
Comment 1 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: BobLast Name: JohnstonEmail Address: rajohnston@ucdavis.eduAffiliation: UC DavisSubject: Transportation PoliciesComment:You leave out of Recommended Measures many transportation policiesthat would be economically beneficial for the State.  You thenlist many of these in the Other Measures.  Most of these policieshave been studied in detail, such as freesay congestion tolls(which probably increase VMT and GHGs), all-day freeway tolls,feebates, PAYD insurance, fuel taxes, and worktrip parkingcharges.  The CEC has studied some of these measures, for example,and the others have been modeled and, in some cases, empiricallystudied in the U.S. and EC nations.

Most notable by its absense is a policy to direct Federal, State,and local transportation funding to transit, walk, and bike, inthe future.  After all, this sector shows the fastest growth ratein GHGs in most State and national projections.  It is well knownthat we must invest in transit and let our highways becomecongested, in order to get households to take transit, walk andbike, reduce auto ownership, and reduce auto  travel.  Also, toget them to move to closer-in locations.  This, for example, isthe policy in the London region, perhaps the most-modeled regionin the world.  Most transportation researchers believe that wemust reduce VMT to attain the 2020 standard.  I believe there willbe slippage in the GHG reductions projected in this draft Scopingreport.  We certainly will need to substantially reduce VMT, inorder to attain the 2050 standard in the Executive Order and inthe IPCC and Stern reports.  These transportation and related landuse changes require decades to work and so need to be adoptedsooner, not later. 

If you wish to punt these into the next 5-year round because morepolitical work needs to be done with cities and counties, then sayso.  This can be worded as letting them test policies on their own,etc.  You also should state what the problem is with Caltrans notexercising leadership on the investment issue.  It is true thatthis problem extends into the Legislature, which hassimultaneously decided to build more freeways and to reduce GHGs. Perhaps the ARB can analyze the additional GHGs that these capacityadditions will produce and the cost to reduce a like amount, withother policies. 


Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-06-27 19:29:39No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: NathanLast Name: ChamplinEmail Address: nathan_champlin@dca.ca.govAffiliation: Bureau of Automotive RepairSubject: New HDDV Early Action MeasureComment:Knowing that heavy duty diesel trucks produce the most emissions(criteria and GHG) when accelerating from a complete stop, theyshould be permitted to use the carpool lanes on controlled freewayonramps. The reductions benefit will be easy to calculate andshould be impressive to the Board.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-03 09:25:17No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Todd Last Name: LitmanEmail Address: litman@vtpi.orgAffiliation: VTPISubject: Pay-As-You-Drive PricingComment:
Pay-As-You-Drive (PAYD, also called "distance-based") pricingconverts currently fixed vehicle charges, such as insurancepremiums and registration fees, into variable costs, so the moreannual miles a vehicle is driven they greater the charge. Thesemileage-based fees can incorporate all existing pricing factors. 

PAYD pricing is justified on a number of grounds, includingactuarial accuracy, insurance affordability, consumer costsavings, increased traffic safety, reduced uninsured driving, andreductions in traffic congestion, road and parking facility costs,and support for strategic land use objectives (reduced sprawl), aswell energy conservation and pollution emission reductions. It isnot a new fee at all, just a different way to pay existing vehiclefees.

This concept has been investigated by a number of researchers, asdiscussed in:

"Distance-Based Pricing" (http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm10.htm )

Jason E. Bordoff (2008) Pay-As-You-Drive Car Insurance, BrookingsInstitution(www.brookings.edu/articles/2008/spring_car_insurance_bordoff.aspx).

Aaron S. Edlin (2003), “Per-Mile Premiums for Auto Insurance,”Economics for an Imperfect World: Essays In Honor of JosephStiglitz, MIT Press; at: http://works.bepress.com/aaron_edlin/28.

Todd Litman (1997), “Distance-Based Vehicle Insurance as a TDMStrategy,” Transportation Quarterly, Vol. 51, No. 3, Summer 1997,pp. 119-138; at www.vtpi.org/dbvi.pdf.

Todd Litman (2008), Pay-As-You-Drive Insurance: Recommendationsfor Implementation, VTPI (www.vtpi.org); atwww.vtpi.org/payd_rec.pdf. 


The draft Scoping Plan considers PAYD insurance, but the analysisis incomplete for the following reasons:

1. It does not consider distance-based pricing options, such asPAYD vehicle registration fees, lease fees and purchase taxes. 

2. The analysis seems to assume that only a minor portion ofinsurance premiums would become distance-based.

3. The analysis does not seem to account for co-benefits such astraffic safety, affordabilty, congestion reductions, road andparking facility cost savings, 

4. The analysis seems to assume that PAYD would be implementedusing electronic instrumentation that tracks when and where avehicle is driving, which adds costs and raised privacy concerns.


To correct these omissions, additional analysis should beperformed with the following features:

* All vehicle insurance premiums and registration fees areconverted to basic PAYD pricing, based on annual odometer audits(odometer readings collected by a third party, such as servicestations and insurance brokers).

* The PAYD pricing analyzed meets the minimum standards defined inmy report, "Pay-As-You-Drive Pricing: Recommendations forImplementation" (www.vtpi.org/payd_rec.pdf).

* The analysis takes into account economic and social co-benefits,including crash reductions, congestion reductions, consumer costsavings, and road and parking facility cost savings.


I believe that this more comprehensive analysis will show muchgreater emission reductions and benefits than what was previouslyconsidered. Odometer-based pricing eliminates privacy concerns.
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/3-payd_recommendations_june2008.docOriginal File Name: PAYD Recommendations June2008.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-03 10:29:03No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PedroLast Name: MacanasEmail Address: macanas_ped@gva.esAffiliation: Subject: SuggestionComment:I suggest the acquisition parity, this is, all the PHEV andAll-Electric Vehicles have the same prices (applying the rebatefrom the Alternative Fuel Vehicle Incentive Program) to anequivalent all-petroleum.

Small cars would have priority (more efficiency).

Regards.

P.S.: I suggest include Smart car (microhybrid) and promotesimilar
microhybrid electric cars (city cars).Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-05 10:41:20No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: FrancesLast Name: MathewsEmail Address: mathewsfran@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: League of Women VotersSubject: Public transportationComment:We need better public transportation.  More trains, high speed raillines to San Francisco and San Diego, and connections betweenmodes.  For example, why does the Green Line not connect with aMetrolink station?  Why does it not go directly into LAX?
Connections between different legs would make the whole systemmuch more useful.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-07 10:59:13No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: CharlotteLast Name: PirchEmail Address: dpirch@socal.rr.comAffiliation: LWV of Orange CoastSubject: AB32 Workshop:  TransportationComment:TRANSPORTATION PRODUCES ABOUT 40% OF GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS INCALIFORNIA. CARB SHOULD WORK FOR ELECTRIFICATION OF COMMERCIAL,PUBLIC AND PRIVATE TRANSPORTATION.

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.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-07 16:39:29No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JamesLast Name: MillerEmail Address: jrusmiller@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: Low Carbon Fuel StandardComment:The ARB and its staff for LCFS should be obligated to accept thirdparty standards and certified evaluators of those standardsinstead of creating their own standards. Possible standards tochose could the the CCX, CDM, the Gold Standard, or any otherinternational standard. Several standards should be selected foruse.

This idea should also be addressed in the section C.3 on offsetscalculations.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-07 16:46:41No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ChristopherLast Name: PerkinsEmail Address: c.perkins@skytran.netAffiliation: Unimodal SystemsSubject: Personal Rapid TransitComment:Personal Rapid Transit (PRT) could reduce emissions by 6.9 mmt byonly building 500 miles of PRT by 2017 in urban areas. Since thesystem is more desirable than other forms of public transit (noschedule, privacy, reduces congestion), the potential reductionsof VMT, and therefore, C02 emissions is much higher. The finalETAAC report (http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/etaac/ etaac.htm) alreadyrecommended that California should evaluate this technology. Thescoping plan should identify key stakeholders and establish a taskforce to validate the claims being made by the industry.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-11 12:26:59No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Mehdi Last Name: MorshedEmail Address: mmorshed@hsr.ca.govAffiliation: California High-Speed Rail AuthoritySubject: Comments Comment:Comment letter attached. Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/9-carb_letter_updated_07_07_2008.pdfOriginal File Name: CARB Letter updated 07 07 2008.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-14 14:43:50No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: CarolineLast Name: PeckEmail Address: cpeck99@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Cal Trans funds should support non-mech transportationComment:I saw nothing in here about promoting walking and bicycling to work/errands.  Cal Trans should fund EIR and retrofits of neighborhoodsto have continuity of bike lanes, traffic calming strategies,adequate sidewalks and plenty of trees - drought tolerant ofcourse.  Why are huge sums of transportation funds always directedto automobiles?  The majority of funds should be towards masstransit and non-mechanized transportation.  For example, forgetfreeway expansion - in Sacramento we should be funding a lightrail to the airport, elk grove, roseville, west sacramento and eldorado hills.  this is a win-win, as it will reduce emissions,help combat the obesity epidemic, empower elders to remainphysically active, decrease accidents/injuries/fatalities andsupport local businesses.  It will also address inequalities thataffect minority populations, as it gives them more transportationoptions.  I would like to see verbage such as 'complete streets''road diets' sustainability, liveability, safety in the plan. Thank you. Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-14 15:08:24No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: RebeccaLast Name: Overmyer-VelazquezEmail Address: rovermyer@whittier.eduAffiliation: Subject: Trains need to be included!Comment:The draft plan mentions heavy duty trucks but there is no mentionof trains and rail yards, which CARB knows very well aresignificant sources of pollution especially in low-incomecommunities.The low carbon fuel standard should apply to trainsand rail yard operations and intensive monitoring of GHG emissionsfrom rail yards needs to be conducted, with monitoring accompaniedby real regulatory power. We can't let the railroad companies beexempt from AB 32!  Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-15 11:47:59No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: RajivLast Name: TataEmail Address: rtata@utm.comAffiliation: Utility Trailer Manufacturing CompanySubject: SmartWay Discrete Early Action MeasureComment:Please accept the following comments on behalf of Utility TrailerManufacturing Company (“Utility”) to the California Air ResourcesBoard’s (“CARB”) May 21, 2008 Draft Heavy-Duty Vehicle GreenhouseGas Reduction Measure (the “Draft Measure”).  For the reasons setforth below, Utility urges CARB to reclassify the Draft Measure asa non-regulatory early action under the 2008 Scoping Plan to allowfor further studies examining the technological feasibility andcost effectiveness of the requirements of the Draft Measure.    

I.	Company Background

Based in City of Industry, California, Utility is America’s oldestprivately owned, family-operated semi-trailer manufacturer. Founded in 1914, Utility is the largest producer of refrigeratedsemi-trailers in the United States and the third largestsemi-trailer manufacturer in the country.  Utility currentlyoperates five regionally placed semi-trailer factories, located inVirginia, Utah, Alabama and Arkansas, and employs over threethousand people nationwide.  Utility’s historical position asAmerica’s largest producer of refrigerated semi-trailers is adirect result of its management’s focus on designing road safesemi-trailers in an environmentally responsible manner. 

Utility representatives recently attended the June 12, 2008workshop session for the Draft Measure held at CARB’s offices inEl Monte.  While Utility supports the federal EnvironmentalProtection Agency’s (“EPA”) voluntary SmartWay program to increasefuel efficiency while reducing greenhouse gas emissions, there arenumerous issues in the Draft Measure relating to technologicalfeasibility and cost-effectiveness, the analyses of which have notprogressed to the point where the impacts of same can beconclusively defined at this early time.  Utility offered somesuggestions as to how to address some of these outstanding issuesduring the workshop.  As a follow up to the workshop, Utilityhereby respectfully submits the following comments to the DraftMeasure to urge CARB to reclassify the Draft Measure as anon-regulatory early action under the 2008 Scoping Plan to furtherexamine the issues identified herein. 
 

II.	California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (the “Act”)

As you know, Section 38560 of the Act requires that all greenhousegas reduction rules and regulations adopted and implemented by CARBbe technologically feasible and cost-effective.  However, themandated time frame for implementing the Act’s requirements hasresulted in CARB itself stating that:

		While staff has advanced its understanding with respect to keyrequire-
		ments that must be addressed for most of the proposedstrategies, the
		analyses have not progressed to the point where all impacts(e.g., technical
		feasibility, cost-effectiveness) can be defined conclusively atthis time. . .
		If additional information of analysis reveals that a particularmeasure 
		cannot meet one or more of these requirements, it will not beput into effect.

EXPANDED LIST OF EARLY ACTION MEASURES TO REDUCE GREENHOUSE GASEMISSIONS IN CALIFORNIA RECOMMENDED FOR BOARD DECISION, CaliforniaAir Resources Board (October 2007).

Indeed, there are numerous sub-categories of issues relating tothe technological feasibility and cost-effectiveness of the DraftMeasure which require further analysis prior to CARB adopting sameas a discrete early action.  A discussion of these issues is setforth below.

III.	Technological Feasibility

The technological feasibility of the aerodynamic devices thattrailer manufacturers will need to append to their products willdepend on such as issues as the completion of laboratory and fieldtests studying the compatibility of the aerodynamic devices withtrailer bodies, and national standards governing thespecifications of other fuel-saving devices.    

	A.	Adequate Testing

The primary reason Utility is urging CARB to reclassify the DraftMeasure as a non-regulatory early action is that theimplementation date of the Draft Measure is premature due to thelack of adequate testing needed to fully develop the requiredaerodynamic devices.  More tests are required on these devices notonly for confirming their claimed efficiencies, but for safetyreasons.

		1.	Gap Reducers

One such device, the front mounted “gap reducer,” was developedsome time ago by a west coast company called Nose Cone.  Toqualify its product for the SmartWay program, Nose Cone needed toachieve a fuel economy gain of at least one percent (1%).  Todemonstrate this gain, Nose Cone ran a SAE J1321 type 2 test. Another company, Freight Wing, also manufactures a gap reducer andwas approved by SmartWay by conducting similar testing.  However,neither of these companies’ qualifying tests were performed inconjunction with other potentially fuel saving devices such asside and roof fairings and in situations where a tractor is “closecoupled” to a trailer.  In the event a tractor is tested with atrailer, with and without the gap reducer, there would likely beno appreciable benefit from the gap reducer, thus rendering themineffective in achieving the Draft Measure’s stated purpose.  

Moreover, a primary aerodynamic principle in running efficiency isto situate the back end of the tractor within 28” or less of thetrailer.  If such placement is achieved, the need for a “gapreducer” to save fuel is mitigated.  Therefore, the significantcost associated with adding gap reducers does not provide thebenefit the Draft Measure is intended to provide.  

		2.	Side Skirts

Other aerodynamic devices such as side skirts are made from eitherinjection molded plastic or aluminum sheet construction.  Duringnormal driving conditions these devices can be damaged whilecrossing railroads and drive ways, and during loading andunloading at docks with tapered ramps.  Once damaged, the operatortypically has to remove the device or risk it falling off duringtransit.  Notwithstanding such safety issues, if the operator doesnot remove the damaged device, it will not achieve its intendedfuel savings.  Moreover, these devices have to perform in allweather conditions, including but not limited to rain, snow, ice,and combinations thereof. Additional testing is necessary toensure these devices are durable and have predictable failuremodes that will not cause catastrophic failure during high speedhighway transport.  

Additional development is currently underway from manufacturers todevelop sturdier, more operator friendly devices.  However,subsequent generations of these products will require SAE testing. Adopting regulations requiring the use of such untested productsis therefore premature.  

		3.	Fairings and Boat Tails

The newest devices to qualify for the SmartWay program are reartrailer fairings and boat tails. Once such approved device claimsit improves fuel economy by 5.1% at 62 MPH.  This device iscurrently undergoing “crash” testing for DOT approval.  As such,this device is still in the prototype development phase of designand is not being used in commercial applications.  Again, adoptingregulations requiring the use of such untested devices ispremature.

		4.	Performance and Safety

The common concern regarding all of the aforementioned devices isthe need for additional testing, whether due to performance orsafety issues.  With respect to performance, there is asignificant difference between running a controlled test andproving a device achieves the fuel savings it claims. Significantly, none of the tests that claim such aerodynamicdevices save fuel have been verified by independent third partieswho do not have a vested commercial interest in the prematureadoption of the Draft Measure.  Moreover, tests performed to dateinvolve just one test with one tractor on one day.  It is alsoimportant to recognize that each of the approved devices wastested individually.  As mentioned above, there is currently adearth of studies testing the above aerodynamic devices incombination, i.e., side skirts and gap reducer, gap reducer andtrailer tail, etc.  The SmartWay program tends to cumulatively addthe fuel saving benefits of multiple aerodynamic devices. Unfortunately, none of these cumulative benefits have been provenin the field.  Indeed, a device that initially indicates a benefitmay not have the same result when combined with another device. For these reasons, Utility urges CARB to reclassify the DraftMeasure as a non-regulatory early action under the 2008 ScopingPlan to allow for further testing of the issues identified herein.

With respect to safety issues, as previously mentioned,aerodynamic devices are often damaged while crossing railroads anddrive ways, and during loading and unloading at docks with taperedramps.  They also have to perform in all weather conditions suchas rain, snow and ice.  Once damaged, the operator typically hasto remove the device or risk it falling off during transit. Additional testing is necessary to ensure these devices aredurable and have predictable failure modes that will not causecatastrophic failure during high speed highway transport.  

In the event CARB proceeds with classifying the Draft Measure as adiscrete early action, it appears that Utility, other trailermanufacturers, and aerodynamic device manufacturers will be forcedto place products on the market that may not be able to withstandthe rigors of heavy duty transportation.  One potentialconsequence of this situation may be a significant increase in thecosts associated with satisfying customers’ warranty claims.  Suchclaims would increase not only the actual costs of replacingand/or repairing unsatisfied customers’ trailers, but also theadministrative costs of coordinating and responding to such claimsas well as potential consequential costs in the loss of unsatisfiedcustomers.  Moreover, Utility and other trailer manufacturers maysee an increase in the number of product liability claims filedagainst them.  The increased costs associated with defending, andpotentially satisfying unfavorable verdicts rendered againstUtility and other trailer manufacturers for using untestedaerodynamic devices on their trailers would again significantlyincrease the cost of doing business.  Such increased costs willprovide yet another significant hurdle to overcome to remaincompetitive in a global marketplace.  For these reasons, Utilityurges CARB to reclassify the Draft Measure as a non-regulatoryearly action under the 2008 Scoping Plan to allow for furthertesting of these products.

	B.	Need for National Standards

Section 2800(d) of the Draft Measure sets forth requirements andcompliance deadlines for new and in-use tractors and trailers. One of these requirements is for these vehicles to be fitted withlow-rolling resistance tires.  As discussed in the June 12workshop, tire manufacturers set their own standards to determinerolling resistance.  By unilaterally defining “low-rollingresistance” tires, tire manufacturers can alter the intendedbenefits of the fuel efficiencies the Draft Measure seeks toachieve.  As such, a federal standard for defining “low-rollingresistance” tires is necessary prior to requiring new and in-usetractors and trailers to use such tires.  This process, allowingfor petitions for rule making and notice and comment periods, willtake time.  Moreover, in the event such a rule is adopted, aphase-in period will be required to allow tire manufacturers tocomply with the new requirements.  For these reasons, Utilityurges CARB to reclassify the Draft Measure as a non-regulatoryearly action under the 2008 Scoping Plan to allow for suchrulemaking to run its course.

	C.	Technologically Limiting Definitions

Section 2800(e) of the Draft Measure sets forth “Good OperatingCondition” criteria for the maintenance of tractors and trailers. Sections 2800(e)(1)(B)(1) and (2) further describe thespecifications for side skirt fairings and front and rear trailerfairings.  Based on the language used to describe these devices,it is evident that these specifications were strictly based on thepatents for those devices.  By utilizing language appropriate for asingle, unique, patentable product, rather than a broader,generalized concept, the Draft Measure may preclude innovation. Indeed future research and development may result in devices thatoffer much greater fuel efficiency than is available today.  Underthe current “Good Operating Condition” standard, such new productswould fail to comply with CARB’s requirements and thus would beprecluded from being introduced into the marketplace.  For thesereasons, Utility urges CARB to reclassify the Draft Measure as anon-regulatory early action under the 2008 Scoping Plan to allowfor revisions to the Draft Measure.
 
 

IV.	Cost-Effectiveness

As noted above, the Act mandates that all greenhouse gas reductionrules and regulations adopted and implemented by CARB be, interalia, cost-effective.  Two factors that determine thecost-effectiveness of compliance with a particular regulatoryprogram include maintenance costs and their effect on competition. 

	A.	Maintenance Costs

Like any industry, the transportation business is verycompetitive.   Often, the difference between success or failure isdetermined by a company’s cost per mile.  Proven technologies thatcan lower transportation companies’ cost per mile would likely beembraced by the industry.  However, lowering the cost per milemust inherently address reducing initial costs, potential lowerpayloads due to the additional weight of aerodynamic devices, andnecessary maintenance costs for the aerodynamic devices.  Adoptingthe Draft Measure without fully analyzing these issues will likelyprevent the Draft Measure from achieving its intended effect. Indeed, in Europe, where fuel prices are substantially higher thanin the United States, regulations similar to the Draft Measure wereadopted and ultimately repealed because, once implemented, provednot to be cost effective.   

Currently, side skirts carry significant maintenance costs.  Suchcosts are associated with damages incurred during normal use,including crossing railroads and drive ways, loading and unloadingat docks with tapered ramps, and the elements.  Once damaged, theoperator typically has to remove or repair the device, which mightresult in down time.  Although manufacturers are currentlydeveloping additional designs to lower the aforementioned costs,none are currently commercially viable.  At some point in thefuture, these manufacturers may have commercially viable devicesthat will provide fuel savings without significant maintenancecosts that raise a company’s cost per mile instead of lowering it. However, that time has not yet arrived.  For these reasons,Utility urges CARB to reclassify the Draft Measure as anon-regulatory early action under the 2008 Scoping Plan to allowfor such product development to occur.

	B.	Effect on Competition

There are currently only two (2) aerodynamic device manufacturerswith products that are certified by the SmartWay program.  Bothmanufacturers are relatively small, and would not have thecapacity to manufacture the volume of devices necessary if fiftypercent (50%) of 2010 model year trailers needed their products tocomply with the Draft Measure.  Based on a projected volume of220,000 trailers to be produced in 2010, aerodynamic devicemanufacturers would need to manufacture 110,000 devices to meetthis demand.  It is doubtful these small companies have thecapacity to handle such demand.

In addition, a limited number of suppliers of certified SmartWayproducts required for compliance with the Draft Measure couldincrease production costs for Utility and other trailermanufacturers by the suppliers’ ability to unfairly determine theprice of their products.  This will likely be caused by anincrease in demand for their products due to the expeditedadoption of the Draft Measure.  It will also take some time beforeother manufacturers will be able to bring alternative products tomarket to present viable options to tractor and trailermanufacturers, thereby eliminating the ability of natural marketforces to keep prices in check.  In sum, by failing to reclassifythe Draft Measure as a non-regulatory early action under the 2008Scoping Plan, CARB could subject a portion of its regulatedcommunity to the scrutiny of the Federal Trade Commission. 

V.	Regulation-Specific Comments

In the event CARB chooses not to reclassify the Draft Measure as anon-regulatory early action under the 2008 Scoping Plan, Utilityoffers the following specific comments related to the language ofthe Draft Measure: 

	A.	Section 2800(b)(1)

The Draft Measure should not be limited in its applicability tojust 53-foot trailers.  Although the majority of trailers Utilitysells are 53 feet in length, there are existing populations ofvarying lengths of trailers that could also benefit from theaerodynamic devices required by the Draft Measure.  Moreover, theburdens imposed by the Draft Measure to achieve its purpose andgoals should be jointly borne by all Californians, not just thetrucking industry.  CARB should focus on every vehicle thattravels on California’s highways, not just the heavy-duty tractorsand trailers that deliver products necessary for millions ofpeoples’ every day lives.  If the regulation of the transport ofthese necessities becomes too restrictive, the result will be anincrease in the cost of those products at a time when thetransportation industry can not absorb such increased costs. While Utility supports the Draft Measure’s purpose, the latterfails to reflect the understanding that the burdens of itsrequirements outweigh its benefits.

	B.	Section 2800(c)(3)

Delete the language, “. . . or curtain-side trailer that is not adrop-frame trailer.” Utility does not have designs for a sideskirt for a curtain side trailer.  If one was produced or modifiedfor installation on a curtain sided trailer, it surely would notprovide the 4% fuel efficiency savings that the same skirt wouldhave on a box trailer due to its inboard mounting location.

	C.	Section 2800(c)(8)

This section should be deleted in its entirety for the samereasons as set forth in the comments relating to subsection (c)(3)above.

	D.	Section 2800(c)(12)

Delete the language, “. . . that can only be loaded/unloadedthrough the rear doors.”  Some trailers have side doors throughwhich unloading can be completed.

	E.	Section 2800(c)(21)

As you likely know, California and several other western statesallow 14’0” tall trailers.  Most of the factory produced rooffairings are designed for the more standard 13’6” tall trailers. Utility is currently unaware of how it would design roof fairingsfor particular hauls with 14’ trailers.  Based on the foregoing,Utility suggests the last line of this subsection’s language beamended to provide that the roof fairings be of a height “thatmatches the height of a 13’6” height trailer.”

	F.	Section 2800(c)(29)

The word “transportable” should be amended to read “transport.”

	G.	Section 2800(c)(31)

Utility is not aware of any aerodynamic drag or friction betweenthe tire and rim.  As such, the language “and between the tire andthe rim” should be deleted.

	H.	Section 2800(c)(36)

As you likely know, according to the California Motor VehicleCode, a trailer is not part of a truck.  Rather, the trailer isthe vehicle that carries the cargo pulled by the motorizedtractor.  This subsection should be re-drafted to reflect thisdifference.

	I.	Section 2800(c)(37)

The language, “. . . between the support legs and the forward mostaxle” should be added to the end of the definition of “Trailer SideSkirts.”

	J.	Section 2800(c)(38)

 As products are generally not transported in tractors, the words,“. . . tractors and” should be deleted.

	K.	Section 2800(d)(1)(B)

Since one requirement for obtaining SmartWay certification is theutilization of low resistance tires, it appears that subsections(d)(1)(A) and (d)(1)(B) are redundant.  As such, subsection(d)(1)(B) can be deleted.  

	L.	Section 2800(d)(1)(C)

The applicability of this subsection should be extended totractors that haul containers and “short haul” tractors.  Thiswould necessitate a national standard to determine which tiresqualify as “low rolling resistance tires.”

	M.	Section 2800(d)(3)

The requirements of this subsection may be premature as the EPAhas not yet established refrigerated van trailer requirements aspart of its SmartWay program.

	N.	Section 2800(d)(4)

This subsection should be deleted in its entirety for the reasonsset forth above in the comments to Section 2800(c)(3).

	O.	Section 2800(d)(5)

The language, “. . . and subsections (d)(4) for curtain-sidedtrailers” should be deleted for the reasons set forth above in thecomments to Section 2800(c)(3).
 

	P.	Section 2800(d)(11)(A)(1)

The words “of freight” after the word “transported” should bedeleted.

VI.	Conclusion

Pursuant to the Act, all rules and regulations enacted by CARB arerequired to be technologically feasible and cost efficient.  Asnoted in the discussion above, there are numerous outstandingissues pertaining to performance, safety, maintenance costs andanti-competitive effects that should preclude CARB from enactingthe Draft Measure under the Act.  Therefore, Utility urges CARB toreclassify the Draft Measure as a non-regulatory early action underthe 2008 Scoping Plan to allow for further studies examining thetechnological feasibility and cost effectiveness of therequirements of the Draft Measure.          

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this issue.  If youhave any questions regarding Utility’s submission, please do nothesitate to contact the undersigned.
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/12-carb_smartway_truck_efficiency_comment_ltr.pdfOriginal File Name: CARB Smartway Truck Efficiency Comment Ltr.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-16 12:04:10No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: pascalLast Name: jolyEmail Address: pascal@surewest.netAffiliation: bikingroseville.orgSubject: include support for alternative transportationComment:I would like to get increased visibility to the following keycomponents to help achieve the targets of AB32 :
- public transit, including increased local light rail and longdistance high speed train
- walkable communities
- bicycle friendly communities, bicycle as an alternative mode oftransportation.

thanks,
Pascal Joly
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-16 13:55:01No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Beckie Last Name: MentenEmail Address: bmenten@cityofarcata.orgAffiliation: Energy Specialist, Local GovernmentSubject: Danger in LCFSComment:What are the strategies for implementing the LCFS?  Are youintending on relying on ethanol, and if so is consideration beinggiven to the negative effects of intensive agricultural productionmethods?
My advice would be to focus on organic agricultural methods forthe production of biofuels and in particular blocking dangerousGMO and pesticide/fertilizer intensive agriculture.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-17 10:24:07No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PaulLast Name: WatkinsEmail Address: pawatkins@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: The Solar Patio Cover Co.Subject: Solar Vehicle Charging StationsComment:I have read the first few pages of the Executive Summary, and Iwant to know if there are any actions that may be taken beforeNovember 2008.  I am doing a demonstration of a Solar VehicleCharging Station in seven to ten days and will go into production
within ten days after that.  Is there any possibility of a Grantor Low Interest Loan to help with this introduction?

Thank you for any response you can give me about this.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-17 13:49:01No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: WaltLast Name: SeifertEmail Address: saba@sacbike.orgAffiliation: Sacramento Area Bicycle AdvocatesSubject: AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan CommentsComment:Thanks for the opportunity to make comments.

Section II.  Preliminary recommendation
We strongly urge a adding a recommendation to reduce Vehicle MilesTraveled (VMT).  We believe it is astonishing such a recommendationis not included since the direct and ancillary benefits are sohigh.  The potential for reduction of GHG emissions from thetransportation sector is great since nearly 40 percent of GHGemissions come from transportation.  It is the sector responsiblefor the biggest share of GHG emissions.  Yet out of the current469 MMT of CO2 equivalent emissions and the proposed reductions of169 MMT, only a miniscule amount of reductions (2 MMT) is slatedfor the “Local Government Action” measures.  Those 2 MMT are shownunder “local government action” where the community transportationand community design topics are buried.  

Shifting trips from automobiles to transit, walking and bicyclingoffers enormous opportunities to reduce GHG emissions.  Californiaand the rest of the U.S. currently have a small share of all tripsmade by these modes.  Yet in most of the world, includingdeveloped countries in Europe and Asia, the mode shares fortransit, walking and bicycling are competitive with automobileuse.  Higher mode shares for transit, biking and walking areclearly achievable in California on a very cost-effective basis.

“Funding bicycle facilities and programs can be a cost-effectivemeans of reducing motor vehicle emissions.”  That’s what the AirResources Board Bicycle Fact sheet says. (http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/tsaq/bicycle/factsht.htm)  Thesame is certainly true for reducing GHG emissions.

There are also very substantial co-benefits from reducing VMT andincreasing transit and human powered transportation mode shares. The benefits include a reduction in traffic congestion, improvedpublic health, reduced road maintenance and construction costs,energy savings and environmental benefits.  

The health benefits don’t derive merely from air qualityimprovements.  There are benefits from reduced traffic collisions. Fewer collisions reduce traffic fatalities, injuries and propertydamages.  These costs are estimated to be more than $164B annuallyfor the U.S.  (AAA Crashes vs. Congestion:  What’s Cost to Society) 

There are also costs, estimated by the California Department ofHealth Services (DHS) to be $21.7 billion annually, associatedwith obesity and overweight.  Obesity is linked to diabetes.  Boththese conditions are considered to be epidemics by health careprofessionals.  (See the April 2005 study done for DHS, TheEconomic Costs Of Physical Inactivity, Obesity, And Overweight InCalifornia Adults: Health Care, Workers’ Compensation, and LostProductivity)

Higher levels of physical activity, especially physical activityintegrated with everyday activities such as walking and bicyclingfor transportation, are essential to reducing the incidence ofobesity, overweight and diabetes.

Increased physical activity from human powered transportation alsoreduces the risks of many other diseases including cardiovasculardisease (heart disease and stroke), some forms of cancer,Alzheimer’s and more.  Increased physical activity extends lifespans and improves quality of life.    (Editorial, British MedicalJournal, January 2008) 

The environmental benefits of VMT reductions, in addition to theair quality benefits to human health, include reduction in cropdamage from air pollution, improved water quality (reduction inoil, brake asbestos dust, etc. in stormwater) and noise reduction. Reduction in suburban growth would preserve crop land and greenspace and reduce long term energy use.

Section II.A.  State as example.
This section mentions alternative commute options, but does notspecifically address bicycling.  Because of the number of itsfacilities and employees, the state can do a great deal to make iteasier to bike commute by providing showers, clothing lockers andbicycle parking.  The CalEPA headquarters building offers a primeexample of what can be done.  Caltrans is in the process ofcreating standards for bike facilities at its offices.  Seehttp://www.sacbike.org/advocacy/state_bicycle_facilities/ for moreinformation and the rationale for bicycle facility legislation thatwas considered in 2007.  Bicycle facilities could be provided atnew and remodeled state office buildings on an administrativebasis without the need for legislation,

Section II B.  Emission Reduction Measures
The potential for reducing GHG through VMT reduction, andspecifically VMT reduction through an increase in bicycling andwalking, far outweighs the size of a potential reduction from someother proposed measures, such as from high speed rail.  Increasingrates bicycling and walking clearly merits it own section in thelist of measures.  There are a wide variety of ways to achieveincreased rates of bicycling and walking.  They include: implementing the Complete Streets concept, speed limit policiesand laws, Safe Routes to School programs, increased state andlocal bicycle and pedestrian funding and incentives, land usepolicy and incentives, parking charges, adding teeth to parkingcash-out law (see Appendix A.), broader implementation of parkingcash-out and education, enforcement and encouragement programs.

Section II. B. 3.  Energy efficiency
Mandatory bicycle facilities (showers, clothing lockers andbicycle parking) should be specifically cited and included ingreen building standards.  For example, currently bicyclefacilities are only an option in LEED standards.  That optionshould be made a requirement for all office, commercial andresidential buildings above a certain size.

Section II. B. 12.  Local government actions
A far greater reduction in GHG emissions should be expected fromlocal government actions.  This section could be made part of abroader and more ambitious VMT reduction section.

Section II. C. 2.  Carbon Fees
Carbon fees should take priority over a cap and trade program. Fees are simple.  They can be phased in easily and can be maderevenue neutral.  They are quicker to implement.  They areguaranteed to be effective.  Fees are more predictable, equitableand comprehensive. 

Cap and trade programs are inherently more complicated and theirsuccess is less certain based on actual European Union experience.Cap and trade programs are easier to manipulate in an unfairmanner.

See:  Climate Change: Caps vs. Taxeshttp://www.aei.org/publications/filter.all,pubID.26286/pub_detail.asp

Section III Analysis:  Costs and Benefits
The analysis fails to take into consideration the non-air qualityhealth benefits mentioned above.  There is also no considerationof the congestion benefits of reduced VMT.  Congestion costs aredescribed in the Texas Transportation Institute’s Urban MobilityReport.  The dollar value of congestion and health benefits, plusthe environmental and road construction savings, is verysubstantial and should be calculated and included.  



Appendix A
Parking cash-out law with suggested amendments. 


Text of Parking Cash-Out Law

§ 43845.  Parking cash-out program.   California Health and SafetyCode.
(a) In any air basin designated as a nonattainment area pursuantto Section 39608, each employer of 50 persons or more who providesa parking subsidy to employees, shall offer a parking cash-outprogram.  “Parking cash-out program” means an employer-fundedprogram under which an employer offers to provide a cash allowanceto an employee equivalent to the parking subsidy that the employerwould otherwise pay to provide the employee with a parking space.
(b) A parking cash-out program may include a requirement thatemployee participants certify that they will comply withguidelines established by the employer designed to avoidneighborhood parking problems, with a provision that employees notcomplying with the guidelines will no longer be eligible for theparking cash-out program.
(c) As used in this section, the following terms have thefollowing meanings:
(1) “Employee” means an employee of an employer subject to thissection.
(2) “Parking subsidy” means the difference between theout-of-pocket amount paid by an employer on a regular basis inorder to secure the availability of an employee parking space notowned by the employer and the price, if any, charged to anemployee for use of that space.
(d) Subdivision (a) does not apply to any employer who, on orbefore January 1, 1993, has leased employee parking, until theexpiration of that lease or unless the lease permits the employerto reduce, without penalty, the number of parking spaces subjectto the lease.
(e) It is the intent of the Legislature, in enacting this section,that the cash-out requirements apply only to employers who canreduce, without penalty, the number of paid parking spaces theymaintain for the use of their employees and instead provide theiremployees the cash-out option described in this section.

Suggested amendments (f) and (g)
(f)  Effective January 1, 2010, the penalty for an employer whofails to offer a parking cash-out program required by Section43845 is $1,000 per month in which the required program is notoffered.
(g)  An employer who fails to offer a parking cash-out programrequired by Section 43845 must, retroactive to January 1, 2010,pay employees a cash allowance equivalent to the parking subsidiesthat the employees did not take.  The retroactive cash allowanceshall be no larger than the cash allowance the employees wouldhave received had the employer complied with Section 43845.


Related Provisions

Sections 17202 and 24343.5, California Revenue & Taxation Code. Specifies that costs related to a parking cash-out program may bededucted as business expenses for employers.

Section 17090, California Revenue & Taxation Code.  States thatthe cash allowance given to employees must be included in grossincome subject to state income and payroll taxes (except anyportion used for ridesharing purposes).

Sections 65088.1, 65089, and 65089.3, California Government Code. Requires (1) congestion management agencies to consider parkingcash-out when developing and updating the trip reduction andtravel demand elements of their congestion management plans, and(2) requires cities or counties to grant appropriate reductions inparking requirements to new and existing commercial developments ifthey offer parking cash-out programs.

Uncodified language:

The Legislature hereby finds and declares all of the following:
(a) Existing local, state, and federal policies tend to encouragethe provision of subsidized parking by employers.
(b) Subsidized parking creates a strong incentive for employees tocommute to work in a single occupancy vehicle.
(c) Commuting in a single occupancy vehicle contributes to trafficcongestion and air pollution.
(d) In Los Angeles and Orange Counties, more than 90 percent ofthe commuters receive free worksite parking, but less than 10percent of employers provide an employee ridesharing or transitbenefit.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-21 16:47:36No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Darrell Last Name: CozenEmail Address: mem4321@aol.comAffiliation: American Planning AssociationSubject: Transit UseComment:More efforts should be made to increase usage of mass transitrather than automobiles to get to work, shop, and play.  Increasegas taxes to pay for more transit improvements and reduce vehiclemiles traveled.

Thanks. Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-23 08:54:25No Duplicates.



Comment 18 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Levin Last Name: NockEmail Address: Lnock@comcast.netAffiliation: Subject: Pedestrians and Bicyclists reduce VMT.Comment:California has beautiful weather, beautiful scenery, and many flatareas. With Smart Growth urban planning and better ped/bikeinfrastructure, California could be one of the most wonderfulplaces in the world to ride a bicycle.   Davis, CA provides asuperb local example of how suburban VMT can be significantlyreduced, with smart land use planning and attention to ped/bikeinfrastructure.

You can reduce VMT by 30% or more by providing pedestrians andcyclists with safe routes to travel, and convenient destinationsto travel to.  Transportation planning procedures should bemodified, to acknowledge the fact that pedestrian, bicycle, andtransit trips can replace Vehicle Miles Travelled, when land useand transportation policies support this.

James Goldstene, ARB executive officer, told the New Partners forSmart Growth this year (2008) that urban households generate halfas much VMT as those living in conventional suburban locations.Even households in “smarter growth suburban” locations drive 18 to39 percent less, according to his presentation. 

If California follows 'business as usual' transportation analysisuntil 2020, reaching 2050 GHG goals will be extremely difficult. If California institutes innovative transportation analysis, suchas is being developed in Florida, with active programs to convertVMT to BTC and PTC (bike trips completed and pedestrian tripscompleted), then 2050 GHG goals will be much more achievable.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-23 11:22:11No Duplicates.



Comment 19 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DebLast Name: HubsmithEmail Address: deb@saferoutespartnership.orgAffiliation: Safe Routes to School National PartnershSubject: Comments on the Scoping Plan for AB32Comment:The Safe Routes to School National Partnership respectfully submitsthe attached letter of comments and recommendations for the scopingplan for AB32.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/19-srtsnp_carb_ab32_7_24_08_final.pdfOriginal File Name: SRTSNP_CARB_AB32_7_24_08_FINAL.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-24 10:07:10No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PamLast Name: BradyEmail Address: president@capta.orgAffiliation: California State PTASubject: AB32Comment:Please see attached letter.
PamAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/20-lettertocaairresourcesboard.pdfOriginal File Name: LettertoCAAirResourcesBoard.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-24 17:15:07No Duplicates.



Comment 21 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: chrisLast Name: davisEmail Address: cmdsaferoutes@earthlink.netAffiliation: Subject: ab32Comment:July 25, 2008

California Air Resources Board: 

I am a member of the Safe Routes to School National Partnership,writing to submit comments on the California Air Resources Board’s(ARB) draft scoping plan for AB32, which is being designed toreduce greenhouse gas emissions in the State of California to1990levels by the year 2020. 

My comments focus on the transportation sector, which accounts forapproximately 38% of greenhouse gas emissions in the State ofCalifornia. While we are pleased that the ARB asks for thedevelopment of regional plans that will document and reducegreenhouse gas emissions (GHG) emissions, we feel that your targetfor land use, (2 million metric tons) is quite low, as thisrepresents less than 1% of the overall GHG emissions reductions.This land use target is not at all proportionate to its share ofGHG emissions within the transportation sector. 

The Partnership is particularly interested in having the scopingplan be amended to include a specific focus related to schoolswhich play a major role in how communities are designed, and howlocal traffic is generated, with its corresponding vehicle milestraveled (VMT) and carbon emissions. 

1) Land Use and VMT: name of organization asks that you increaserequirements in the scoping plan for GHG reductions through theland use sector, and make tracking vehicles miles (VMT) traveledand targets associated with VMT reductions a requirement throughnew regional land use targets. We also ask for you to require thatregional transportation agencies include school siting and SafeRoutes to School as components of their GHG reduction plans, andcreate an enforcement mechanism around these GHG reduction plans.

2) Safe Routes to School: We further ask that ARB include SafeRoutes to School infrastructure and non-infrastructure programs inthe section of the scoping plan titled “public education andprograms to reduce vehicle miles traveled” so that the program canbe expanded to all elementary and middle schools in California.Include a sentence about your organization’s work with Safe Routesto School and any data you might have generated related to modeshift. The Safe Routes to School National Partnership hascalculated that if every school in the state currently operated aSafe Routes to School program that this could annually reduce468,156 tons of CO2, and create an annual reduction of1,099,357,028 VMT through school trips alone. Safe Routes toSchool programs should be funded from cap and trade allowanceallocations or other new revenue sources committed to reducing CO2emissions at a rate of $90 million/year which will be matchedthrough federal and local funding. The state should also requireVMT reduction targets related to SRTS in the regional land useplans. 

3) School Siting: In addition, ARB should work with the CaliforniaDepartment of Education (CDE) on the revision of their schoolsiting requirements (Title 5) which are being updated now toensure that CDE is encouraging neighborhood schools, andspecifically mention the importance of school siting andneighborhood schools within the final Scoping Plan. The NationalHousehold Travel Survey indicates that only 42% of school tripsare one mile or less in California. As we are building andrebuilding more schools in this state, it will be important toensure that these new schools are neighborhood schools, wherechildren can safety walk and bicycle as walking and bicycling toschool decreases dramatically as residents are located furtherfrom schools. 

Safe Routes to School and school siting are important issues toinclude within the scoping plan both for funding allocationsthrough the cap and trade program, and as requirements for theregional target plans. 

The State of California should not focus only on technologicalsolutions to reduce GHG emissions. Without improved land use,increased VMT will prevent us from achieving the 2020 emissionsreduction goals. Additionally, funding school-oriented programsthat promote walking and bicycling will have co-benefits such asimproved land use, healthy lifestyles and reducing obesity-relatedillnesses that are exacerbated due to a lack of opportunities forsafe physical activity. 

Thank you for your careful consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Chris DavisAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-25 10:24:33No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JohnLast Name: HoltzclawEmail Address: john.holtzclaw@sierraclub.orgAffiliation: Subject: land use and ZEVsComment:
.         Include stronger measures to reform land use planning inways that reduce vehicle miles traveled.

.         Mandate that auto companies sell hundreds of thousandsof Zero-Emission Vehicles (ZEVs) by 2014, not the feeble proposedlevel of 7500 ZEVs.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-28 17:49:067 Duplicates.



Comment 23 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: CarrollLast Name: NastEmail Address: cnast@infs.netAffiliation: Sierra ClubSubject: Community Choice Electricity AggregationComment:Promote and enable Community Choice Electricity Aggregation (CCA),which lets communities pool their buying power to generate cleanpower.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-28 22:06:45No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AllenLast Name: GreenbergEmail Address: agcatp2@aol.comAffiliation: Subject: Incorporating Pay-Per-Mile Insurance in Transportation PlanComment:Dear Sir or Madam:

Please accept the attached research paper, "Designing Pay-Per-MileAuto Insurance Regulatory Incentives Using the NHTSA Light TruckCAFE Rule as a Model," as a regulatory approach that should beconsidered in the State of California for promoting pay-per-mileautomobile insurance.  There are very few strategies that wouldhave nearly the impact as this one in reducingtransportation-sector greenhouse gas emissions and other airpollution.  While the research paper suggests regulatoryincentives be created at the Federal level, it acknowledges thepossibility of similar state-level regulations, which is what I amurging be considered in California.

Thank you,
Allen GreenbergAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/26-paydinsuranceregincentiverationalev4.docOriginal File Name: PAYDInsuranceRegIncentiveRationaleV4.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 07:13:36No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KimLast Name: FloydEmail Address: kimffloyd@fastmail.fmAffiliation: Subject: Off Road Vehicle EmissionsComment:All Off Road vehicles should be require to comply with strongpollution controls.  This should include all water crafts,motorcycles, dune buggies, ATV, ETC.

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 11:34:15No Duplicates.



Comment 26 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: SamanthaLast Name: KaplanEmail Address: earthexperienceart@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: A hope for climate crisis solutionsComment:I believe these additional measures will greatly augment thepositive changes that this bill is creating.
 
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 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 14:42:34No Duplicates.



Comment 27 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DavidLast Name: MerrittEmail Address: gurudave@att.netAffiliation: Subject: Don't Limit Production of Zero-Emission VehiclesComment:The ARB has set a very low minimum production goal for ZEVs. Isthis a replay of "Who Killed the Electric Car?"  If you're bowingto industry pressures--don't, they're not even American.  Theautomobile industry and the oil industry are international andhave no commitment to the welfare of Californians other that tokeep them as customers.  They need us, not vice versa.  Set a muchhigher minimum production goal--say 50,000 vehicles.  Californianswill snatch them up--just like they did the last time around.  Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 15:56:43No Duplicates.



Comment 28 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: CathyLast Name: Haagen-SmitEmail Address: tandems2@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: Subject: VMT ReductionComment:As a long time bicycle advocate, I have the following commentsabout the scoping plan:

REDUCE VMTs.
Clearly VMT is out of control in this state.  ARB has noted atrend for increased VMTs over the next 50 years.  Of course thistrend must not only be slowed down, it should be reversed startingsooner than later.  (App C, page C-22).  I ask for strong emphasison the issues below:

1. Public Education:  ARB has suggested providing consumerchoices. Strong marketing, much like the state's "Flex Your Power"campaign, catching consumer's attention should be created.  Thebicycle as a solution should be emphasized.  Cheap, easy,healthy.
2. Incentives or feebates or tax relief should be extended toindividuals who ride a bicycle or walk to reduce vehicle trips,not just to those driving more fuel efficient cars.  The converse,people who continue to drive when certain trips could be replacedby walking, biking or transit should be penalized, or givendisencentives.  Pay to park, for example.
3. Programs requiring employers to help employees reduce VMTsshould be mandated.
4. Local governments and transportation planning agencies shouldbe penalized for poor land use planning.  All planning decisionsmust meet certain strict blueprint criteria before any new road,subdivision or strip mall is built.  Decision makers are gettingaway with the worst case scenarios.

I live in Placer County which suffers from extremely bad,car-based planning.  If there was an economic disencentive for thedecision maker, carbon footprints would be reduced dramatically. Many decision makers simply scoff at the notion of global warming. They hold key positions in determining a future of reducedgreenhouse gas emissions.  There need to be penalties for theirfailure to act.
Thank you,
Cathy Haagen-SmitAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 16:18:39No Duplicates.



Comment 29 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: LynnLast Name: DavisEmail Address: fordmk2@aol.comAffiliation: Sierra ClubSubject: OHV regulation; CECP implementation & enforcementComment:OHV emissions (with the exception of spark arresters) are currentlyunregulated in California.  In a State which regulates nearly everytype of motorized equipment, from road vehicles to weed trimmers,the omission of this category of vehicle from emissions standardsis either an incredible oversight or the result of a highlyeffective lobby.  Annual OHV use in California produces emissionsthe equivalent of 500,000 barrels of oil burned, and consumes 26million gallons of gasoline. The fuel used equates to 1.5 millioncar trips between Los Angeles and San Francisco.  The rapid growthof the OHV industry in California will continue to move thesestatistics upward, neutralizing gains in other clean airinitiatives unless regulated now. I urge the adoption of mandatoryregistration for all OHVs; emissions standards with mandatorytesting to ensure efficacy of CECP standards and application.  AndI urge that all such standards be as stringent to the industry asthe current State standard for automobiles.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 04:03:46No Duplicates.



Comment 30 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JackLast Name: SwearengenEmail Address: jcswear@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: Subject: TransportationComment:Transportation of people and goods by rail is by far the mostproductive mode, in terms of energy, labor, or land use perpassenger or ton-mile. This means that shifting to rail as thebackbone of our transportation system will reduce our use ofenergy, land, and labor. In turn, the increase in transportationproductivity will benefit the rest of the economy.

In the future, electrification of the rail lines can permitpowering from renewable sources such as wind, photovoltaics, orcellulose. If carbon sequestration can be made affordable, theelectricity can be generated from domestic coal.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 08:34:10No Duplicates.



Comment 31 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ChrisLast Name: ConeEmail Address: cone@sonic.netAffiliation: Subject: Lack of Mass Transit OptionComment:I am curious why the Draft Scoping Plan does not address local masstransit. High Speed Rail will certainly provide relief along animportant transporation corridor; however, without local masstransit options we are all still limited to our cars to get towork, school, and shopping -- even if those cars get better gasmileage. Why doesn't the plan offer solutions for local masstransit?Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 10:15:22No Duplicates.



Comment 32 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: BrentLast Name: EidsonEmail Address: beidson@sandiego.govAffiliation: City of San DiegoSubject: FleetComment:The overarching concern is the lack of available technology and thecost associated with the recommendations.
1) Use of Medium/Heavy Duty Hybrid Vehicles: The bucket truckscurrently run an extra $40-50K per unit.
2) Low emission fuel / oils: Currently these are not readilyavailable, nor does existing infrastructure support them.
3) Federal or State funding would be needed in order to helpcities comply with the equipment upgrades. 
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 11:13:15No Duplicates.



Comment 33 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AntoineLast Name: McGrathEmail Address: Antoine.McGrath@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Auto Pollution and AsthmaComment:Auto emissions contribute significantly to the pollution in citieswhich has a correlation with childhood and infant asthma rates. Toimprove the quality of life for future citizens I have suggestionsto incorporate into AB32
-  Make polluters pay for their emissions of greenhouse gases,using the resulting revenues to promote clean energy and aidlow-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 generateclean power.
-  Mandate that auto companies sell hundreds of thousands ofZero-Emission Vehicles (ZEVs) by 2014, not 7500 ZEVs.
Thank you Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 11:26:28No Duplicates.



Comment 34 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Edward Last Name: MainlandEmail Address: emainland@comcast.netAffiliation: Sierra Club CaliforniaSubject: Electrification of TransportationComment:• There is strong support for implementation of the Pavley "CleanCars" standards which continue to call for reduction of globalwarming pollution from personal vehicles. While the Pavleystandards will allow us to meet 2020 goals for greenhouse gasreductions, in order to meet 2050 goals we need more than thatbefore 2020.
•  The state should immediately begin a dramatic shift towardplug-in hybrid electric vehicles and battery electric vehicles tobegin the ramp-up needed to meet 2050 greenhouse gas reductiongoals. This should be stated specifically in the Plan to make sureit is implemented. 
• The state should immediately create a Battery Electric VehiclePartnership with industry to speed the electrification of thelight-duty vehicle fleet, and redirect resources from hydrogenfuel-cell vehicle programs to battery initiatives. Advancements inbattery technology and increasing gasoline prices have improved themarket for battery electric vehicles, and their benefits inreducing greenhouse gases are proven. Hydrogen fuel-cell vehiclesconflict with the Plan's demand for energy efficiency because theyrequire double to quadruple the amount of electricity to operatecompared with battery electric vehicles.
• The minimum goal of 7,500 Zero Emission Vehicles (ZEVs)currently required by the Zero Emission Vehicle Program in2012-2014 is grossly inadequate. CARB should establish a goal ofhundreds of thousands of ZEVs in that time frame, and recommendincreased funding for immediate development of plug-in hybridvehicles and infrastructure for all plug-in vehicles.
• CARB should create a program and incentives to encourageconversion of the 100,000 hybrids now in use in the state toplug-in hybrids, and mandate all appropriate state fleet vehiclesbe plug-in or zero-emission vehicles.  
 

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 15:53:45No Duplicates.



Comment 35 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DavidLast Name: AssmannEmail Address: David.Assmann@sfgov.orgAffiliation: City and County of San FranciscoSubject: City of San Francisco Comments on Transportation for the AB 32 Draft Scoping PlanComment:It appears from the appendices (although not at all clear inreading the draft scoping plan), that the target chosen for thelocal government section is based on regionaltransportation-related greenhouse gas targets (the appendices gofrom regional transportation to a target to a list of actions to adiscussion of policies to assist local actions).  The four othermeasures under evaluation in the appendices (all transportationmeasures) are all worthy programs that should also be included inthe draft scoping plan. However, only congestion pricing andprograms to reduce vehicle trips can truly be implemented at alocal government level.  Pay as you drive programs cannot beimplemented at a local government level alone, and indirect sourcerules for new development is best implemented at the regional andstate level.

In addition to being included in the draft scoping plan, thecombined target for congestion pricing and programs to reducevehicle trips should be higher. The appendices give a potentialfor entire state of up to 2 MMT for these two areas. SanFrancisco, with a little over 2% of the state’s population, hasset a target of 322,000 tons for San Francisco alone – by 2012!

Public education and programs to reduce vehicle travel areeffective and continue to be in demand especially with theincrease in fuel prices. However, there is a limited amount offunding available to local governments to staff public educationactivities. Additional resources and funding to staff publicoutreach programs specific to promoting driving alternatives wouldbe very helpful. In addition, San Francisco recommends that thestate adopt the following transportation demand managementprograms:

•	Un-bundle parking (Transit Oriented Development TOD): Paying forparking separately from Housing or Office Space. The cost ofparking for residential and commercial units is often passed on tothe occupants indirectly through the rent or purchase price("bundled") rather than directly through a separate charge.Unbundling parking helps reduce vehicle ownership as residents areable to save more by not owning a car and it can complementcar-sharing programs. Making it a requirement to un-bundle parkingin new developments will reduce the use of vehicles. 

•	Implementation of Smart Parking Pricing:  Incentivize localgovernments to make Smart Parking Pricing mandatory. This wouldincluding the following:

o	Charge users directly for parking facility use, often withvariable rates. Better parking management yield followingbenefits:
o	Make parking easier to find and easier to pay for. 
o	Reduce frustrating circling for parking, which means lesscongestion. 
o	Reduce transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions. 
o	Increase safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and other driversby helping drivers be less preoccupied by the search for parking.

•	Guaranteed Ride Home: Mandate Guaranteed Ride Home (GRH)programs.  Also known as Emergency Ride Home (ERH), GRH provides afree or low-cost ride home in cases of emergency for employees whouse alternative transportation, such as carpooling, vanpooling,public transit, bicycling, and walking. This program helps promotedriving alternatives to commuters who would otherwise drive just toaddress the possibility of needing their personal automobile incase of an emergency. The City and County of San Franciscocurrently offers a free Emergency Ride Home program to all SFdestined commuters and their San Francisco based employers. 

•	Mandatory Pre-Tax Transit: Commuters who take the bus, train,ferry, or vanpool to work could be saving up to 40 percent ontheir commuting expenses. Here's how it works: The federalgovernment allows employees to deduct up to $115 per month fromtheir paychecks, pre-tax, to pay for transit and vanpool expenses.Employees save by using pre-tax dollars for their commute expenses,and employers get the advantage of reduced payroll taxes and apopular benefit program that's easy and inexpensive to administer.Making this program mandatory for employers to offer at theirworksite would encourage the use of driving alternatives. TheBoard of Supervisors at the City and County of San Francisco havebeen presented with a legislation that would make San Franciscothe first City in the nation to make pre-tax transit programmandatory for employers to offer their employees. 


•	Municipal Bicycle Fleet: Require cities, large corporations andinstitutions to implement bicycle programs and/or provideincentives for the implementation of shared bicycle fleet forworkers to help reduce the need for vehicle pool or fleet forworkers to perform on-job duties. This helps reduce vehicle milestraveled and carbon emissions. The City and County of SanFrancisco has implemented a program for workers who make asignificant number of vehicle trips and are able to use a bicycleto perform their on-job duties. The program has been in existencefor over four years and currently provides over 400 bicycles topark gardeners, parking control officers, health care workers,city planners, etc. 

•	Public Bicycle Fleet: Require that large urban areas provide apublic bicycle fleet and/or provide incentives to establish such afleet. Implementation of a shared bicycle fleet for the generalpublic is a great way to promote clean and green transportationoption. Paris, France and Amsterdam, Netherlands along withPortland, Oregon serve as a few good examples of shared bicyclefleet programs available to the general public.  

•	Promotion of Parking Cash-Out: Offers commuter financialincentives for using alternative modes. Free parking is the mostcommon fringe benefit offered to workers in the U.S. A 1992California law created a program known as "parking cash-out" thateliminates subsidization of parking for solo drivers. According toUniversity of South Florida’s National Center for Transit Research,with the cash-out programs implemented, the average share of solocommute drivers decreased from 76 percent to 63 percent, a 13percent decrease.

•	Car free Tourism: Encourage car free, carefree transportation toand around California Tourist destinations to promote cleaner airand a healthier planet. San Francisco has started work on itsfirst carfree tourism project that provides the tourist withinformation (guides, brochures, website) on how to best experienceSan Francisco by walking, on bicycles and using public transit. 


In addition to the Transportation Demand Management programs thatcan be administered by local jurisdictions, congestion pricing canalso help reduce emissions. San Francisco is implementing a $158million grant designed to combat congestion, which will includecongestion pricing on one of the roadways entering the city, andthe city is also looking at the potential implementation of tollroads downtown.  
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Comment 36 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JimLast Name: Haagen-SmitEmail Address: jimwhs@yahoo.comAffiliation: California Bicycle CoalitionSubject: Need stronger measures to increase bicyclingComment:The draft Scoping Plan is a good start to reducing greenhouse gasemissions.  The California Bicycle Coalition appreciates thelanguage included in the plan in connection with reducing VMTs. However, the CBC asks that it be stronger and include measures toincrease bicycling throughout the state.  

The CBC is a statewide 501(c)(4) which promotes cycling as asolution to many health problems in California.  CBC sees twotools that work to support the AB 32 scoping plan.  1.  ReducingVMTs is clearly required.  The scoping plan can do this directlyby promoting bicycling through marketing and educating the public;increasing the mode split in transportation funding; providingfunding or incentives for bicycle trips; requiring localtransportation agencies and/or employers to implement tripreduction plans.  2.  Reducing VMTs by encouraging people to ridebikes, walk or take transit rather than drive necessitates localgovernments to make correct land use planning decisions. Land useplanners and local governments need incentives to implement or, inthe converse, penalties for ignoring blueprint/smart growthscenarios.

Although the draft plan calls for a better regional planningapproach, CBC believes that stronger measures are needed to givepeople more choices to get out of their cars.  
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Comment 37 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: EricLast Name: ChaseEmail Address: galoisgroupie@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Increased Emphasis on TransitComment:Thank you for making this very convenient forum available forpublic comment on the Draft Scoping Plan.

Transportation accounts for about 40% of greenhouse gas emissionsin California (here in the Bay Area, about 50%). In order toreduce the contributions of transportation to greenhouse gasemissions, it is critical that aggressive programs be implementedthat will reduce vehicle miles traveled. VMT in California isprojected to increase about 36% by the year 2020, about 49% by theyear 2025, and about 63% by the year 2030. (Source: Caltrans,2008.)

While high speed rail should have its place on the list ofstrategies used to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, high-speedrail is not a feasible option for most trips within a metropolitanregion, nor is it appropriate for travel within a single city. Afocus on high-speed rail at the extent of local transit means thatthe Draft Scoping Plan does not capitalize on an opportunity toreduce vehicle miles traveled within metropolitan regions.Emissions reduction must be addressed on all levels of travel,including local. Therefore, the list of emissions reductionstrategies must explicitly include metropolitan transit systems,which appeared nowhere on the list. Ability of transit to reduceVMT has apparently been severely underestimated, so it is criticalthat current state budgetary drains on transit be turned around.Federal, state, and local funding must be directed away from roadsand toward transit operation and expansion, both to minimize farehikes in light of rising fuel prices, and to provide additionalservice that makes transit convenient for a greater number ofpeople. Tools include, but are obviously not limited to:

1. Conversion of existing traffic lanes to HOV lanes, and use ofHOV lanes to expand bus rapid transit service.
2. Recognition that LOS degradation in the short-term (e.g. inconnection with the conversion of a traffic lane into a transitwayor HOV lane) can be beneficial in the long-term, in that congestionprovides an incentive for solo drivers to pursue more responsibletransportation choices.
3. Implement pedestrian and bicycle programs that encourageincreased walking and biking: e.g. Construction of bicycle lanenetworks. Provide incentives for local jurisdictions to implementstreet design that maximizes safety of pedestrians and cyclists.Facilitate easier use of bicycles in conjunction with transitsystems.
4. Implement congestion pricing to generate revenue that isfunneled directly into transit.
5. Pay-As-You-Drive: If all vehicle costs paid by motorists arenarrowly tailored to driving behavior, motorists will pay closerattention to their driving patterns and will have incentive toseek out opportunities to reduce their personal miles-traveled.Insurance payments should be connected to behavior that is in thesole control of the motorist (i.e. distance traveled), and otherfees connected with vehicle use should also be assessed accordingto distance traveled. The extent to which payment amounts dependon miles-traveled should be maximized, so that the motorists areaware that the fees they pay are directly dependent on the extentto which they use the vehicle.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 08:08:24No Duplicates.



Comment 38 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: paulaLast Name: carrellEmail Address: chacocyn@earthlink.netAffiliation: Subject: zero emission vehiclesComment:Cars, trucks, etc. are, I believe, the biggest emitters of carbonin California.  We need to clean-up our transportation sector NOW. As we all figure out how to drive less, it would also helpimmensely to have less polluting vehicles available.  I'd love anelectric car -- an affordable one -- that could be charged withsolar power.  INCREASE THE REQUIREMENT FOR ZERO EMISSION VEHICLES,please.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 13:04:53No Duplicates.



Comment 39 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KirkLast Name: Marckwald Email Address: Kirk@ceaconsulting.comAffiliation: Association of American RailroadsSubject: California Railroad Industry CommentsComment:The members of the Association of American Railroads -- the Class Ifreight railroads operating in California and Pacific Harbor Lines(the Railroads) -- appreciate the opportunity to provide commentson ARB’s AB 32 Discussion Draft Scoping Plan (the Draft) releasedon June 26, 2008. The Railroads commend ARB staff and BoardMembers on this initial and comprehensive endeavor to mitigateCalifornia’s contribution to global climate change.

Please see the enclosed PDF with our comments on the draft. 

Regards, 
Kirk Marckwald
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/47-aar_draft_comments_to_arb_draft_scoping_plan_08_0731_final.pdfOriginal File Name: AAR draft comments to ARB draft scoping plan 08_0731_FINAL.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 15:15:14No Duplicates.



Comment 40 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: AnneLast Name: GeraghtyEmail Address: ageraghty@walksacramento.orgAffiliation: WALKSacramentoSubject: Complete Streets, Transportation & Public HealthComment:Please review attached file for comments.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/48-walksacramento_comment_letter_on_carb_ab32_scoping_plan_7-29-08.pdfOriginal File Name: WALKSacramento Comment Letter on CARB AB32 Scoping Plan 7-29-08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 20:03:04No Duplicates.



Comment 41 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: LindaLast Name: VillatoreEmail Address: villatore@comcast.netAffiliation: Subject: Reduce Speed LimitsComment:Reducing the speed limit from 65 to 55 on highways under the CarterAdministration in the 1970's has proven to cut emissionssubstantially and should be implemented as quickly as possible toreduce GHG.    

Benefits:

Highly effective in reducing GHG
Tested and measured
Immediate positive impact
No cost to consumer
Related benefit to consumer, reduce cost of gas due to higher mpgat slower speeds.

Negative Impact
Resistance to change
Increased commute time
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Comment 42 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ToddLast Name: LitmanEmail Address: litman@vtpi.orgAffiliation: VTPISubject: Pay-As-You-Drive Pricing AnalysisComment:
The current California draft plan estimates that PAYD couldachieve a maximum of 1MMT CO2 emissions reduction. BrookingsInstitution researchers Jason Bordoff and Pascal Noel estimatemuch larger impacts in their study, "The Impact ofPay-As-You-Drive Auto Insurance in California" (http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2008/07_payd_california_bordoffnoel.aspx). They estimate reductions of 10.5 MMT based on 2006 levels and11.8 MMT based on 2020 projections, and using life-cycle analysis,include CO2 emitted in drilling, transporting, refining, andblending PAYD would reduce CO2 emissions by 13.4 MMT based on 2006levels and 15 MMT based on 2020 projections. This is 10-15 timeslarger than CARB projections.

The Draft Plan significantly underestimates potential emissionreductions because it uses low elasticity values and participationrates. I therefore recommend the following adjustments to the CARBanalysis:

First, the short-run elasticity of -0.025 to -0.05 is quite low.Even Hughes, Knittel and Sperling (2006) found somewhat highershort-run fuel price elasticities of -0.034 to -0.077 during2001-06, and Small and Kurt Van Dender (2005 and 2007) found thegasoline price elasticities was -0.09 in the short run and -0.40%in the long run during 1997-01. Komanoff (2008) estimates that theshort-run U.S. fuel price elasticity reached a low of -0.04 in2004, but this increased to -0.08 in 2005, -0.12 in 2006 and -0.16in 2007. This suggests that the conditions which resulted in verylow price sensitivities during 1985-2005 were anomalies, and thatprice elasticities are likely to return to more normal levels. Itherefore recommend using a range of -0.05 to -0.20 for theshort-run and 0.2 to -0.6 in the long-run. 

References:
Jonathan E. Hughes, Christopher R. Knittel and Daniel Sperling(2006), "Evidence of a Shift in the Short-Run Price Elasticity ofGasoline Demand," National Bureau of Economic Research, WorkingPaper No. 12530 ( http://papers.nber.org/papers/W12530).

Charles Komanoff (2008), "We Explain Gasoline Demand (includingwhy it’s sticky)," Carbon Tax Center (www.carbontax.org ); atwww.carbontax.org/blogarchives/2008/05/12/we-explain-gasoline-demand-including-why-its-sticky. 

Todd Litman (2008), "Transportation Elasticities: How Prices andOther Factors Affect Travel Behavior," Victoria Transport PolicyInstitute (www.vtpi.org); at www.vtpi.org/elasticities.pdf. 
  
Kenneth Small and Kurt Van Dender (2005), "The Effect of ImprovedFuel Economy on Vehicle Miles Traveled: Estimating the ReboundEffect Using U.S. State Data, 1966-2001," University of CaliforniaEnergy Institute's (UCEI) Energy Policy and Economics Working PaperSeries ( www.ucei.berkeley.edu); atwww.ucei.berkeley.edu/PDF/EPE_014.pdf. 
  
Kenneth A. Small and Kurt Van Dender (2007), “Fuel Efficiency andMotor Vehicle Travel: The Declining Rebound Effect,” EnergyJournal, Vol. 28, No. 1, pp. 25-51; atwww.econ.uci.edu/docs/2005-06/Small-03.pdf. 


Second, it is important to model the impacts of universal PAYD(all insurance is priced by the vehicle-mile), as has beenproposed by the National Organization for Women Insurance Project( www.centspermilenow.org ). This is justified for the followingreasons:

* Insurance is highly regulated for actuarial accuracy, economicefficiency, crash reduction, consumer benefits, and affordabilityobjectives: PAYD helps achieve all of these. Insurance regulatorscould (I believe should) require universal PAYD based onconventional insurance regulatory objectives (Todd Litman, 2005,“Pay-As-You-Drive Pricing and Insurance Regulatory Objectives,”Journal of Insurance Regulation, Vol. 23, No. 3, NationalAssociation of Insurance Commissioners, Spring; atwww.vtpi.org/jir_payd.pdf ). 

* Universal PAYD would be easier and more equitable to implementbecause it would avoid the complexities and conflicts that wouldresult from self-selection. It is not currently possible topredict which types of drivers, and therefore which risk profiles,would choose optional PAYD, so the insurance industry would need toguess how to respond. To the degree that this complexity is abarrier to PAYD implementation, then universal application to PAYDis an elegant solution.

* Universal PAYD represents the upper-bound travel impacts andbenefits (energy conservation, emission reductions, crashreductions, consumer savings, congestion reductions, etc.).Decision-makers should be allowed to consider this option. Itwould be inappropriate to exclude it from the technical analysis.


I therefore urge CARB to include analysis showing the impacts andbenefits (including monetized estimates of co-benefits such ascrash reductions, consumer savings and benefits, congestionreductions, road and parking facility cost savings, etc.) thatwould result from universal, odometer-based, which would includevirtually all motorists.

In addition, PAYD insurance is just one of several possible waysto convert fixed vehicle costs into variable costs, therebyincreasing transportation system efficiency and equity. Othersinclude distance-based vehicle registration and licensing fees,distance-based purchase taxes and fees, and more mileage-basedpricing of vehicle leases, as discussed in the 'Distance-BasedPricing' chapter of the "Online TDM Encyclopedia"(http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm10.htm ). Once a system is establishedto collect verified annual mileage readings, the incremental costsof these reforms is tiny and they provide additional benefits. 

I therefore recommend analyzing the impacts and benefits ofadditional distance-based vehicle pricing strategies.
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Comment 43 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PascalLast Name: NoelEmail Address: pnoel@brookings.eduAffiliation: Brookings InstitutionSubject: The Impact of Pay-As-You-Drive in CaliforniaComment:Dear Sir or Madam,

Please accept the attached research paper, "The Impact ofPay-As-You-Drive Auto Insurance in California," which we recentlycompleted at the Brookings Institution’s Hamilton Project.  Wehope this may assist you in your efforts to analyze the impacts ofproposed PAYD measures on “the economy, public health, and theenvironment, including effects on low-income communities.”  Wehave used data at the household and vehicle level in California toestimate the environmental, economic, and distributional impacts ofPAYD. 

The report is also available through the following link:

http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2008/07_payd_california_bordoffnoel.aspx

Thank you,

Jason Bordoff and Pascal Noel

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/51-payd_california_bordoffnoel.pdfOriginal File Name: PAYD_california_bordoffnoel.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 11:07:23No Duplicates.



Comment 44 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Pat Last Name: FlanaganEmail Address: paflanagan29@verizon.netAffiliation: The Mojave Desert Land TrustSubject: ORV EmissionsComment:The Mojave Desert Land Trust (the Land Trust) appreciates thecommitment shown by the Air Quality Board to develop acomprehensive approach to address climate change. However, fromour prospective gained conserving land that protects ecosystemfunctioning in the Mojave Desert, the omission of off-highwayvehicles emission control from the transportation plan is aserious oversight. 

Off-highway vehicles produce significant greenhouse gases. 
According to Fuel to Burn: The Climate and Public HealthImplications of Off-Road Vehicle Pollution in California, preparedby the Center for Biological Diversity and the Clean AirInitiative, a project of the American Lung Association of SanDiego and Imperial County, off-highway vehicles emit more than230,000 metric tons – or 500 million pounds—of carbon dioxide intothe atmosphere each year. This is equivalent to the amount ofgasoline used by 1.5 million car trips from San Francisco to LosAngeles.

California Air Resources Board research finds that off-highwayvehicles and all-terrain vehicles produce 118 times as muchsmog-forming pollutants as do modern automobiles on a per-milebasis. California has among the poorest air quality in the nationand is home to 13 of 20 counties nationwide most at risk toadverse health impacts from smog. In Imperial County one of themost popular off-highway vehicles recreation destinations in thestate, air pollution contributes to the high rate of asthma,bronchitis, pneumonia, and allergies in this region, especiallyamong children younger than 14 years old. 

Joshua Tree National Park experiences the highest ozone pollutionlevel of any Park in the country. Both Joshua Tree and itsneighbor to the north, the Mojave National Preserve post alertswarning travelers and staff of the severity of health threats frompoor air quality. Research indicates that unless current trendschange, climate change may eliminate 90% of Joshua trees from itsnamesake park by the end of this century while automobilepollutants promote the growth of invasive weeks and grasses, whichcontribute to wildland fires. 

The mandate to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by the GlobalWarming Solutions Act applies to all gas sources, includingoff-highway vehicles. It is the responsibility of California toensure that emissions from this source are reduced at the samepace as other sources. The Land Trust concurs with the authors ofFuel to Burn that, at a minimum, emissions from off-road vehiclesshould be reduced to at least 1990 levels by 2020 with furtherreductions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We appreciate youwebsite – it is a very effective tool for commenting.
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Comment 45 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KurtLast Name: BlaseEmail Address: kblase@nossaman.comAffiliation: Center for N. American Energy SecuritySubject: LCFSComment:Comments of the Center for North American Energy Security areattached.  Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/53-final_ab32_scoping_plan_comments_and_attachments.pdfOriginal File Name: Final AB32 Scoping Plan Comments and Attachments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 13:34:12No Duplicates.



Comment 46 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DavidLast Name: Schonbrunn Email Address: David@Schonbrunn.orgAffiliation: TRANSDEFSubject: State Transportation Policy Comment:The Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund, TRANSDEF,has actively advocated for the regional planning of land use,transportation and air quality for the past 15 years.  With mobilesources being the biggest emissions category in the State’s GHGinventory, we recognize that modifying transportation policy isabsolutely crucial to the success of the Scoping Plan.  But thePlan has little to offer in this area.

Transportation Policy
We participated in the LUSCAT process as well as the CaliforniaTransportation Commission’s Working Group on climate changeadditions to the Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines.  Theseprocesses determined that a central part of the implementation ofAB 32 must be a reduction in Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT).  TheBay Area's Joint Policy Committee adopted a Climate Change Plan inwhich "Reducing Driving" was a central strategy.  We aredisappointed that the otherwise excellent Draft Scoping Plan islargely silent on this focus. 

The concern, of course, is that the Business As Usual trend forstatewide VMT will overwhelm any successful efforts at GHGreductions.  Changing that trend will require a profound shift inhow Californians get around.  TRANSDEF recognizes that change ofthis magnitude is politically challenging.  What is not clear fromthe text of the Plan is whether its authors have made the delicatepolitical decision to not broach these issues at this time.  Ifthat is the case, we think the political calculus deserves apublic airing.  Implying that Californians can get through thechallenges of climate change by retrofitting a few CFLs does thema disservice.  Very difficult choices face our State, and thesooner we start changing how our billions of dollars ofinfrastructure funds are spent, the sooner we will have viablelower-carbon alternatives to driving.
 
California needs to dramatically change its priorities intransportation funding.  We need to stop building highway capacityto accommodate growth in demand for single-occupant driving. Instead, we need to start pricing highways to provide appropriateeconomic incentives to discourage single-occupant driving, and toencourage carpooling, walking, biking and using transit.  We needto invest the savings from ending highway construction, as well asthe proceeds of congestion pricing, in cost-effective transitnetworks, including a system of subsidies to enable low-incomepeople to maintain mobility.
  
The problem is that the State’s transportation policy is focusedon reducing traffic congestion.  As a result, many billions ofdollars are programmed to widen highways.  These projects willresult in easier driving conditions (although the constructionimpacts will make driving harder temporarily), which will resultin increased VMT.  Before the State can achieve any significantlong-term reductions in GHGs, it will need to revisit the missionof the Department of Transportation, and completely revamp itsfocus.  The day-in day-out efforts of Caltrans consistently resultin more VMT and more GHGs.  Until Caltrans is formally assigned anew mission, its ongoing operations will keep making the State’semissions worse.

Instead of widening highways, an entirely different policydirection is possible--one which makes transit readily availableand creates economic incentives to use it.  Our website,www.transdef.org contains an extensive discussion of the SmartGrowth Alternative we created, which was modelled in the EIR forthe Bay Area’s 2005 Regional Transportation Plan.  Havingstruggled with the issue of highway vs. transit orientation forthe past 15 years, we are extremely well aware of the resistanceof local government, not to mention regional government, todropping already-programmed “improvement” projects.  However,given the State’s financial constraints, it should be obvious toanyone that the State cannot afford to keep widening highways ifit wants to build up the capacity of transit to become asignificant part of the State’s transport system.

If the State wanted to make a maximum effort to reduce GHGs, itwould re-program the STIP and Proposition 1B Bond proceedscurrently assigned to highway projects over to the capital needsof improved transit.  It would create new climate change fees andoffsets, which will create major new sources for transitoperations funding, the shortage of which is consistently thebiggest obstacle to expanding transit service.  Obviously, changeof this magnitude would require the creation of a strong politicalconsensus around the need for such comprehensive solutions.  Weraise these comments to stress the point that the problem inachieving substantial long-term GHG reductions in thetransportation sector is primarily a political one, rather than atechnical one.

High Speed Rail
TRANSDEF is a strong supporter of High Speed Rail for California,but is troubled by the inability of the High Speed Rail Authorityto produce a credible environmental document and business plan. We are part of an environmental coalition that will soon file suitto challenge the FEIR for access to the Bay Area.  We are concernedthat HSR planning to date has served development interests and notthe goal of achieving optimal GHG emissions reductions.

The State needs to support High-Speed Rail as the future armaturetying together its regions.  This system needs to become thedefault mode of choice for interregional travel.  It will alsoprovide the infrastructure for extensive networks forintraregional travel.  The development of High-Speed Rail needs toimpose minimum density zoning guidelines as the requirement forstation siting, to catalyze a densification of future growtharound station areas, and a development focus on urban cores.

Other Measures Under Evaluation
We strongly believe the Transportation Measures Under Evaluationto be essential to the creation of a more sustainabletransportation system--one that provides strong economic signalsto both encourage lower-carbon approaches and discourage BusinessAs Usual.  We find the emissions reduction entries on Table 22 forthese measures to be extremely conservative.  This is where much ofthe 35 MMT of Additional Emissions Reductions from Capped Sectorscould come from.  We urge CARB to bring these measures forward inthe Final Scoping Plan as appropriate for implementation.

Consistent with the National Surface Transportation Policy andRevenue Study Commission’s recommendations, we support the tollingof interstate highways in congested metropolitan areas.  This wouldboth open a new revenue source, to replace shrinking gas taxrevenues, and provide incentives to peak period drivers to shiftto transit, carpooling and off-peak auto travel, thus reducingpeak period traffic congestion and GHG emissions.  (See pages 5-24through 5-28 of:
http://www.transportationfortomorrow.org/final_report/pdf/volume_2_chapter_5.pdf)

We are enthusiastic about the potential for Pay as You Drive autoinsurance to reduce VMT.  Feebates will be excellent incentives tosteer purchasers towards lower-carbon emitting vehicles.

We believe ‘Public Education and Programs to Reduce VehicleTravel’ to be worthwhile, but very weak in comparison to thebillions of dollars the State spends annually to make drivingeasier.  Such a program would need much higher visibility than itreceived in the Draft Plan to have any effect at all.  If such aprogram were made the centerpiece of the transportation sectorprogram, it would help call attention to its inherent conflictwith where the State spends its transportation money.

For years, we have been advocating that Indirect Source Rules,including Mitigation Fees, are needed to correct a tremendousfailure of market economics:  greenfield development is much moreprofitable than infill development, yet creates vastly moreenvironmental impacts.  If the economic playing field werelevelled through ISR mitigation fees, sprawling subdivisions wouldnot be attractive to developers, and new investment would pour intodowntown areas with transit, where the impacts will be much less. 

TRANSDEF’s Own Strategies
TRANSDEF has come before the Air Resources Board several times toask the agency to adopt a list of Transportation Control Measuresthat it finds to be Reasonably Available.  Unfortunately, VMTreduction was not seen back then as an area CARB felt comfortablein.   The recognition of human-caused global warming, and theaccompanying need to reduce VMT, should change that.  

Because the California Clean Air Act requires non-attainment areasto adopt all feasible control measures, TRANSDEF believes this tobe the most direct regulatory route to an effective VMT reductionprogram.  Once CARB adopts a list of reasonably available TCMs,air districts will then be required to implement them in their airquality plans.  We would be pleased to discuss innovative TCMconcepts in detail with CARB.  

Here is one:  Adoption of mitigations for increases in tripgeneration and GHG emissions as part of the conditions of localproject approval.  These should include best management practicesin parking, including parking pricing, parking cash-out,ecopasses, car sharing, unbundling of parking from leases and realestate purchases, and committed funding for shuttles. 

Here is another:  The single most effective VMT reduction measurein California has been the Employee Trip Reduction Ordinance. Unfortunately, the Legislature rescinded the authority of airpollution control districts to impose such ordinances when itadopted Health & Safety Code Section 40717.9, enacted as SB 437. To implement effective strategies to reduce employee commutetrips, the Scoping Plan needs to ask the Legislature to revisitthis issue.

TRANSDEF recommends shifting as much goods movement as possible torail, as a means of reducing GHG emissions.  This could beencouraged by offering State funding for capital improvementsthrough GHG offset programs and regional transportation plans. Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 14:45:46No Duplicates.



Comment 47 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: CarolLast Name: MisseldineEmail Address: cmisseldine@comcast.netAffiliation: Subject: Comments on Transportation SectorComment:Green Cities California (GCC) comments on the Transportation Sectorof the AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan attached.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/55-gcc_transportation_sector_comments.ab_32_draft_scoping_plan.docOriginal File Name: GCC Transportation Sector Comments.AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 15:19:33No Duplicates.



Comment 48 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JonathanLast Name: MorrisonEmail Address: jmorrison@cncda.orgAffiliation: Subject: Transportation Sector CommentsComment:Please find attached the comments of the California New Car DealersAssociation (CNCDA) on the Draft Scoping Plan's TransportationSector Section.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/56-cncda_scoping_plan_comments.pdfOriginal File Name: CNCDA Scoping Plan Comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 15:46:00No Duplicates.



Comment 49 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KeithLast Name: AdamsEmail Address: adamskb@airproducts.comAffiliation: Air Products and ChemicalsSubject: Comments on Low Carbon Fuel StandardComment:Air Products encourages CARB to consider facility-specific processefficiency in determining the CO2 intensity of the fuels produced. Use of generic emission factors for refinery process inputsreduces the incentive for those refiners who implement the mostcomprehensive energy and process efficiency improvements. Encouraging such efficiency improvements is consistent with CARB’sclimate change and air quality objectives, and should be supportedthrough all the emission reduction measures considered.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 16:00:13No Duplicates.



Comment 50 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DonLast Name: WillenburgEmail Address: dwillenburg@gordonrees.comAffiliation: Subject: Less Car Traffic - More Bicycles and Public TransportationComment:Reduce Greenhouse Gases, and Achieve Other Benefits, byAlternatives to Cars

  Under the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, California is toreduce its greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  Thisis a noble goal.  The 93-page draft “scoping plan” about ways tohelp lower the state’s greenhouse gas emissions contains many goodideas but misses others.  
  Tellingly, Page 2 – the first page after the pretty cover - andat least four other pages of the report are marked “This PageIntentionally Blank,” an inexplicable waste of paper (and thewater to produce it, and the energy, and the associated greenhousegases) in a document ostensibly about “greening” California. Unfortunately, there are some inexplicable blanks in the analysisas well, with even more serious consequences.  
The draft plan identifies the main greenhouse gas culprit.  LikePresident Bush and Osama bin Laden, however, the scoping plan payslip service to arresting that culprit, but rather than doing soinstead vents on easier targets and asks for as little sacrificeand change by the population as possible.  
  The main culprit: transportation (read: cars).  The draft planacknowledges that transportation is the single largest contributorin the state, accounting for 38 percent of greenhouse gasemissions.  But the plan does not address the reduction of cartraffic except incidentally, such as a factor in planning newcommunity developments.  Instead, the plan pins all hope onlighter-carbon fuel and more fuel-efficient vehicles.  All to behoped for and worked toward, but population growth alone is likelyto outstrip many such efficiency gains in vehicles.  Further,increased car traffic has a variety of other negative impacts,including: increased road construction and maintenance costs; timewasted in traffic; traffic fatalities and injuries (one of many sadfacts: Auto accidents are the No. 1 cause of death for U.S.children ages 3-14); the tens of thousands of dollars manyconsumers must spend on fuel and maintenance and repair andinsurance rather than food, housing, medicine, college andinvestments. Some of these, of course, have greenhouse gas issuesthemselves (e.g., road construction).  
  The draft plan avoids the words “public transportation” alltogether, and mentions bicycles only as an aside.  These are twoproven methods for reducing car traffic.  Taking publictransportation rather than driving greatly reduces per capitagreenhouse gas emissions.  Bicycles involve zero greenhouse gasemissions (at least once they have been built and delivered to thestore).  
  The scoping plan’s failure to feature these as means of reducinggreenhouse gases is inexplicable other than to say: business asusual, cars uber alles.  “Trust in the same market forces that gotus into this mess to get us out.  Consumers need do nothing butwait for the market to provide the solution.  The answer lies in:shopping!  Until then, and after then, keep driving.”  
  The plan should, instead, set real goals for investment inpublic transportation.  The plan should also endorse policies likethose embodied in the Congressional resolution (Resolution 305, seebelow) sponsored by Rep. Earl Blumenauer, D-Ore., which calls forincreased and improved bicycling programs at the local, state andnational levels.  “If you build it, they will come.”  If we buildroads, there will be more cars.  If we build bike trails and bikeroutes on traffic streets, there will be more bicycle riders.  Askpeople in Davis, or Santa Monica, or Berkeley, or Sausalito, oranyplace else it has happened.  In San Francisco, for example, thenumber of bicyclists using a street increases as much as 300percent when a bike lane is striped.  In Portland, Ore., bikeridership is up 400 percent after such improvements.  InMinneapolis, after investment in nonmotorized infrastructure,almost 20 percent of all trips are now walking or by bike.  Imagine if that were true in Los Angeles.
  Blumenauer’s resolution (which has passed the House and isawaiting Senate approval) recognizes that many car trips are onlya mile or two – distances most everybody could cover in a bicycle,with multiple benefits.  Not the least of which is reduction ingreenhouse gases.  
  The scoping plan could and should call for funding andincentives to create more bicycle trails and routes; to allow andfacilitate bicycles aboard rail and bus systems; to provide safebike parking at destinations; to put a bike or bike/ pedestrianlane on all portions of all major bridges in the state.  
  The scoping plan also goes after other big players in thegreenhouse gas arena, and in fairness, it should.  No one sector -- industry, buildings, agriculture, water, etc. - - should eitherescape or bear the brunt of new regulation.  But failure toaddress transportation issues by reducing car use, in favor ofwishful thinking that technology will solve everything (Just waitfor the new generation light bulb! Just wait for the newgeneration car engine!) disserves the goal of the scoping plan andCalifornia legislation.  
  The draft scoping plan is a worthwhile start down a necessarypath.  But it – and we – cannot simply ignore known, effectiveanswers to the single largest greenhouse gas problem in the stateand hope to achieve the goal of greening California.

Don Willenburg
1137 Hyde Apt G 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
A version of the above published in the Daily Journal 7/31/08
This article represents the views of the author and notnecessarily those of his employer or any of its clients.
Below: the text of the Congressional resolution encouragingbicycling

Recognizing the importance of bicycling in transportation andrecreation. (Referred to Senate Committee after being Receivedfrom House)
HCON 305 RFS 
110th CONGRESS
2d Session
H. CON. RES. 305
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
June 2, 2008
Received and referred to the Committee on Commerce, Science, andTransportation 
________________________________________
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
Recognizing the importance of bicycling in transportation andrecreation. 
Whereas a national transportation system conducive to bicyclingproduces enriched health, reduced traffic congestion and airpollution, economic vitality, and an overall improved quality ofliving is valuable for the Nation; 
Whereas by dramatically increasing levels of bicycling in UnitedStates cities tangible and intangible 
benefits to the quality of life for cities and towns across thecountry will be realized; 
Whereas we now live in a Nation with 300 million people, and thatnumber is expected to grow to 365 million by 2030 and to 420million by 2050 with the vast majority of that growth occurring inurban areas with limited ability to accommodate increased motorvehicle travel; 
Whereas since 1980, the number of miles Americans drive has grown3 times faster than the United States population, and almost twiceas fast as vehicle registrations; 
Whereas one-third of the current population does not drive due toage, disability, ineligibility, economic circumstances, orpersonal choice; 
Whereas the United States is challenged by an obesity epidemic, 65percent of United States adults are either overweight or obese, and13 percent of children and adolescents are overweight, due in largepart to a lack of regular activity; 
Whereas the Center for Disease Control estimates that if allphysically inactive Americans became active, we would save $77billion in annual medical costs; 
Whereas over 753 of our Nation's Mayors have signed onto theclimate protection agreement of the United States Conference ofMayors urging the Federal Government to enact policies andprograms to meet or exceed a greenhouse gas emission reductiontarget of a 7 percent reduction from 1990 levels by 2012; 
Whereas the transportation sector contributes one-third of thegreenhouse gas emissions in the United States and passengerautomobiles and light trucks alone contribute 21 percent; 
Whereas bicycle commuters annually save on average $1,825 inauto-related costs, reduce their carbon emissions by 128 pounds,conserve 145 gallons of gasoline, and avoid 50 hours of gridlocktraffic; 
Whereas the greatest potential for increased bicycle usage is inour major urban areas where 40 percent of trips are 2 miles orless and 28 percent are less than one mile; 
Whereas in 1969 approximately 50 percent of children in the UnitedStates got to school by walking or bicycling, but in 2001 only 15percent of students were walking or bicycling to school; 
Whereas as much as 20 to 30 percent of morning traffic is oftengenerated by parents driving their children to schools, and in theUnited States, motor vehicle crashes are the leading cause of deathfor children ages 3 to 14; 
Whereas many public agencies in cities are using bicycles todeliver critical municipal services, for example, more than 80percent of police departments serving populations of 50,000 to249,999 and 96 percent of those serving more than 250,000residents now have routine patrols by bicycle; 
Whereas surveys show that a majority of people want to ride andwalk more but are dissuaded by concern over traffic danger andother barriers, and case studies have shown that when thosebarriers to bicycling are removed, people start riding; 
Whereas investment used for improvements for bicyclists andpromoting bicycle use resulted in the quadrupling of bicycle usein Portland, Oregon, since 1994 and a recent report to Congress onthe nonmotorized transportation pilot program reveals that 19.6percent of trips in Minneapolis, Minnesota, are made by biking andwalking, reflecting the benefit of initial investments innonmotorized infrastructure; 
Whereas the American bicyclist generates enormous economicreturns, in 2006, the national bicycling economy contributed $133billion to the United States economy, supported nearly 1.1 millionjobs across the United States, generated $17.7 billion in annualFederal and State tax revenue, produced $53.1 billion annually inretail sales and services, and provided sustainable growth inrural communities; 
Whereas a national network of interconnected urban and ruralbikeways can provide valuable community benefits, including low orno-cost recreation and alternative transportation options forpeople of all ages and abilities; 
Whereas mountain biking is an environmentally friendly, healthynonmotorized outdoor recreation activity that encourages youngpeople to experience our natural world, and engenders communitysupport for preservation of open space; 
Whereas each year major charity bike rides in communities acrossthe country raise in excess of $100 million for critical medicalresearch to find cures for life-threatening diseases; 
Whereas 57 million adults in the United States bicycle each year,and bicycling and walking currently account for nearly 10 percentof trips and 13 percent of traffic fatalities, yet less than 2percent of Federal transportation safety funding is currentlyspent to make bicycling and walking safer; and 
Whereas communities across the United States are seeking ways toreduce traffic congestion, improve air quality, increase thesafety of their neighborhoods, and decrease petroleum dependence,bicycles offer a simple, healthy, energy-saving alternative todriving: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring),That the Congress--
(1) recognizes that increased and safe bicycle use fortransportation and recreation is in the national interest;
(2) supports policies that--
(A) establish national target levels for increased bicycle use,reduce the number of motor vehicle miles traveled (VMT), improvebicycle safety to be achieved within a specific timeframe, andcollect data needed to monitor progress;
(B) increase intermodal travel between public transportation andbicycles;
(C) provide incentives for State and local governments to adoptand implement complete street policies designed to accommodate allusers, including motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, transitriders, and people of all ages and abilities;
(D) encourage bicycle use in communities where significantsegments of the population do not drive and where short trips aremost common;
(E) expand funding for core Federal transportation programs thatsupport non-motorized infrastructure, education, and encouragementprograms by--
(i) safeguarding existing funding sources for nonmotorizedtransportation from inequitable treatment in the Federaltransportation funds rescission process;
(ii) supporting funding for core Federal transportation programsthat support nonmotorized travel, including transportationenhancements, safe routes to school, and recreational trails; and
(iii) ensuring that highway safety improvement program funds arespent in proportion to the percentage of bicyclist and pedestrianfatalities in each State;
(F) facilitate the development of a coordinated system of UnitedStates bicycle routes across the country that cross state bordersand connect metropolitan regions;
(G) create bicycle-friendly Federal land protection legislation,such as national recreation areas, to encourage regulations andmanagement practices for mountain biking as an environmentallyfriendly nonmotorized use of natural surface trails;
(H) provide flexibility in Federal transportation law that wouldspeed up the delivery of nonmotorized infrastructure withoutsacrificing necessary environmental protections;
(I) provide Federal tax or funding incentives to--
(i) States that adopt motor vehicle laws that protect the rightsof bicyclists to share the road;
(ii) businesses that expand bicycle-friendly programs for theiremployees;
(iii) the health care industry to develop more member discountprograms, that target increased physical activity such asbicycling and walking; and
(iv) provide bicycle commuters the transportation fringe benefitscurrently provided to people who commute by car or mass transit;and
(J) build upon the `Green the Capitol Initiative' as a model,create and provide an environmentally sustainable and healthyworking environment for employees that includes the promotion ofbicycling as a transportation alternative;
(3) encourages the Department of Transportation to provideleadership and coordination by reestablishing the Federal bicycletask force to include representatives from all relevant Federalagencies.
Passed the House of Representatives May 21, 2008. 
Attest: 
LORRAINE C. MILLER, 
Clerk. 
By Robert F. Reeves, 
Deputy Clerk. 
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/58-reduce_greenhouse_gases_-_carb.pdfOriginal File Name: Reduce Greenhouse Gases - CARB.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 16:03:19No Duplicates.



Comment 51 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: StevenLast Name: GoetzEmail Address: sgoet@cd.cccounty.usAffiliation: Contra Costa CountySubject: TransportationComment:The Sector Overview and Emission Reduction Strategies forTransportation includes an evaluation of rail strategies.  Thisevaluation is limited to High Speed Rail, which is contingent onvoter approval of a state bond.  The Scoping Plan should alsoevaluate the ability of the current state intercity rail programto provide a rail strategy.  Implementation and expansion ofintercity rail is not contingent on voter approval, but can beachieved through better coordination of existing state, regionaland local transportation revenue available for this purpose.  Suchcoordination is less likely to be achieved without some statewideevaluation of its potential effect on GHG emission reduction.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 16:13:05No Duplicates.



Comment 52 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: TimothyLast Name: PohleEmail Address: tpohle@airlines.orgAffiliation: Air Transport Association of America, InSubject: ATA Comments on the AB 32 Draft Scoping PlanComment:Attached please find our letter with the comments of the AirlineTransport Association's comments.  As noted therein, we reservethe right to comment further as the plan is developed.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/60-ata_comments_on_arb_draft_ab_32_scoping_plan.pdfOriginal File Name: ATA Comments on ARB Draft AB 32 Scoping Plan.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 16:59:27No Duplicates.



Comment 53 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KarenLast Name: Del CompareEmail Address: kdcyew@excite.comAffiliation: Subject: Support mass transit, plug-in hybridsComment:-Please increase funds and support for mass transit.  As fuelprices are increasing and cleaner hybird cars are more expensive,affordable mass transit is the only way to ensure environmentaljustice.  It was shocking to read that your scoping plan did notinclude public transport (except for the high speed rail which maynot even be approved by voters). 

- Please support known technologies for vehicles with decreasedgreenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  This includes plug-in hybrids. Widespread use of this technology could be especially useful whencombined with increased use of solar panels.  Please considergiving more support to this option and greatly increasing yourgoal of only 1 million rooftop solar panels.  

-Please do more to support walking and bicycling.  This would alsohave health benefits as well

-Consider funding public school buses and transportation.  It isnot efficient to have each indiviual parent drive their childrento school.  Also consider funding walking paths (ie. sidewalks)and bike lanes so that children can safely walk or bike toschool.

-On page C-22 of your Scoping Plan it says, "traffic at Californiaports (is) projected to increase by 250 percent by 2020."  Weshould be trying to sustain our local economy, not increasingimports.  Please try to think of ways to DECREASE traffic at theports.  Perhaps supporting a "Made in USA" or "Made in California"label campaign could help in this endeavor.  A carbon fee for thetransportation association with imports also might help.  A largepart of your plan includes reducing vehicle miles traveled forpeople.  This should also apply equally to goods movement.  Thereis no reason to ship items half-way across the globe if they canbe produced locally.


 

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 17:03:27No Duplicates.



Comment 54 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ButchLast Name: PashEmail Address: SolPowerEV@hotmail.comAffiliation: Subject: ZEV MandateComment:Mandate that auto companies sell hundreds of thousands ofZero-Emission Vehicles (ZEVs) by 2014, not the feeble proposedlevel of 7500 ZEVs.

Mandate that all rail locomotives be electric (ZELs) within theSCAQMD by 2020.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 17:11:10No Duplicates.



Comment 55 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: EllenLast Name: JohnckEmail Address: ellen@bayplanningcoalition.orgAffiliation: Bay Planning CoalitionSubject: Coordination between AB 32 and ARB's Goods Movement ReductiComment:The Bay Planning Coalition is a regional, non-profit membershiporganization of maritime industry and related shoreline business,local governments, residential and commercial builders, laborunions, recreational users and professional service firms in SanFrancisco Bay.  The Coalition and its member businesses areworking very diligently to meet the emission reduction goals fordiesel particulate emissions adopted in the ARB's 2006 GoodsMovement Emission Reduction Plan and its recent regulations.  Ourmembers are carrying out efforts to measure emission sources inthe marine sector, to develop plans and identify actions to reduceemissions.  this is being accomplished through our local MaritimeAir Quality Improvement Plan at the Port of Oakland and alsothrough the partnership the Coalition has established via a MOAwith the BAAQMD to conduct a (regional) Bay Area Seaport EmissionsInventory.  What we are concerned about is the need forcoordination between the two emission reduction programs--GoodsMovement particulates and AB 32 GHG.  It appears that there aresynergies between the two programs, for example, where co-criteriapollutants can be identified.  It appears likely that contributionsto GHG reductions from the transportation sector have already beeninitiated under the Goods Movement Reduction program.  We wouldlike to discuss this with you and identify how this can bedocumented and considered under AB 32. We request that the ARBaddress the coordination between the two programs in the AB 32Scoping Plan.  Sincerely yours, Ellen Johnck, Executive DirectorAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 17:57:36No Duplicates.



Comment 56 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: SimonLast Name: MuiEmail Address: smui@nrdc.orgAffiliation: NRDCSubject: NRDC Comments on Transportation in Draft Scoping Plan and AppendicesComment:NRDC respectfully submits these comments on Transportation in theDraft Scoping Plan and Appendices.
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/64-nrdc_comments_on_transportation_in_draft_scoping_plan_and_appendices.pdfOriginal File Name: NRDC Comments on Transportation in Draft Scoping Plan and Appendices.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 18:11:55No Duplicates.



Comment 57 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: RobertLast Name: RaburnEmail Address: robertraburn@ebbc.orgAffiliation: East Bay Bicycle CoalitionSubject: Add VMT reduction measures that promote mode shiftComment:Thanks you for the opportunity to provide the attached comments.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/65-ebbc_ab32_draft_scoping_plan_comments.pdfOriginal File Name: EBBC_AB32 draft scoping plan comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 18:17:04No Duplicates.



Comment 58 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Tom Last Name: FrantzEmail Address: ini@lightspeed.netAffiliation: Subject: waste and goods movementComment:These comments are about waste transportation.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/66-goods_movement_ab_32_scoping_plan_comments_tom_frantz.docOriginal File Name: Goods Movement AB 32 Scoping Plan comments Tom Frantz.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 19:48:07No Duplicates.



Comment 59 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: TomLast Name: FrantzEmail Address: ini@lightspeed.netAffiliation: Subject: Transportation FuelsComment:These comments are about the LCFS.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/67-transportation_fuels_ab_32_comments_tom_frantz.docOriginal File Name: Transportation fuels ab 32 comments Tom Frantz.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 19:49:30No Duplicates.



Comment 60 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: SteveLast Name: WallEmail Address: swall1374@aol.comAffiliation: Envirnomental EngineerSubject: Fuel Efficiency and Aggressive Diving Control MeasuresComment:Fuel Efficiency and Aggressive Diving Control Measures

I see that reducing GHG emissions associated with AggressiveDriving are discussed but would like to suggest an immediateoption and an alternative near term option  1) Aggressiveenforcement to existing speed limits to lower average speeds andincrease fuel economy and 2) Lower speed limits – where controlledby the State to lower average speeds and increase fuel economy.  

1: Aggressive enforcement to existing speed limits should impactaverage speeds and increase fuel economy.   For example where 65mph limits apply almost no one drives at or even within 5 mph ofthe speed limit.   Aggressive enforcement (such as no tolerancefor more than 5 mph over the limit does reduce average speed andwould provide an ancillary benefit of reducing the increasingtrend towards aggressive/unsafe driving and associated risks tolife and injury.  

2:  While substantially a federal issue California could lowerstate controlled speed limits to further reduce average speeds andincrease fuel efficiency.  
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 11:40:15No Duplicates.



Comment 61 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Joyce MLast Name: EdenEmail Address: comment@sonic.netAffiliation: West Valley Citizens Air WatchSubject: Greenhouse Gas Sector 1. TransportationComment:GHG  Greenhouse Gas Sectors:

GHG 1. Transportation
West Valley Citizens Air Watch (WVCAW) Comments:

a. The development of high-speed rail lines could and shouldinclude solar panels lining the publicly owned right of way,except at crossings, and wind turbines where appropriate. Thesetwo nonpolluting, renewable generators of electricity could thusbe tied directly into generating electricity for powering thetrains themselves along their routes. Use of electricity close toits point of generation, eliminates loses through transport. 

Calculations would need to be made, but it is highly probable thatthis scenario could generate all the electricity the trains wouldneed to run, and probably much extra to go into the grid.

It is urged that this be initiated, held and used as public power,not as private, stockholder, or public-private partnership power. Amechanism such as the issuance of bonds could fund this publicbenefit undertaking. In the middle and long run, this will greatlybenefit both the people of California and its environment andcreate stable jobs.

b. The contribution of GHG and toxic air contaminant (TAC)emissions from diesel trucks is enormous in California and isknown by the State of California as a significant contributor tothe increasing amounts of asthma, cancer and heart attacks. A gooduse of carbon fees will be to retrofit diesel trucks especiallyhigh numbers of diesel trucks trips in populated areas, such asship yard docks (e.g. West Oakland) and cement quarry and kilnoperations (e.g. Hanson Quarry and kiln in Santa Clara County).  

c. Photovoltaic system rebates and subsidies for homeowners, smallbusinesses, small farms, school districts and municipalities willcreate onsite plug-in opportunities for the  upcoming electricautomobiles resulting in a potential significant decrease in GHGand air pollutants.  (see also the larger discussion on solar inSector 3.)
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 11:47:00No Duplicates.



Comment 62 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: SpencerLast Name: QuongEmail Address: squong@ucsusa.orgAffiliation: Union of Concerned ScientistsSubject: Feebates to Reduce GHG EmissionsComment:A vehicle feebates program is an effective, market based incentiveto reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the Transportation Sector. Please consider moving feebates from a “Measure Under Evaluation”to a “Recommended Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measure” for thereasons discussed in the attached letter.


Spencer Quong
Senior Vehicles Engineer
Union of Concerned ScientistsAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/70-ucs_scoping_plan_feebates_transportation_8-01-08.pdfOriginal File Name: UCS scoping plan Feebates Transportation 8-01-08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-05 16:59:22No Duplicates.



Comment 63 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: SabrinaLast Name: MeansEmail Address: sabrina@caltransit.orgAffiliation: California Transit AssociationSubject: California Transit Association Comments on the Draft Scoping PlanComment:Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the DraftScoping Plan. Please see the attached document which includes theCalifornia Transit Association's comments on the Draft Plan.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/71-california_transit_association_comments_on_ab_32_draft_scoping_plan.pdfOriginal File Name: California Transit Association Comments on AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-06 11:10:23No Duplicates.



Comment 64 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KenLast Name: JohnsonEmail Address: kjinnovation@earthlink.netAffiliation: Subject: Pavley II and FeebatesComment:These comments pertain to two transportation measures identified inthe Draft Scoping Plan: Pavley II and Feebates. My primaryrecommendations are:
(1)  Provide missing information in the final Scoping Plan.
(2)  Base the feebate design on clear policy criteria and economicprinciples.
(3)  Combine the Pavley II and Feebate program design efforts.
(4)  Consider "zero-cost" feebate options.
...Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/72-kenjohnson_2008_08_07.pdfOriginal File Name: KenJohnson_2008_08_07.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-07 14:04:43No Duplicates.



Comment 65 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DanielLast Name: Ihara Email Address: dmi1@humboldt.eduAffiliation: Humboldt State universitySubject: Ultimate $30 per month savingsComment:It is not clear (Technical Appendix p. C-24) how the ultimate $30per month savings figure is obtained from Table C-2.  This keystatistic which is mentioned in the Executive Summary (E-6) andthe Draft Scoping Plan (p. 20 and pp. 53-54) has no citation andshould cite a reference in these two places also.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-09 10:05:56No Duplicates.



Comment 66 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: WilliamLast Name: HammondEmail Address: bill@wilcham.comAffiliation: Wilcham Industries, Inc.Subject: NEW FUEL SAVING DEVICE/ COLDFRONTComment:Please reveiw our presentaion. We have sent the same clinical datato several agencies and offices.

William Hammond
President/CEO
Wilcham Industries, Inc.
www.wilcham.com
6711A ARLINGTON AVE.
RIVERSIDE, CA. 92504
951-522-1520Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/74-coldfront_master_8-8-08.pptOriginal File Name: Coldfront Master 8-8-08.ppt Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-10 09:01:46No Duplicates.



Comment 67 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: NicoleLast Name: SmithEmail Address: nsmith@lgpatlaw.comAffiliation: IP Attorney & Concerned ConsumerSubject: Clean Energy Vehicles - ElectricComment:Dear CARB:

Thank you for the time and effort put into the Draft AB 32 ScopingPlan.  Your efforts put California on the forefront of dealing withthe major problems of energy and climate change plaguing us today. Certainly, it is no easy task to create a solution when so littleis known about the efficacy, efficiency and long-term viability ofpossible solutions.

Clean Energy for Transportation:  Electric Vehicles

As you know, transportation is the largest single contributor toCalifornia’s carbon emissions, accounting for circa 40% of thestate’s emissions.  Carbon emissions are reduced by cars usingelectricity, such as the hybrid gas-electric vehicles.  Carbonemissions are reduced further by vehicles using a plug in, hybrid,gas – electric system.  Carbon emissions are eliminated completelyby all electric vehicles, such as the Tesla and the electricvehicles produced almost a decade ago.  

Availability

Currently, no plug-in hybrids are on the market today and no newall-electric cars are available for less than $100,000.  None ofthe existing mainstream car companies currently offer all-electricvehicles.  Electric car start-up companies face costs upwards of$500 million which is a substantial barrier to market entry.  Iurge you to create corporate and consumer incentives andlegislation for all-electric vehicles and plug- in hybridsenabling more consumers to afford electric vehicles and promotingthe production of more electric vehicles.

Thank you for your efforts in tackling the major problems facingus today.  It is my sincere hope that CARB is not swayed bylobbyists promoting red-herring solutions but instead intertwinesitself with solutions and research conducted by unbiased sourcespointing CARB towards efficient, long-term transportationsolutions.  

I wish you all the best of luck and wisdom as your actions willhave lasting impact.

Sincerely, 
Nicole Smith

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-10 21:50:25No Duplicates.



Comment 68 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: KirkLast Name: MarckwaldEmail Address: darcy@ceaconsulting.comAffiliation: Association of American RailroadsSubject: Rail Comments on Scoping Plan AppendiciesComment:Please see attached. Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/76-rr_draft_comments_to_arb_sp_appendices_08_0811_final.pdfOriginal File Name: RR draft comments to ARB SP Appendices 08_0811_final.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 13:38:40No Duplicates.



Comment 69 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: PatrickLast Name: GriffithEmail Address: pgriffith@lacsd.orgAffiliation: Los Angeles County Sanitation DistrictsSubject: LACSD Comments on the ARB Draft Scoping Plant Transportation SectorComment:Regarding the discussion of the Draft Scoping Plan pertaining onTransportation Strategies, we offer the following comment:


1.	Page C-27: The Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) needs to bemodified to include more credit generation opportunities forwaste-derived fuels especially sewage biosolids, a large potentialenergy source.  Please see the LACSD comment letter on this subjectdated July 15, 2008 in the LCFS docket.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 14:11:35No Duplicates.



Comment 70 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: John Last Name: RahaimEmail Address: cseghers@arb.ca.govAffiliation: San Francisco Planning DepartmentSubject: Climate Change Scoping PlanComment:Please see attached letterAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/78-8_01_08_sanfranciscoplanningdepartment.pdfOriginal File Name: 8_01_08_sanfranciscoplanningdepartment.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 15:16:54No Duplicates.



Comment 71 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ChristineLast Name: SeghersEmail Address: cseghers@arb.ca.govAffiliation: Subject: Higher Priority for VMT reduction in the AB 32 Scoping PlanComment:ARB has received 19 letters similar to the attached exampleAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/79-8_11_08_vmtformletter.pdfOriginal File Name: 8_11_08_vmtformletter.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 15:19:27No Duplicates.



Comment 72 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: EdLast Name: PikeEmail Address: ed@theicct.orgAffiliation: International Council on Clean TransportSubject: ICCT/E2 letter on pay as you drive insuranceComment:Attached in the ICCT/E2 letter to the California Department ofInsurance supporting Pay as You Drive Insurance, which is relevantto ICCT's comments at the San Jose AB32 workshop is support ofPAYD.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/80-icct_e2_letter_to_cdi_final.pdfOriginal File Name: ICCT+E2 letter to CDI final.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 15:55:51No Duplicates.



Comment 73 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JohnLast Name: KaltensteinEmail Address: jkaltenstein@foe.orgAffiliation: Friends of the EarthSubject: Comments to AB 32 Scoping Plan Appendices (Transportation)Comment:Dear ARB, 

   Comments attached regarding Goods Movement GHGs withinTransportation Sector. 

Thank you,

John Kaltenstein Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/81-foe_ab_32_transport_comments_aug_11.docOriginal File Name: FoE AB 32 Transport Comments Aug 11.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 16:59:11No Duplicates.



Comment 74 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DonLast Name: AnairEmail Address: danair@ucsusa.orgAffiliation: Union of Concerned ScientistsSubject: Truck and Goods Movement CommentsComment:Please find attached comments from the Union of ConcernedScientists, Natural Resources Defense Council, EnvironmentalDefense, Sierra Club California, and The Center for EnergyEfficiency and Renewable Technologies regarding the draft scopingplan section on goods movement and medium and heavy-duty truckgreenhouse gas measures.  

Regards, 
 Don AnairAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/82-trucks_and_goods_movement_scoping_plan_comments_8-11-08.pdfOriginal File Name: Trucks and Goods Movement Scoping Plan Comments 8-11-08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 17:24:37No Duplicates.



Comment 75 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: TimLast Name: PohleEmail Address: tpohle@airlines.orgAffiliation: Air Transport Association of America, InSubject: ATA Comments on the Appendices to the AB 32 Draft Scoping PlanComment:Attached please find our letter with the comments of the Airline
Transport Association's comments on the Appendices to the DraftScoping Plan.  As noted therein, we reserve
the right to comment further as both the Scoping Plan and theAppendices to it are completed.
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/83-ata_comments_on_appendices_to_draft_ab_32_scoping_plan.pdfOriginal File Name: ATA Comments on Appendices to Draft AB 32 Scoping Plan.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 17:41:46No Duplicates.



Comment 76 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: John Last Name: KaltensteinEmail Address: jkaltenstein@foe.orgAffiliation: Friends of the EarthSubject: Amended Comments re: AB 32 Scoping Plan Appendices (Transportation) Comment:Dear ARB, 
     Please accept these amended comments in place of the commentssubmitted earlier today from Friends of the Earth. 


Thank you, 

John Kaltenstein Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/84-foe_ab_32_transport_comments_aug_11_amended.docOriginal File Name: FoE AB 32 Transport Comments Aug 11 amended.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 18:22:08No Duplicates.



Comment 77 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 78 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DerekLast Name: WalkerEmail Address: dbwalker@edf.orgAffiliation: Environmental Defense FundSubject: EDF - Transportation commentsComment:

Please accept the attached transportation 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-transport-ws/86-edf_-_transportation_comments.pdfOriginal File Name: EDF - Transportation comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-12 15:05:10No Duplicates.



Comment 79 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JimLast Name: AntoneEmail Address: jantone@ysaqmd.orgAffiliation: Yolo-Solano Air Quality Mgmt. DistrictSubject: Idle ReductionComment:Significant idling of locomotives, both for goods movement andpassenger rail continues to be an issue.  A priority measureshould be to look for alternatives to unnecessary locomotiveidling both for freight train and Amtrak locomotives.  Inaddition, electric light rail trains continue to run powered upwith internal lights and air conditioning on while restingovernight.  Alternatives to these practices should be aggressivelyexplored not only as a GHG reduction measure but as a costreduction measure as well.     

The current statewide diesel truck and bus idling regulationshould be expanded to include alternative fueled trucks and busesin addition to diesel vehicles.  Unnecessary light duty vehicleidling measures should also be explored. 
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-12 16:28:14No Duplicates.



Comment 80 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DanielLast Name: KalbEmail Address: dkalb@ucsusa.orgAffiliation: Union of Concerned ScientistsSubject: FEEBATESComment:Attached is the revised multi-group sign-on comment letter instrong support of Feebates as a recommended transportation sectorsolution.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/88-feebates_support_group_letter_to_carb.pdfOriginal File Name: Feebates SUPPORT Group_Letter to CARB.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-13 19:55:30No Duplicates.



Comment 81 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: StanLast Name: HayeEmail Address: adit@ridgenet.netAffiliation: Subject: Emissions from Off Road Vehicles (orvs)Comment:Emissions from so called ORVs do not seem to be mentioned in theplan. These are presently uncontrolled. I believe that in someplaces even emissions from lawnmowers are controlled, and it wouldseem that emissions from ORVs, although not a large percentage inthe big picture, should be controlled just for equity's sake iffor no other reason.   Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 09:35:53No Duplicates.



Comment 82 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: John F.Last Name: CinatlEmail Address: j.f.cinatl@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: NoneSubject: Transportation & Land Use Elements of Scoping PlanComment:I apoligize for not being able to read your whole plan but inskimming it, and the Table of Contents, it appears that you havefailed to include non-motorized modes of transportation in yourplan (i.e greater use of walking and bicycles).

In regard to bicycles, some comment should be made as thedevelopment of additional bike facilities (bike paths, bike lanesand bike routes on existing and proposed roadways) and just asimportantly, bike parking facilites at all locations (i.e.wherever car parking is allowed or planned, bike parking shouldalso be required).

Much more emphasis also needs to be placed on not moving your carduring the day - i.e. do more walking to local destinations. Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 11:16:40No Duplicates.



Comment 83 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: ErikLast Name: KnutzenEmail Address: thoughtstyle@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: Los Angeles County Bicycle CoalitionSubject: BicyclesComment:California needs to encourage and fund bicycle and pedestrianoriented design. Right now the transportation emphasis by mostCity Departments of Transportation is car-centric in the extreme. We need to reverse this immediately. More bikes=cleaner air.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 12:53:06No Duplicates.



Comment 84 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: HowardLast Name: HackettEmail Address: hhackett1@verizon.netAffiliation: Subject: Bicycle has been left out as solutionComment:Lofty documents are written with prose being the end product.
You left out the NON emission producing bicycle as an importantpiece of the puzzle.

Please go back. Re-write this "draft" including feasablesolutions, not just "words"Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 19:29:44No Duplicates.



Comment 85 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: DanielLast Name: DrakeEmail Address: dan@consortium-strategies.comAffiliation: Subject: Immediate impact on Reduced Transportation Emissions:Comment:
My name is Dan Drake - Chief Technical Officer for ConsortiumStrategies, LLC. I reside in the East Bay, with our main office inLas Vegas, Nevada. We provide Environmentally friendly FuelTreatments that not only improve fuel economy up to 17-20%, but wecan also reduce the harmful emissions by up 47%. This can beachieved with Diesel, Bio-Diesel, Gasoline and Bunker fuels. Theyare 100% Bio-Renewable, non-toxic & non-flammable.
At this time, we are already working with the State of Montana -Department of Transportation, as referred to by Montana StateGovernor - Brian Schweitzer.
We would like very much to provide our proprietary product "Milieu Fuel Treatment " to the DOT here in Oakland to demostratethe immediate impact on Emissions that can be achieved using theproduct.
Please feel free to review our website: http://www.consortium-strategies.com  and to write directly to meat: dan@consortium-strategies.com 

"Together We Can" 

Best Regards - Dan DrakeAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/93-dd_cs.jpgOriginal File Name: DD_CS.jpg Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-17 16:09:55No Duplicates.



Comment 86 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: EdLast Name: PorterEmail Address: eporter95@aol.comAffiliation: Santa Cruz City CouncilSubject: Large potential to reduce ghg emissions ignored in draftComment:In Santa Cruz, it is estimated that forty percent of our GHGemissions come from automobiles. I have seen estimates up to sixtypercent.
Santa Cruz is considering a way to divert a significant number ofour existing auto trips, mostly Single Occupant Vehicles (SOV),into a clean form of transportation powered by electricityobtained from solar panels. By doing so, a relatively rapidreduction of up to 10% of our total GHG emissions could takeplace. Additional reductions could be expected as thetransportation system expands.

  That system is Personal Rapid Transit (PRT).

Santa Cruz has authorized the publication of a Request forQualifications (RFQ) to determine what vendors are qualified todevelop and install such a PRT system.

The idea of Californis cities taking a serious look at PRT waspresented to the Economic and Technology Advancement AdvisoryCommittee (ETAAC). As one comment already pointed out, the ETAACfinal report acknowledged the potential of PRT. The GHG ScopingPlan should continue that concept.

The GHG Scoping Plan needs to:
1. Acknowledge the good potential of PRT powered by soalrgenerated electricity to cause an early reduction in GHGemissions.
2. Recommend resources for cities to initiate small PRT programsin focussed areas of automobile gridlock where high levels of sovdrivers can readily be attracted to PRT transportation.
3. Recommend accelerated State certification processes foremerging PRT designs.
4. Recommend seed funding programs for cities to commenceacquisition of PRT systems.
5. Recommend the development of a pro-forma business plan thatcities can use to acquire and operate a PRT system. Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-18 09:34:59No Duplicates.



Comment 87 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: RickLast Name: RamacierEmail Address: cseghers@arb.ca.govAffiliation: Central Contra Costa County TransitSubject: Draft Scoping PlanComment:please see attached letterAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/95-8_15_08_countyconnection.pdfOriginal File Name: 8_15_08_countyconnection.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-19 14:09:45No Duplicates.



Comment 88 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Carolyn Last Name: CasavanEmail Address: ccasavan@wcenviro.comAffiliation: West Coast Environmental and EngineeringSubject: Proposed GHG Emissions Reporting for Passenger VehiclesComment:This suggestion promotes the involvement of individuals in reducinggreenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the state.

According to the Draft Plan, transportation accounts for 38% ofGHG emissions in the state.  A major problem with regard topriority pollutant regulations is that business has been requiredto shoulder the bulk of the responsibility and reduction.  As aresult, while business has been reducing emissions, vehicle milestraveled (VMT) and vehicle size have been increasing.  One of thebest things we can do is to have the residents of the stateunderstand their contribution and responsibility. 

This proposal involves reporting vehicle GHG emissions through theDepartment of Motor Vehicles (DMV) registration process.  The waythis could be done is that vehicle owners would report theirodometer readings annually as part of the registration process. The GHG emissions can be calculated from this information and afee could be charged to reflect total GHG emissions contributionor GHG emissions in excess of a standard. The data could be putdirectly into a statewide database.


Following is an example of how this process could work.  Onregistration renewal:
1.  The odometer reading would be reported on the renewal form. This could be verified by the DMV once every 3 years and on saleof vehicle.  (Eventually this information may be availableelectronically from the vehicle’s data system.)

2.  Calculate GHG emissions based on total miles for the year andmpg rating for the vehicle make and model.

3.  Calculate the fee based on a tiered fee rate similar to waterand electricity.
    a.	Tier 1 – Target mpg * 12,000 miles * base rate factor.
    b.	Tier 2 – GHG in excess of Tier 1 * higher rate
    c.	Tier 3 – Can add a second incremental tier rate if desired.
4.  Consider adding provisions for public transportation vouchersfor households that are substantially under.

The program can be revenue neutral or can be revenue neutral withregard to Tier 1 and revenue enhancing for Tier 2 and 3.  Excessrevenues collected from the program could be invested in publictransportation projects.

There are many advantages of this system.  Individuals havecontrol over their fee.  Someone with a high mpg vehicle and lowVMT may be able to avoid any fee increase.  Whereas taxinggasoline, taxes everyone.  Individuals will see exactly what theiremissions are per year and understand what they can do to reducethose emissions.  For every household, automobile use makes up themajor portion of the per person emissions.  Educational programscan be designed to encourage people to achieve a certain GHGemission per person.  Low income individuals can control theirfees by reducing their VMT or switching to higher mpg vehicles.

The database will provide the state with important informationregarding vehicle emissions tied to location.  This informationcan be used to compare VMT/GHG emissions for various land uselocations and types.  Also, the effects of land use and regulatorychanges can be tracked to a certain extent.  Most importantly, thesystem makes individuals responsible for their emissions.  A taxon fuel does not raise awareness of personal contribution.  Ratherit transfers blame to the oil companies and this disconnect inaccountability results in unplanned increases in emissions.

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-02 12:12:18No Duplicates.



Comment 89 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Carolyn Last Name: CasavanEmail Address: ccasavan@wcenviro.comAffiliation: West Coast Environmental and EngineeringSubject: Public Transportation and Transportation PlanningComment:Our current transportation planning process is geared towardreducing congestion and does not take into account GHG emissionsreduction.  Nearly all of the regional transportation plans in thestate will result in increases in emissions over the next 20 years,not reductions.  The Los Angeles Metropolitan TransportationAuthority, Draft 2008 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP, p. 15)indicates that transportation related greenhouse gas emissions inLos Angeles County will increase by 35% between 2004 and 2030. Implementation of the LRTP will reduce these emissions by lessthan 1%.

The current transportation planning process is primarily focusedon reducing traffic congestion.  If we want people to reduce theirautomotive emissions then we need to substantially expand ourpublic transportation system.  I know that up until recently, ithas been difficult to get people to use public transportation, butit looks like that is changing.  As fuel prices increase as aresult of world markets and AB 32 implementation, we are going tosee more and more people turning to public transportation and itis important that we provide the infrastructure to expand theviability of this alternative.  Smart growth will result inemissions reductions only if we have sufficient publictransportation to accompany it.

A suggested approach is to supplement the current transportationplanning process with a GHG emissions reduction planning process. The transportation authorities could assess total publictransportation and other projects that would be needed to reduceregional transportation GHG emissions by 30% from BAU. Theseprojects would then be in line to be funded through AB 32 revenuesgenerated from transportation and fuel related measures.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-02 12:15:23No Duplicates.



Comment 90 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: WillLast Name: TravisEmail Address: cseghers@arb.ca.govAffiliation: bcdcSubject: Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan for AB 32Comment:please see attached letter Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/100-8_26_08_sfbcdc.pdfOriginal File Name: 8_26_08_sfbcdc.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-02 15:16:36No Duplicates.



Comment 91 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: JohnLast Name: SawyerEmail Address: jsawyer@srcity.orgAffiliation: Mayor, City of Santa RosaSubject: City of Santa Rosa CommentsComment:Please find attached the City of Santa Rosa's comments.  Thank you.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/101-ab32_comment_letter.pdfOriginal File Name: AB32 Comment Letter.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-16 09:46:14No Duplicates.



Comment 92 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Rajiv Last Name: BhatiaEmail Address: rajiv.bhatia@sfdph.orgAffiliation: Subject: highway speed reductions can lower carbon emmissionsComment:The CARB AB 32 scoping plan should consider and analyze highwaymaximum speed reductions as a feasible and immediate potentialclimate protection strategy with substantial health co-benefits.Please see the attached document for the basis of thisrecommendation. Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/102-carb_cc_scope_comment_highway_speed.pdfOriginal File Name: CARB CC Scope Comment Highway Speed.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-02 15:38:41No Duplicates.



Comment 93 for Transportation Comments for the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-transport-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: John Last Name: BoeselEmail Address: jboesel@calstart.orgAffiliation: Subject: CALSTART comments on transportation policiesComment:CALSTART believes that the AB 32 Scoping Plan represents a goodfirst step toward comprehensive climate policy in California, butmany areas require additional attention. Our comments relate to(1) targets and assumptions, (2) the interaction of air qualityand GHG programs, (3) the scope of the proposed cap and tradeprogram, (4) technology innovation, (5) land use, (6) pricingpolicies, and (7) methane emissions.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/sp-transport-ws/103-calstart_comments_on_draft_ab_32_scoping_plan_10-08.docOriginal File Name: CALSTART comments on draft AB 32 Scoping Plan 10-08.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-02 19:17:47No Duplicates.



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


