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March 24, 2010

Mary Nichols

California Air Resources Board

1001 I Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Re: Proposed Proposition 1B Guidelines

Dear Chairwoman Nichols, fellow Board Members, and Staff,

We write to comment on the recently released Proposed Update to the Guidelines for Implementation for the Proposition 1B program.  Like many of our colleagues we would like to express our general support and emphasize our special appreciation for Staff’s willingness to engage with stakeholders. With this letter we express our areas of concern, specifically that it is very important that the Proposition 1B program should strive to maximize comprehensive air quality and greenhouse gas emissions reductions, reduce public health risks and petroleum dependency, and support the goals and priorities of overarching state laws and policies such as AB 32, the State Alternative Fuels Plan, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard.  With these goals in mind we respectfully submit the comments that follow.

We offer the specific requests that follow.

1. That CARB make every effort to more closely align Proposition 1B with and support the goals of AB 32, the State Alternative Fuels Standard, the Low-Carbon Fuel Standard and other state laws and priorities. With these objectives in mind, we ask:
a. That CARB make efforts to integrate greenhouse gases in its project evaluations and/or grant structure to support long-lasting and continuing air quality and health-risk reductions, As stated in AB 32 – and demonstrated by a growing body of air quality and climate change research – climate change “poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health, natural resources, and environment of California,” including the “exacerbation of air quality problems.” The intention of Proposition 1B is to address goods movement pollution. And residents living near ports, rail yards, and industrial areas – who already suffer high rates of respiratory illnesses such as asthma, bronchitis, and cardio-pulmonary problems – will continue to bear the disproportionate burden of goods movement pollution. Other effects of climate change, such as a four-to-eight-fold increase in heat wave days by the end of the century, will have dramatic additional negative health consequences for these disadvantaged communities.
 Recent research estimates that the cost of combating climate change-induced air quality degradation in Los Angeles alone will rise to $2.6 billion annually (in 1999 dollars) by 2049.
 This is in addition to the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) estimates that the annual costs of emission reductions for the Southern California Air Basin (SOCAB) for compliance with current National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) will be $1.7 billion in 2014, and will increase to $4 billion in 2023 -- which do not include climate induced air quality penalties. 
 (These figures also do not include public health costs born by residents, for which estimates are in the billions of dollars annually) Integrating greenhouse gases into project evaluation and/or grant incentive structures would enable technologies that have the co-benefit of reducing air pollution and climate change emissions to compete with currently market-dominant but intrinsically carbon-heavy diesel technologies on a more level playing field, effectively accelerating the evolution of our goods movement system towards clean, low-carbon, non-petroleum based technologies. 
b. That CARB make efforts to more closely align Proposition 1B with the goals of the State Alternative Fuels Plan and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard. 

i. The State Alternative Fuels Plan (“the Plan”) has three major interconnected goals that could be, but are not, effectively supported by the current and proposed guidelines for Proposition 1B: improve air quality, reduce greenhouse gases, and reduce petroleum dependency. As stated above, reducing greenhouse gases is necessary to achieve long-term air quality goals. And goods movement technologies that have the co-benefits of reducing both criteria and climate change pollution also reduce petroleum dependency. Additionally, the Plan also places value on reductions of greenhouse gases and petroleum dependency through cost-effectiveness calculators. Finally, the Plan details that the State should “maximize alternative fuels in early adopter market niches, such as heavy-duty vehicles, fleets, off-road vehicles, and ports in the near and mid-term.”
 The evaluation and ranking of project applicants and/or the grant structure of Prop 1B can support these objectives without sacrificing the goals of early health risk reductions.
ii. The Low-Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) also states that state initiatives and policies should encourage investment and improvement in current and near-term technologies and stimulate new technologies that support state air quality and climate change goals. Considering that many of the technologies the LCFS depends on to achieve low-carbon fuel targets such as advanced biofuels do not exist or are not close to commercially viability, it is imperative that California adopt programs that direct incentives toward the cleanest current and near-term technologies while continuing to support the development of viable long-term technologies. Ports are ideal incubators for the deployment and development of clean low-carbon technologies such as natural gas-fueled and electric-powered trucks and yard equipment, which have the potential for penetration into the larger general market.
iii. SB 88, the guiding legislation for Proposition 1B, mandates that CARB consider greenhouse gas reductions and provides CARB the flexibility to enact guidelines that incorporate greenhouse gases into evaluations and rankings of project applications. SB 88 legislative language states that emissions reduction benefits be maximized with an emphasis on achieving health risk reductions now and in the future.
 Because of climate change’s negative impacts on air quality, efforts to create a level playing field between currently dominant diesel-fueled technologies and alternative-fueled ones -- which have the co-benefit of reducing criteria pollutants and climate change pollutants -- are important for enduring health-risk reductions, especially in the most heavily impacted communities near ports and rail yards.
c. That CARB work to integrate greenhouse gas and petroleum-reduction goals into the drayage truck project evaluations and grant structure. The CARB drayage truck rule and the ban of older dirtier trucks at the Ports of Los Angeles, Long Beach, and Oakland have already eliminated the worst polluters. For example, the Los Angeles and Long Beach Clean Trucks Programs (CTP) have already resulted in a truck fleet that is 90% compliant with 2007 standards. As a result, there is an opportunity to spend Proposition 1B funds on the deployment of the cleanest drayage trucks that meet 2010 USEPA standards. For instance, new policies at the Ports of LA and Long Beach have provided incentives meant to prioritize the deployment of clean, low-carbon natural gas-fueled and electric trucks that produce no toxic diesel PM, reduce NOx by at least 80%, and achieve a 20–100 percent reduction in greenhouse gases. Given this turnover, integrating greenhouse gas reductions into the project is a cost-effective and feasible method of ensuring that port drayage fleets continue to evolve towards the cleanest, lowest emitting technologies that also reduce our dependence on petroleum. We ask that CARB expand upon their already excellent work supporting criteria pollutant reductions and make every effort to support the collaborative efforts of the Ports, the South Coast Air Quality Management District, and community groups to dedicate funds – from their own emission reductions programs, DOE, DERA, and other federal programs – toward deployment of the cleanest available technologies that improve air quality and reduce climate change and petroleum dependency immediately, all without compromising the goals of Proposition 1B. 
2. In general, we ask CARB to ensure that significant Proposition 1B funds be awarded to applicants that seek grants for the cleanest equipment with long project lives. 

a. Drayage trucks, and trucks in general, should be evaluated based on the actual emissions of the individual engine to receive award funds. Because of the highly localized negative impacts of truck pollution we ask that CARB only include actual tailpipe emissions of individual trucks in their emissions calculations, and not allow manufacturing credits or fleet wide averages to certify a truck as 2010 EPA compliant.
 We believe not taking this step would fail to comply with the legislative intentions of Proposition 1B to maximize health risk reduction in the most impacted communities. Heavy-duty trucks that meet 2010 standards at the tailpipe are available in sufficient quantity and variety to meet drayage applications.
b. Alternative-fueled heavy-duty trucks that are significantly cleaner than diesel - in reducing criteria pollution, greenhouse gases and petroleum use at the tailpipe - are available in sufficient quantity and variety to meet drayage applications. Efforts to deploy as many as possible at ports and intermodal facilities are in our long-term interest. Given the state policies referenced above regarding greenhouse gas and petroleum reduction, and given that drayage trucks often remain in service for well over a decade, we ask that CARB make every effort to fund the cleanest available trucks to achieve lasting emissions reductions. 
c. Grant amounts for alternative-fuel repowers should be raised to make them more competitive with diesel repowers. Although Staff reports that repowers have thus far been a rarely used option for compliance, alternative-fuel repowers can achieve significant gains in air quality and reductions in greenhouse gases and petroleum dependency as compared to diesel repowers. Establishing high grant amounts for these engines is a cost-effective method for achieving increased market penetration of alternative fuels and the aforementioned overarching state goals.

3. We reiterate our support for every effort to be taken to curb potential abuses in leasing programs.  Drayage trucking is well known for a lack of transparency and equity in achieving ownership and general labor rights. As stated in the letter from the Coalition for Clean Air et. al. (03/24/10), there are cases where lessees may not have a true path to truck ownership (e.g., the truck may be leased to more than one driver), and where savings resulting from taxpayer-funded subsidies are not passed on to the lessee in the form of a discounted lease. We appreciate Staff’s strong stance condemning such abuses and emphasize our desire for strong oversight to ensure no such abuses occur-and a streamlined reporting process to ensure that, in the unfortunate cases they do, they are handled in the most expeditious manner.

Sufficiently incentivizing clean, low-carbon equipment can be achieved while improving air quality. As stated previously we believe that integration of greenhouse gas and petroleum reduction goals in project evaluations and/or grant incentive structures can achieve the goals of increasing market penetration of existing cleaner technologies, as well as incentivizing the development of even more advanced technologies.  For example, in the proposed guidelines a 2010 diesel or alternative-fueled truck would receive the same $50,000 grant even though the latter emits no Diesel Particulate Matter and significantly fewer climate change emissions. (The two would have equivalent NOx emissions.) We ask that CARB establish a higher grant amount for alternative-fueled trucks.
 Building on this request, we also ask that CARB make every effort to fully support the efforts of agencies such as the Air Districts and Ports to identify and pursue state and federal program monies to match with Proposition 1B funds in order to deploy these trucks.
 Jointly the increased grant amount and support of local efforts will accelerate the deployment of the cleanest available trucks and move the state closer to its goals.
Statewide climate change and air quality programs repeatedly stress that the role of California policies and programs is not to choose winners and losers but rather to establish flexible frameworks, regulations, and incentives to stimulate competition and innovation, with an end goal of an energy diversified, clean, low-carbon economy. Historically, trade grows twice as fast as GDP, meaning that our ports and rail yards will handle increasing levels of traffic and play an increasing role in our economy. It is our position that State emissions reductions programs, including Proposition 1B, can effectively support state priorities addressing climate change and petroleum dependency,  and in doing so will more effectively advance their criteria pollutant reduction goals. Additionally, that would facilitate further development of low-carbon technologies, and spur them to emerge from the ports to play an increasing role in the larger goods movement system.

We respectfully urge CARB to undertake every effort to ensure the next round of Proposition 1B funds addresses these critical problems that our state and the communities that are most impacted by port and intermodal goods movement face. 

Sincerely,
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Ryan Wiggins

Communities for Clean Ports
� According to the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), Los Angeles is expected to see a four-to-eight-fold increase in heat wave days by the end of this century with these effects causing increased mortality and morbidity. In addition to these health effects, urban residents will see dramatically higher energy and water costs negatively impacting their economic status and ability to afford and access healthcare.


� Liao, Kuo-Jen, Tagaris, E., Russel, A., Amar, P., He, S., and Woo, J. Cost Analysis of Climate Change on Regional Air Quality. Journal of the Air & Waste Management Association (2010). 60: 195 – 203.


� Benefits and Costs. South Coast Air Quality Management District: Diamond Bar, CA. Available at http://www.aqmd.gov/aqmp/07aqmp/socioecon/Chapter_3_Benefits_Costs.pdf


� State Alternative Fuels Plan. California Energy Commission. Available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.energy.ca.gov/2007publications/CEC-600-2007-011/CEC-600-2007-011-CMF.PDF" �http://www.energy.ca.gov/2007publications/CEC-600-2007-011/CEC-600-2007-011-CMF.PDF�. Pg. 5.


� California State Senate Bill No. 88. Available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.legisweb.com/app/pkgs/calm/Retrieve.asp?ref=urn:calm:2007:sb0088:doc" �http://www.legisweb.com/app/pkgs/calm/Retrieve.asp?ref=urn:calm:2007:sb0088:doc� .


� It’s a question of whether the actual engine of the truck being used at the port meets 2010 standards - or is simply from an OEM whose fleet, as a whole, averages out to meet those standards. Or, to analogize with the light-duty sector, it’s a question of whether Proposition 1B funds are used to subsidize the heavy-duty equivalent of Prius technology - or are used to subsidize Toyota Tacoma pickup trucks simply because they share a manufacturer with the Prius.


� Ideally, a larger grant amount for would better serve to encourage applicants to invest in alternative--fueled trucks. Similarly, we ask that CARB establish a $40,000 grant for repowering a truck with MY1994 – 2006 engine with an alternative-fueled engine.


� We ask that calculator or grant structure changes in the other source categories also be explored depending on the available technologies. 
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