importantly, we need to start making significant changes nowif we are to achieve the very large emissions reductions requiredby 2050. While AB 32 mandates a reduction from the current 14tons/person to 10 tons/person by 2020, the 2050 target establishedby the Governor’s Executive Order pushes us down to 1.5tons/person! The significant land use changes and VMT reductionthat will be needed for that “California makeover,” must begintoday. Land use changes take time. Therefore it is critical thatwe lay the founda-tion between now and 2020. This time period isalso important for producing great devel-opment projects that canshow the way and become our “learning laboratories.”

Therefore, we recommend a “tiered” approach to GHG reductiontargets for these strate-gies:

·	A “basic” target that represents a regulatory floor.  We assumesome “penalty” would be assigned or some supplemental actiontriggered for areas that did not reach their share of that mark.

·	An “aspirational” target would be set based on those areas whoare committed and have the capacity to deliver landuse/transportation changes more quickly. 

To reward and motivate such actions, fiscal incentives would beawarded to those entities pursuing actions at a level commensuratewith the higher aspirational target. These incen-tive could bedrawn from existing sources of state infrastructure assistance(e.g. transpor-tation funding through the CTC/Caltrans; housingfunds via HCD) OR could be pursued as new funding sourcesdedicated for this purpose. 

3.	Move pricing strategies from the “under consideration” list tothe Scoping Plan. 

While land use will take years to provide large reductions inGHGs, pricing strategies can be implemented in much shorter timeframes and can produce significant results by 2020. One only hasto look at the last year in California to see how higher gasprices have re-duced driving, increased transit use and spawned avibrant public dialogue about a series of related topics,including housing development. We believe that HOT lanes, cordonpricing, bridge tolls, parking policies, pay-as-you-driveinsurance and other pricing strategies will have an equallypowerful impact on VMT and GHGs.

Recognizing that the Air Resources Board is under a tight deadlineto complete the final Scoping Plan and not wishing to burden youwith excessive correspondence, we have not elaborated ourrecommendations in great detail. Nevertheless, we would be happyto work with your staff over the next few months if required torefine how these suggestions could be reflected in the finalplan.

4.	Include an initiative to improve our ability to accuratelymeasure vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and resultant carbonemissions.

Finally, to make this process work, the State and the regionalagencies must develop a new, accurate and consistent method ofmeasuring VMT.  We currently only estimate VMT very indirectly. We do not actually measure it.  A process like AB 32 demandsmeasurement and reporting that is reliable and believable, twoqualities seriously lacking in our current VMT estimates. We mustbe able to talk about transportation VMT with the same confidencethat other sectors discuss kilowatt hours, renewable portfoliostan-dards, etc. ARB and the regional agencies should convene aworking group as soon as possible to recommend the way forward onthis critical technical piece.  To the extent that achieving VMTreduction targets are contemplated as part of any AB32 regulation,the application of accurate, consistently applied measuring andmonitoring mechanisms for VMT become especially critical.


Sincerely,


Therese McMillan
Deputy Executive DirectorAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/104-l-ab_32_comment_letter_080608.pdfOriginal File Name: L-AB 32 Comment Letter 080608.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-06 15:11:06No Duplicates.



Comment 101 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KristinLast Name: GrenfellEmail Address: kgrenfell@nrdc.orgAffiliation: NRDCSubject: NRDC Comments on Program Design in Draft Scoping Plan and AppendicesComment:NRDC respectfully submits these comments on Program Design.
 Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/105-nrdc_program_design_comments_on_draft_scoping_plan.pdfOriginal File Name: NRDC Program Design Comments on Draft Scoping Plan.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-06 19:37:06No Duplicates.



Comment 102 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MatthewLast Name: MarichibaEmail Address: matthew@marichiba.comAffiliation: Subject: Auction 100% of permits, use cap-and-dividend, add carbon fees for fossil fuel companiesComment:Dear CARB,

This work makes me proud to be a Californian. Thank you for yourwork on the Draft AB32 Scoping Plan to reduce California's GHGs by2020, especially in setting goals for the State to increaserenewable energy and reduce vehicle miles travelled.  

Please consider these recommendations for inclusion in the FinalScoping Plan:
* The State should auction 100% of permits under the cap. Polluters should pay for their emissions, not be given freepermits that subsidize coal and prolong the transition to cleanerenergy.
* The Scoping Plan should specify that all auction revenues willbe used to provide a Dividend to compensate consumers.  Withgasoline at $4.50/gallon and rising electricity prices, helpingconsumers deal with fuel and electricity costs is the best use ofauction revenues.
* I support CARB's proposal for Carbon Fees on fossil fuelcompanies to help fund CARB's implementation of AB32. Carbon Feescan also provide funding sources for clean technologies, greenjobs, energy efficiency programs, and more.

Sincerely,

Matthew Marichiba
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-08 12:54:09No Duplicates.



Comment 103 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ChrisLast Name: BellizziEmail Address: Chris13b@ix.netcom.comAffiliation: Bellizzi Tree ServiceSubject: AB 32 ImplementationComment:Please see attachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/107-carb_workshop.docOriginal File Name: Carb workshop.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-09 18:45:27No Duplicates.



Comment 104 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ChrisLast Name: BellizziEmail Address: Chris13b@ix.netcom.comAffiliation: Bellizzi Tree ServiceSubject: Comments that weren't spoken in San Jose workshopComment:Good Morning Members of  CARB,
  I participate in these preceedings with high hopes that thedemocratic process will work, but I realize being the pragmatist Iam that any positive work done will be subverted by 
well funded lobbyists of the powerful petrolueum producers.
  My 30+ years of Rock Climbing and being an Outdoor Enthusiasthas had me in sections of the California’s Sierra’s where there isevidence of Global Warming. My fist hand experience has raised mymoral imperative to step out of my “comfort zone” to help remedythe situation.
  I have been an environmentalist since age 10 and as such havedeveloped a strong love of our Planet Earth and the people whopopulate it.
  When time came for a career path I took my love of climb rocksto love of climbing trees and Bellizzi Tree Service was formed in1983.Currently we are the only “green”
Tree Service in Silicon Valley.45% of our fuel is 100% RenewableBio-Diesel. I drive a Bio-Diesel bug that gets 52 MPG and my wifedrives a Prius. Our combined CO2 out put is about 10,000 pound peryear about ¼ th of the average Californian.
You may be wondering where this all going. I think I have a uniqueperspective
being an Environmentalist, Businessman, Consumer and a SolarPowered homeowner in Saratoga California. Every issue thatconfronts California confronts me in micro.
   The issues that CARB need to address are wide ranging andcomplex.  
I would like to see a larger percentage of renewable energy forthe Renewable Portfolio Standard.  
I would like to see the ZEV requirement for production percentagesof new vehicles reinstated.
I believe our reduction in GHG will come thru a mix ofconservation, efficiency, PHEVS, EVS and high efficiencyBio-Diesel Vehicles.   
I would like the Low Carbon Fuel Standard issued.
I would like to see an immediate carbon tax on all regular dieselwith a corresponding rebate for locally produced Bio-Diesel thruCARBS emergency action order. In my opinion it is repugnant thatpeople who try and do better by the environment are penalized ahigher price per gallon while dirty Regular diesel gets cheaperand cheaper.
I would like to see the importers of the largest industry segmentof GHG emissions held to higher standards while the cost oftransition to low carbon society not be borne by
sectors of the economy that can ill afford the transition orlitigation.
I would like to see a clean cars feebate for hybrid that alsoincluded cars that are purchased locally and running 100%Bio-Diesel and get 40-52 miles per gallon , not ship across theocean in ships burning bunker diesel fuel.
I would like CARB to factor total life cycle in their Clean CarRebates, with the fact that places around the world are stripmined for Nickle-Cadnium or Lithium Ion Batteries
I believe CARB likes the direction the country Germany is going asleader in Solar Photovoltaic and Wind, but yet they do not embracethe fact Germany has a Bio-Diesel mandatory mix of diesel fuel ofB10.
For the lay people, that means they only pay for 80% imports andmake 10% of their Bio-Diesel locally. They also drive many TurboDiesel Injected vehicles that typically on the highway outperformHybrids.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-09 18:51:12No Duplicates.



Comment 105 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PatrickLast Name: GriffithEmail Address: pgriffith@lacsd.orgAffiliation: Los Angeles County Sanitation DistrictsSubject: LACSD Comments on the AB 32 Program DesignComment:The following are our detailed comments on the Cap and Tradediscussion in the Draft Scoping Plan and Appendicies, and otherrelated topics:


1.	Many stationary sources in California are already at BACT orBARCT levels and little room remains to do better.  In SCAQMD’s2007 AQMP, for example, Multiple Component Sources Control MeasureMCS-01 will move most combustion sources in the South Coast AirBasin from BARCT to BACT during the 2010-2023 timeframe.  Hencethere will be very little opportunity for further in-plantemissions reductions given that BACT is the best that can be done. Most stationary sources therefore, very early into the ScopingPlan regulatory cycle, will be forced to rely heavily on offsetsto meet declining caps under a cap-and-trade (C&T) program.  Theuse of offsets will be critical to survive the early stages of aC&T environment.  These offsets must not be arbitrarily limitedeither numerically or geographically.


2.	Implementation should start slowly, akin to putting one’s bigtoe into a tub of hot water before jumping in, so as not to causeirreversible effects by a rush to action.  No justification hasbeen offered for the need to “quickly transition” (Page 18) from asystem where the state provides some free allowances to a systemwhere the majority of the allowances are auctioned in the tradingmarket.  This is especially true if an auction system isimplemented.  At the outset of a program this large and with suchpotential financial impacts, only a small amount of allocationsshould be auctioned initially and then gradually increased untilthe regulators and the regulated entities become acclimated, andthe market matures.


3.	Superposing C & T atop command and control rules for the samesource categories could increase the overall program cost. Commandand control strategies should be used as backstops, to be phased inonly if C & T doesn’t achieve the required targets within aspecific period of time.


4.	Preliminary Recommendations, Part B, Section 1, Cap and TradeProgram, Pages 15-20: Although the Draft discusses on how the capand trade system would work, there is little discussion on theadvantages the program would bring.  We realize that ARB is underpressures to opt for a carbon tax instead or command and controlregulation.  To better support cap and trade, the ARB shouldexpand its arguments beyond those mentioned briefly on p. 19 inthe Scoping Plan text.  These advantages include:

o	Causes less economic disruption than direct regulation or carbontaxes
o	Clear incentive for over-performance
o	Strong driver for technological innovation to achieve that over- compliance
o	Can stimulate emissions reductions in non-covered sectors
o	Achieve emissions certainty – ensures that the targets are met
o	Widely accepted
o	Guarantees that the covered sectors pay for their emissions
o	Still retains many regulatory aspects such as permits foremissions, verification and penalties for non-compliance

ARB should also make mention of the success of the EU-ETS,specifically pointing out that emissions reductions from thisprogram are expected to exceed 200 million metric tons of CO2 peryear – equivalent to erasing ALL of California’s transportationemissions.  Bear in mind that the EU program faced many structuralhurdles including getting cooperation from over 20 countries withdifferent cultures and languages. If the EU could overcome thoseobstacles to effect real and significant emissions reductions,there is no reason why California can’t do better.

An effective cap and trade system is the only market mechanismconsidered that will encourage the technology development neededto take California past its 2020 goals and onto 2050.  We ask thatthe state more clearly spell out the advantages of this program ifonly to better support its own efforts.

5.	Page 18: Regardless of their status in the inventoriesresulting from the mandatory reporting rule, essential publicservices such as schools, hospitals, sanitation, LFG systems,police, fire, etc., should not be included in C&T programs.Taxpayers should not be indirect speculators in the marketplaceand be held hostage to market whims.  In the event that localgovernments own facilities that are captured under C&T, with theexception of municipal utilities, they should be given freeallocations.  This avoids unnecessary competition betweengovernment and the business community.  Local governments,competing for allocations, only raise the cost of the allocationsfor everyone.

6.	Page 19: The limit on offsets is without basis andcounter-productive to the larger goal of emissions reduction. Certainly, at a minimum, there should be no limit on offsetsgenerated within the WCI as these would most likely meet the moststringent standards of verifiability, additionality, etc.  Toplace a cap on offsets will restrict innovation and place afurther burden on all businesses in the WCI.


7.	Preliminary Recommendations, Section C, Carbon Fees, Page 41:Carbon fees should target strictly anthropogenic emissions fromfossil fuel combustion and exclude biogenic CO2 emissions fromcarbon-neutral fuels like landfill gas and sewage or manure baseddigester gas.  This treatment recognizes that the carbon-neutralfuels add no new carbon to the atmosphere but rather complete thenatural, short-term carbon cycle of atmosphere-plant-human andback to atmosphere.  Moreover, proceeds of carbon fees should onlybe spent to further reduce GHGs.

8.	Preliminary Recommendations, Section C-3, Compliance Offsets,Page 43: A lot of emissions reductions opportunities will beforgone if we have to wait for the rigorous protocols called forunder the “Compliance Offsets” paragraph.  Perhaps certainwell-documented projects could get categorical or pre-approvals tofast-track emissions reductions.  We ask that ARB find a way toexpedite the approval of offset projects so that emissionsreductions can occur now, when they are most needed.

9.	Preliminary Recommendations, Section C-3, Voluntary Offsets,Page 45: ARB should do more than issue a supportive policystatement encouraging early reductions of GHG emissions.  Suchactions need recognition and protection against potential federalactions that might re-draw the baseline or not recognize stateprograms.  Better support and protection would stimulate morevoluntary reductions.

10.	Preliminary Recommendations, Section C-4, Use of PossibleRevenues, Page 47, Direct emission reductions: ARB should purchaseCO2 reductions or allowances for the sole purpose of retirementonly as a last resort.  It is hard to justify taxpayer money forthis purpose as long as the state continues to face mountingdeficits and other critical needs are underfunded.  Any excessmonies should fund emissions reductions projects andtechnologies.


11.	Page C-12: New facilities that begin operation in sectorsincluded in a cap-and-trade program should NOT need to purchaseallowances either through an auction or from other allowanceholders.  This is akin to South Coast’s RECLAIM “structuralbuyers” provision that, in our opinion, is fundamentally unfair tonew entrants into the regulatory program.  A permanent set aside orbank of allocations should be funded by CARB to allow newbusinesses to be covered in the same fashion as the originalentrants to the program.  Without such a provision, new businessdevelopment is discouraged.  Earlier versions of theLieberman-Warner bill had such protective provisions.

12.	Page C-12: It is unclear how the cap-and-trade program willcover 85% of California’s emission sources by 2020.  Pleaseprovide a chart showing how sources will fall under C&T with time. The time-weighted average of emissions under the C&T program seemsmuch less than 85%.


13.	Page C-15: ARB may be adopting regulations to implement capand trade well before the other members of the WCI haveimplemented inventory programs.  The European experience in PhaseI of their EU-ETS has shown how dangerous it is to implement capand trade without having a reliable emissions estimate.  Wesuggest that the cap and trade program be voluntary until theother parties in the WCI are ready to fully participate tominimize the potential for market disruptions.

14.	Page C-17: The draft recommendation for the WCI calls forallowance auctions in the first year to constitute between 25 to75 percent of the total cap.  We feel that even the 25% number istoo high and will cause significant economic hardship.  We urgethe ARB to consider carefully the economic duress that may becreated if too high an auction percentage is chosen, or if freeallowances are too rapidly phased out.

15.	Page C-18: Exactly how will the auction process encouragevoluntary early reductions by firms, municipalities and individualconsumers? Free allowances should be distributed to entities thatundertake early actions. More importantly (see our generalcomments) CARB must actively protect California early actionsunder a federal climate change program.

16.	Page C-19: As we stated in our general comments, we do notunderstand how the ARB can say with certainty that allowingoffsets outside of California would reduce co-benefits insideCalifornia.  It is difficult to envision the type of projects thatwould be offered up as offsets, and therefore this conclusion seemsspeculative to us.  Take for example, the application ofbiosolids-derived compost from California on agricultural land inArizona. This project could generate offsets by reducing nitrousoxide emissions relative to the use of commercial fertilizer andincreased carbon retention in the soil. Any co-benefits analysiswould include too many variables (tillage and irrigationspractices, crop choice, soil conditions, etc.) to say for certainthat compost application in California is to be preferred overthat in Arizona.  ARB should not debit or otherwise discourageoffsets outside of California unless the co-benefits are clear andoverwhelming.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 14:02:44No Duplicates.



Comment 106 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ShankarLast Name: PrasadEmail Address: shankar@coalitionforcleanair.orgAffiliation: Coalition for Clean Air Subject: Comments on the Draft Scoping Plan Comment:The Coaliton for Celan Air submits its comments for considereationin revising the Draft Plan by the CARB staff.

Shankar Prasad, M.B.B.S
Executive Fellow
Coalition for Clean Air
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/110-scopingplancomments1.docOriginal File Name: ScopingPlanComments1.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 14:32:53No Duplicates.



Comment 107 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Pat Last Name: O'BrienEmail Address: cseghers@arb.ca.govAffiliation: East Bay Regional Park DistrictSubject: Climate Change Scoping PlanComment:Please see attached letterAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/111-7_30_08_patobrien.pdfOriginal File Name: 7_30_08_patobrien.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 15:21:13No Duplicates.



Comment 108 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: BruceLast Name: McLaughlinEmail Address: mclaughlin@braunlegal.comAffiliation: CMUASubject: California Municipal Utilities Association Comments on the Draft Scoping Plan Appendix CComment:Please find attached CMUA's Comments on the Draft Scoping PlanAppendix C.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/112-cmua_comments_on_the_draft_scoping_plan_appendix_c.pdfOriginal File Name: CMUA Comments on the Draft Scoping Plan Appendix C.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 16:09:36No Duplicates.



Comment 109 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: TaylorLast Name: MillerEmail Address: TMiller@sempra.comAffiliation: Subject: Scoping Plan Appendices 8-11-08Comment:Sempra Energy Scoping Plan Appendices 8-11-08Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/113-secomments_8-11-08.pdfOriginal File Name: SEComments 8-11-08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 16:39:54No Duplicates.



Comment 110 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AndrewLast Name: McAllisterEmail Address: andrew.mcallister@energycenter.orgAffiliation: California Center for Sustainable EnergySubject: Comments of the California Center for Sustainable EnergyComment:Attached please find Comments of the California Center forSustainable Energy (CCSE) Regarding the Climate Change DraftScoping Plan (June 2008 Discussion Draft and Appendices).
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/114-080811_ccse_arb_scoping_plan_comments_final.pdfOriginal File Name: 080811_CCSE ARB Scoping Plan Comments_Final.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 18:35:33No Duplicates.



Comment 111 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ClareLast Name: BreidenichEmail Address: clare@wptf.orgAffiliation: Western Power Trading ForumSubject: WPTF Comments on ARB Draft Scoping PlanComment:Attached please find comments of the Western Power Trading Forum onthe Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan and Appendices.

Regards,
Clare Breidenich
GHG Consultant 
Western Power Trading ForumAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/115-08-11-08_wptf_comments_on_arb_scoping_plan-_final.pdfOriginal File Name: 08-11-08 WPTF Comments on ARB Scoping Plan- Final.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 20:05:14No Duplicates.



Comment 112 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DerekLast Name: WalkerEmail Address: dbwalker@edf.orgAffiliation: Environmental Defense FundSubject: EDF - Program Design commentsComment:

Please accept the attached Program Design comments fromEnvironmental Defense Fund on the AB 32 draft Scoping Plan.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/116-edf_-_program_design_comments.pdfOriginal File Name: EDF - Program Design comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-12 15:02:09No Duplicates.



Comment 113 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MichelleLast Name: PasseroEmail Address: MPassero@tnc.orgAffiliation: Subject: TNC Draft Scoping Plan CommentsComment:Attached are The Nature Conservancy's comments for the DraftScoping Plan.

Thank you,

MichelleAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/117-tnc_draft_scoping_plan_comments_final__8_13_08.pdfOriginal File Name: TNC Draft Scoping Plan Comments Final  8 13 08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-13 13:49:16No Duplicates.



Comment 114 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JohnLast Name: CanfieldEmail Address: jcanfield@ebay.comAffiliation: Subject: Cap and Dividend:  a political necessity as energy prices riseComment:To Chairman Nichols and the ARB Staff:

Congratulations on a very comprehensive and thoughtful AB32 DraftScoping Plan.  ARB is in a unique position to establishinnovative, effective, and just climate change regulations thatcan be used as a model for national and global regulation.  Thankyou for establishing an open and transparent process for thisimportant work. 

Please accept the following requests regarding the design of thecap-and-trade mechanism.

1)	The draft plan is to be commended for including the vastmajority of GHG-emitting sectors in the cap, and I encourage youphase in the largest sector (transportation fuel) as close to 2012as possible.  

2)	100% auction should be the program design from the beginning. Having the polluters pay for all of their emissions is thefairest, and also the simplest.  Opening the door to freeallowances will create a lobbying frenzy and a huge distractionfrom more important environmental work.  

3)	A monthly dividend should be the primary use for auctionrevenue.   A recent CBO study showed that lump-sum dividends arethe only approach that avoids regressive impact to the 40%lowest-income residents.  Also, as gas and energy prices increase,a steadily increasing dividend sent to all residents may be theonly politically viable way to keep public support behind climatechange measures.   With cap-and-dividend, every resident has theopportunity to profit if they reduce their carbon footprint.  

I hope that we will all look back at California’s AB32implementation as an key step in the global fight to preventclimate change.  Thanks for your leadership.  

Best regards,

John Canfield
Member, Climate Protection Campaign
Sr. Director, Trust & Safety Policy Management, eBay
(these comments represent my own opinions, and not that of myemployer)Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-13 23:08:31No Duplicates.



Comment 115 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: CathyLast Name: KarlstadEmail Address: Cathy.Karlstad@sce.comAffiliation: Southern California EdisonSubject: Southern California Edison's Comments on Draft Scoping Plan AppendicesComment:Attached are SCE's comments on the Draft Scoping Plan Appendices.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/119-sce_comments_on_draft_scoping_plan_appendices.pdfOriginal File Name: SCE Comments on Draft Scoping Plan Appendices.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 10:39:28No Duplicates.



Comment 116 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AudraLast Name: HartmannEmail Address: audra.hartmann@dynegy.comAffiliation: Dynegy Subject: Comments on Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan and AppendicesComment:Attached please find the comments of Dynegy Moss Landing LLC,
Dynegy Morro Bay LLC, Dynegy South Bay LLC, Dynegy Oakland LLC
(Dynegy)on the above referenced matter
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/120-dynegy_climate_change_comments.pdfOriginal File Name: Dynegy Climate Change Comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 12:19:28No Duplicates.



Comment 117 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MelLast Name: ZeldinEmail Address: melz@capcoa.orgAffiliation: CAPCOASubject: CAPCOA Comments on Scoping PlanComment:CAPCOA Comment letter on the Scoping Plan signed by Barbara Lee,President.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/121-capcoa_comments_on_scoping_plan_8-15-08.pdfOriginal File Name: CAPCOA Comments on Scoping Plan 8-15-08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-18 08:25:03No Duplicates.



Comment 118 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Ed Last Name: PikeEmail Address: ed@theicct.orgAffiliation: The ICCTSubject: regionally coordinated transportation GHG reduction incentivesComment:The International Council on Clean Transportation recommends aregionally coordinated program on auctioning allowances, andinvesting in GHG reductions in the transport sector and others. We recommend that CARB work with WCI to achieve this goal.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/125-icct_letter_to_wci_8-13-08.pdfOriginal File Name: ICCT letter to WCI 8-13-08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-28 15:29:44No Duplicates.



Comment 119 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: RonaldLast Name: MitchellEmail Address: rmitchel@uoregon.eduAffiliation: University of OregonSubject: Evaluating Effectiveness of Strategies IncludedComment:Please see attached file with comments on "Evaluating Effectivenessof Strategies Included in the AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan"Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/127-carb_scopingplancomments.pdfOriginal File Name: CARB_ScopingPlanComments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-02 15:56:22No Duplicates.



Comment 120 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AlexanderLast Name: PughEmail Address: apugh@lachamber.comAffiliation: Los Angeles Area Chamber of CommerceSubject: Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce Scoping Plan CommentsComment:To Whom it May Concern:

I would like to submit the following comments on the AB 32 scopingplan on behalf of the Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce.  I lookforward to working with CARB on the final format of this plan.

Thank you,
Alexander Pugh
Senior Public Policy ManagerAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/151-092008ab32positions.pdfOriginal File Name: 092008AB32positions.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-19 18:12:54No Duplicates.



Comment 121 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MichelleLast Name: NewmanEmail Address: hodah_18@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: AB32 ImplementationComment:To be sure that implementation of AB 32 is just, fair, andeffective, I urge the Air Resources Board to embrace the followingelements in its final Scoping Plan and in any collaboration betweenCalifornia and the Western Climate Initiative: 

1. Ensure that any plan to distribute carbon emission allowancesand revenues is done in a fair and equitable manner.

2. Auction 100% of the allowances and designate revenues to assistlow-income people in adapting to AB 32 through energy efficiencyprograms, transportation alternatives, and bill paymentassistance. Funds should also be used for green jobs training andclean energy investments.  I do not support free giveaways ofallowances.  Polluters should pay the full cost. 

4. Ensure that working people can transition to new green jobs,and that worker retraining is available for that purpose.

5. Given that the Draft Scoping Plan includes working with theWestern Climate Initiative partners on a cap-and-trade program,ensure that the WCI’s scope includes transportation fuels in orderto maintain the environmental integrity of WCI and to achieve thelowest cost economy-wide emissions reductions.

Thank you, Michelle Newman

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-23 01:21:00No Duplicates.



Comment 122 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: louisLast Name: blumbergEmail Address: lblumberg@tnc.orgAffiliation: the Nature ConservancySubject: international forest projects in cap and tradeComment:see attached coalition letterAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/160-intl_forest_offsets_carb_letter_final.docOriginal File Name: Intl forest offsets CARB letter final.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-26 11:10:28No Duplicates.



Comment 123 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MikeLast Name: MielkeEmail Address: mmielke@svlg.netAffiliation: Silicon Valley Leadership GroupSubject: Early Development of Cap-and-trade System that Aligns with WCI Market SystemComment:Attached, please find a letter from the Silicon Valley LeadershipGroup calling for early development of a cap-and-trade System thatclosely agrees with the Western Climate Initiative market systemdesign.
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/168-final_silicon_valley_ab_32_comments_letter_--_early___complete_impelmentation_of_market_system___integration_with_wci.pdfOriginal File Name: Final Silicon Valley AB 32 Comments Letter -- Early & Complete Impelmentation of Market System & Integration with WCI.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-01 16:24:32No Duplicates.



Comment 124 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: RobertLast Name: FinkelsteinEmail Address: bfinkelstein@turn.orgAffiliation: The Utility Reform Network (TURN)Subject: Carbon fees over cap & trade, and no offsetsComment:The Utility Reform Network (TURN) is a state-wide consumer advocacyorganization that advocates on behalf of California's residentialand small business customers of the state's investor-owned energyutilities (PG&E, Southern California Edison, SDG&E and SouthernCalifornia Gas).  

TURN comments on two topics -- the advantages of carbon fees overa cap and trade mechanism as the more effective and efficientmechanism for achieving the goals of AB 32, and the need toprohibit the use of offsets to achieve compliance.

-- Carbon Fees Should Be Adopted, Not “Cap and Trade”

TURN has read and considered the comments of Laurie Williams andAllan Zabel in support of carbon fees rather than a cap and tradesystem, presented to CARB earlier in the process.  (Their commentsmay be found athttp://www.arb.ca.gov/lispub/comm2/bccomdisp.php?listname=sp-design-ws&comment_num=45&virt_num=42.) Rather than simply re-state the compelling logic presented inthose comments, TURN incorporates them by reference and endorsesthem without reservation.

TURN's experience with "market-based" structures intended toachieve expected outcomes leaves us very skeptical of the premisethat a cap-and-trade system would work as intended.  Perhaps moreimportantly, such efforts to rely on market forces rather thanregulation (such as the imposition of a carbon fee) tend to createunintended consequences that might not only undermine the intendedgoal, but create substantial disruption on their own.  In the mid-to late-1990s, California congratulated itself for its successfultransition from regulation to reliance on market forces for thedevelopment and operation of electric generation facilities.  Butfrom June of 2000 through January of 2001, that experiment flamedout in spectacular fashion, creating rolling black-out conditions(even though there was ample generation supply) and unexplainedprice increases for generation supply, and bringing the state'stwo largest electric utilities to their knees (with one going sofar as to declare bankruptcy).  The immediate solution implementedin 2001?  A return to regulation, albeit with new constraints thatproduced far higher prices for California consumers than they'dfaced previously.  Whatever arguments that might continue aboutthe unanticipated cause of the generation market melt-down and thevarious solutions pursued to bring some semblance of stability backto that market, there can be no dispute that the "market-based"approach that the vast majority of commenters had labeled as"innovative" when it was first adopted back-fired in a huge wayand, in doing so, left California further from its original goaland paying more for the privilege of having survived the failure.

If CARB needs further evidence of the cause for concern, it needonly look at newspaper headlines for the past few weeks.  Thederegulation in financial services markets was touted as likely toproduce innovative products that would better serve the U.S.economy.  Now we are on the brink of seeing a $700 billionbail-out package approved, as huge financial institutions teeterand fall on a nearly daily basis.  TURN suspects that variousexperts will float many explanations of the causes of the currenteconomic chaos and critiques of the various solutions, bothadopted and rejected.  But it would seem that one point isindisputable -- when the nation's policy-makers substituted"market" forces for regulation in order to achieve their goals,they never anticipated the outcome that they unwittinglyunleashed.

TURN submits that CARB's first step should be to design andimplement a carbon fee, thus providing the incentive to spurinvestment in clean energy sources that do not rely on fossilfuels, while minimizing the likelihood of producing unintendedconsequences.  

-- Offsets Should Not Be A Means of Compliance

CARB should reject any reliance on offsets as a means of achievingcompliance with greenhouse gas reduction requirements. TURN isextremely concerned that offsets will both undermine realemissions reductions and will reduce the potential benefits ofreducing co-pollutant emissions due to carbon emissionsreductions.

The history of the RECLAIM program illustrates that a tradingscheme with offsets can actually hinder emissions reductions. Theproblems caused by the initial overallocation of allowances arewell-documented in the record. Generators purchased questionableoffsets in the form of abandoned cars instead of installingemissions control technologies. Moreover, after the astronomicaljump in RECLAIM allowance prices in 2000 due to the energy marketmeltdown, the generators were exempted from the RECLAIM tradingsystem and forced to install scrubbers. Essentially, most of theemission reductions benefits of RECLAIM occurred due to asuspension and renunciation of the cap and trade system.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-02 16:54:05No Duplicates.



Comment 125 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: StephenLast Name: MaguinEmail Address: cseghers@arb.ca.govAffiliation: County Sanitation Districts of LA CountySubject: Essential Services in cap and trade Programs Under AB 32Comment:Please see attached commentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-design-ws/171-9_22_08_losangelescountysanitationdistricts.pdfOriginal File Name: 9_22_08_LosAngelesCountySanitationDistricts.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-03 13:17:17No Duplicates.



Comment 126 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JayLast Name: KinnearEmail Address: jlarba@gmail.comAffiliation: concerned citizenSubject: AB 32 and agriculture waterComment:I am gravely concerned that AB 32 does not address the use ofCalifornia water by the agricultural industry.  Yes, they needwater, but free flowing water is not sustainable nor prudent. 

Please modify this very thoughtful and comprehensive bill, AB 32,to address the use of water in the state, especially as itpertains to agriculture.  

We can no longer afford to have precious fresh water used tofreely irrigate desert land without consideration for it's actualcost and reuse.  

thank you,
Jay KinnearAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-04 13:47:11No Duplicates.



Comment 127 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JayLast Name: KinnearEmail Address: jlarba@gmail.comAffiliation: concerned citizenSubject: Program Design for Agriculture WaterComment:To Whom It May Concern:

Currently, AB 32 does not have any program design, and thereforeno enforcement, for water use by the Agriculture Industry. 

Given the scope of AB 32 it is necessary for water use, watermanagement, and enforcement to be incorporated in to the program. Agriculture is the largest use of water in the state  and thoroughanalysis has proved that free-flowing use of fresh water by asingle industry has greatly endangered wildlife and fish toco-exist in our great state. 

Also, it is a known fact that when costs increase, industriesbecome innovative and creative, thereby, enabling the developmentof new technologies to off-set cost increases of materials (inthis case, the natural resource of water)!

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Jay Kinnear Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-04 14:38:27No Duplicates.



Comment 128 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: MarinaLast Name: RoseEmail Address: marinarose@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: AB 32Comment:How can we have a global warming Solutions Act in Californiawithout addressing water? Water will be the number one problem ofglobal warming in CA since we live in a desert. 

Please include WATER in the solutions to global warming in CAAB32.

Thank you,

Marina RoseAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-13 09:22:57No Duplicates.



There are no comments posted to Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-design-ws) that were presented during the Workshop at this time.


