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December 3, 2008 

Mary Nichols, Chairman

James Goldstene, Executive Officer

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812
RE: PolicyLink Comments on Final AB 32 Scoping Plan and Appendices

Dear Chairman Nichols and Mr. Goldstene:

On behalf of PolicyLink, we offer the following comments on the proposed scoping plan and its appendices (hereinafter “Proposed Scoping Plan”).  We appreciate the significant effort staff have committed to this critical project and hope our comments will support the development of a successful plan that fulfills all of the mandates of AB 32.

PolicyLink is a national research and action institute advancing economic and social equity by Lifting Up What Works. Our work focuses on addressing issues of social, environmental and economic equity by promoting equitable development as the pathway for achieving shared prosperity. Equitable development requires both thinking intentionally about equity impacts at the front end of political processes and then implementing strategies to make certain that disadvantaged communities participate in, and benefit from, decisions that determine the course of development in their neighborhoods, communities, and regions.
Through our work we recognize that climate change is not simply an environmental problem. Climate change is an equity problem. As our climate changes, it is low-income and people of color communities in California, across the country and throughout the globe, who will be disproportionately impacted. Increased exposure to toxic air pollutants, economic hardships related to rising fuel costs, and heat-related deaths are just the beginning of the many climate hardships that these communities will face. 
As we work to make the transition to a climate-friendly society, the strategies we adopt can either exacerbate existing inequalities or can bring measurable benefits and expand equity for all communities. Unless we are intentional about identifying and adopting climate mitigation strategies that DO expand equity, people of color and low-income communities will disproportionately bear the harmful byproducts of well-intended solutions. 
When California leaders adopted AB 32 as law, they recognized that climate change, and the strategies we use to address climate change, have direct equity impacts. As such, the legislation includes a mandate to consider the public health and economic impact of proposed mitigation strategies on disadvantaged communities and directs the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop strategies that bring economic, health and environmental benefits to low-income communities. 

We are deeply concerned that the Proposed Scoping Plan does not fulfill these mandates. In fact, as proposed, the Scoping Plan has the potential to place a huge public health and economic burden on disadvantaged communities, skips over significant opportunities to stimulate innovation and improve public health and economic well-being in some of California’s most distressed communities, and fails to chart a path for California to successfully meet its greenhouse gas reduction goals.

AB 32 requires CARB to identify the “maximum technologically feasible” emissions reductions with 1990 levels being the minimum. Under the proposed plan, California will AT BEST meet the minimum emissions reduction goal for 2020. With this plan, it will be impossible to meet the 2050 targets. 
In order to meet the law’s ambitious environmental, public health and economic goals CARB must revise the Scoping Plan to focus on long-term goals. Specifically, CARB must set a higher 2020 emissions target and develop stronger measures in order to put California on track for the 2050 target. CARB must remove the proposed trading program from the plan, and CARB must more fully assess and address the negative public health impacts of the proposed strategies and maximize health co-benefits.
.

Set a higher 2020 emissions target and include stronger measures to maximize greenhouse gas reductions.

In order to ensure that California will successfully reach its 2050 greenhouse gas reduction target and successfully curb the State’s climate impact it is critical that the Scoping Plan set a higher emissions target and include stronger measures to maximize greenhouse gas reductions. We have identified several areas that are particularly important to successfully reducing greenhouse gas emissions, while simultaneously achieving the environmental justice, public health and economic goals of AB 32. 
Land use

Land use planning is critical to equity, and well-designed features of the built environment can support the health of communities by promoting walkability, bikeability, affordable and quality housing, safety, access to locally-grown healthy foods, etc. Conversely, sprawl and the resulting dependence upon automobiles is a key driver of asthma and other respiratory illnesses, obesity, diabetes, cardiovascular disease, vehicular accidents, decreasing water and air quality, and the loss of natural and working landscapes.  It also exacerbates inequities by concentrating harmful impacts in low-income communities and communities of color, and by limiting access to education, employment, services, clean water, healthy food, physical activity, and recreation.  The adoption of an aggressive, robust land use framework in the Scoping Plan can help address these problems by fostering land use and transportation patterns that are climate-friendly, equitable, and healthy. A July 2008 poll by the Public Policy Institute of California found that 81% of adults now favor encouraging local governments to change land use and transportation patterns so that people can drive less.

We urge CARB to commit to giving localities and regions policy tools, resources, and incentives to achieve needed reductions and decrease energy demand through land use/transportation related mitigation strategies. In addition, the scoping plan should create a broader land use and public transportation framework with both short-term and long-term tools and specific plans to reduce VMT to achieve the 2020 and 2050 targets. Smart growth and compact planning are not just urban issues, and the plan could also benefit from a complimentary strategy that will avoid driving growth into rural counties.

· Adopt a more aggressive land use target in the order of 11-14mmt.
Foremost, we strongly believe that a higher target is needed in the order of 11-14mmt for the land use sector. If CARB sets a low target for land use, the result may be 10 more years of sprawl or business as usual development, which will make it impossible to reach the 2050 emissions goal. 

A September 2008 scientific analysis by Dr. Reid Ewing and Dr. Arthur C. Nelson, authors of Growing Cooler, the definitive scholarly text on urban development and climate change, finds that a target of 11-14 mmt a year is achievable with policies California is already contemplating (the Ewing Report is available at www.climateplan.org). The Ewing analysis better predicts VMT reduction potential because it uses better travel models that consider various land use factors (e.g. distance between residence, workplaces, services) than the Roudier analysis that CARB has relied upon, which concluded with a recommended target of 5mmt (median value; upper end of range is not far from Ewing). Even the author of the Roudier report noted the limitations of the models in her study: “the results confirm that even improved calibrated travel models are likely to underestimate VKT [vehicle kilometers traveled] reductions from land use, transit, and pricing policies. These models simply are not suited for the policy analysis demands in the era of global climate change.” The regional model simulations in the Roudier report are widely acknowledged to understate the benefits of dense mixed-use development. If we factor in energy savings from smart growth, a more realistic reduction estimate is 17mmt. Unlike the Roudier report, the Ewing Report is based on actual historical data exclusively from California over a 20-year period.  It is far more realistic in its projections than a series of regional modeling studies from different states and nations with widely differing circumstances (as included in the Roudier report). 

Several regions around California have already adopted plans that will reduce GHGs by 7.1 mmt by 2020, according to Stanford University's Jim Sweeney, so the state level target clearly needs to be higher than 5 mmt in order to drive land use changes in other regions. 

· Adopt a statewide Indirect Source Rule for carbon dioxide.
CARB should adopt a statewide Indirect Source Rule for carbon dioxide as a way to discourage and mitigate the climate impact of low-density development. The indirect source rule, already in effect in the San Joaquin Valley for criteria pollutants, is a proven policy tool that helps developers and planners calculate and mitigate the impacts of projects. In addition, ISR creates a local revenue fund to help local governments implement Climate Action Plans. Currently, rural non-MPO counties are excluded from SB 375, so statewide ISR would be the only tool that rural counties could use to directly address the GHG impacts of land use. 
· Expand urban greening programs across California.
CARB should include specific strategies to work with state and local governments to expand green-space in urban environments in areas where communities have the greatest need. Green space creates opportunities for increasing physical activity as well as reducing the “urban heat island effect” via greater carbon sequestration, improved air quality, and better water control. 
Transportation 
In order to reduce green house gasses, provide public health co-benefits and expand economic opportunity for low-income and people of color communities, it is critical that the CA ARB develop aggressive, measurable targets to reduce automobile dependence and expand access to public transportation. Over and over surveys have found that Californians want and need to live closer to jobs and public transportation choices. Californians recognize that denser development and smart growth will free them from automobile dependence and high gas prices. Given the fact that the cost of driving a mile in the U.S. nearly doubled between 2002 and 2007 the desire for better public transportation choices has only grown in recent years.

· Set a more aggressive VMT reduction target of at least 10%.
Currently, the Plan proposes a 4% VMT reduction by 2020. Unfortunately this reduction is not sufficient to allow California to meet the 2050 emissions reduction target. In fact, the VMT reduction would have to more than double in order to ensure we meet our 2050 target. 

· Include public transit planning strategies.
Inclusion of public transit planning strategies to create walkable, bikeable, and transit-oriented communities is key to reducing both greenhouse gas emissions and California’s obesity and chronic illness rates. Proximity to and mix of retail, quality destinations, and transportation mode options are the most influential factors in peoples’ decisions to walk.
 For example, almost one-third of Americans who commute via public transit meet their daily requirement for physical activity (30 or more minutes per day) by walking as part of their daily life, including to and from the transit stop. Similarly, access and proximity to places that promote physical activity such as parks are significant predictors of physical activity levels.
 

· Prioritize investing in and sustaining public transportation and programs to improve transportation efficiency and operations.
Because transportation investments are a primary driver of land-use patterns in California, it is critical that CARB reduce automobile dependence by prioritizing investing in and sustaining public transportation, promoting transit oriented development that is close to homes, schools, job centers, and services, with a particular focus on providing access to under-served, transit-dependent communities and prioritizing programs that will improve transportation efficiency and operations.  To accomplish this CARB should include in the Scoping Plan, a strategy focused on working with other state agencies to re-prioritize how transportation funds are spent. Instead of building new roads, transportation dollars should prioritize expanding public transit options and pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure and maintaining existing roads, highways and public transportation systems (fix it first). These investments are critical to the broader goal of reducing transportation-related GHG emissions because they revitalize existing communities, while creating the infrastructure to support infill development.

Because economies of scale are not sufficient to provide large-scale public transportation to all areas of the state, CARB must work with appropriate agencies and community leaders to develop alternative transit programs to serve these communities. For example, in the San Joaquin Valley, farmworker vanpools provided much needed transportation to low-wage workers while minimizing use of older polluting vehicles.

· Support efforts to “firewall” state transit funding.

Recognizing that the continued use and expansion for public transportation is a key element to meeting California’s GHG emissions reduction goals CARB should aggressively support efforts to “firewall” state transit funding to prevent future transit funding cuts. Furthermore, CARB should actively work with public transportation advocates to develop and increase sustainable funding sources for public transportation.
· Require regional transportation agencies to include school siting and Safe Routes to School programs in their GHG reduction plans.

The plan should require regional transportation agencies to include school siting and Safe Routes to School programs as components of their GHG reduction plans. When asked why they won’t let their children walk or bicycle to school, parents consistently site traffic safety as a top reason. Safe Routes to School is a proven strategy for reducing VMT and shifting automobile trips to be bicycle and pedestrian trips. A 2007 study conducted by the California Department of Transportation found that investment in Safe Routes to School infrastructure projects increased walking and bicycling in the range of 10% to 200%.
· Facilitate Pay as You Drive Insurance.
The price of car insurance can create a strong incentive for Californians to reduce their driving.  Estimates say that Pay as You Drive Insurance (PAYD) could produce emissions reductions that are equivalent to taking 1 million cars off the road each year. A recent analysis of PAYD in California by the Brookings Institution
 finds that 64% of California households would save money on their car insurance, and projects 2020 GHG emissions reductions of up to 11.8 MMT.  Because PAYD would discourage unnecessary driving it would also generate significant cost savings due to less frequent fuel fill-ups, as well as public health benefits resulting from fewer traffic collisions, less tail pipe emissions, less noise, and increased physical activity. 

Moreover, PAYD is an important policy tool to advance equity. Because low-income Californians tend to drive less, under a PAYD program they would pay less and thus would no longer be subsidizing higher income drivers.  

Regional Targets

Many California cities and counties are trying to lead the way towards building more sustainable communities but they are handicapped by limited budgets, outdated zoning and parking codes that make it illegal to build climate-friendly development, perverse financial incentives that discourage smart growth, and state and federal infrastructure spending formulas that reward sprawl.  Without strong leadership from the State, municipalities will have no incentive to ensure that future growth is consistent with the California's goals for environmental and economic sustainability.

· Establish regional greenhouse gas reduction targets and provide incentives to facilitate implementation.

Establishing regional greenhouse gas reduction targets will encourage cities and counties to pursue smarter land use planning that facilitates walking, biking, and transit use and reduces VMT. While local governments should be authorized to choose from a suite of policy options to meet these targets, measures that improve community health and expand access to economic opportunity should be prioritized. The state must provide support —both financial and technical—to local governments to achieve these emission reduction targets. This would include developing model best practices for emission reduction programs and disbursing financial resources to fund these efforts. A meaningful portion of the funds generated from revenue streams associated with any adopted compliance mechanism should be directed towards local programs.

The regional framework must set the bar high for GHG reductions, and must provide a suite of tools and revenue sources to local and regional agencies to achieve that goal. It must include flexibility to allow regions and localities to adapt to different circumstances. The framework must also include milestones for measuring progress, rewards for good behavior, and consequences for failure to act. The scoping plan should also strengthen and refine the regional planning policy to achieve greater long-term reductions. This can be accomplished by creating regional blueprints that promote compact, in-fill development and smart growth, e.g. new residential construction that is small-lot or attached, as well as incentives for local governments to reduce their emissions. By way of example of how this type of approach could be successful, the Sacramento Region (SACOG) estimates their smart growth blueprint will reduce emissions by 10% and save $16 billion in infrastructure costs by 2030. Overall, we believe that a regional equity framing is the best strategy to ensure that both emissions targets and equitable development are achieved.
Water 

The water measures outlined in the draft scoping plan fail to capture the full range of activities necessary in the water sector to address climate change while promoting public health and social equity. In general the plan fails to include specific measurable benchmarks for conserving and re-using water, protecting water quality and reducing dependence on imported water. Furthermore, this section of the plan contains several measures that, without stricter guidelines, have the potential to further promote existing inequalities. In order to address these concerns there are several elements that should be addressed before adopting the scoping plan.

· Expand water conservation programs with a focus on increasing conservation in agricultural and industrial settings.

As written, the scoping plan does not include specific measures to ensure that water conservation takes place. To address this CARB must include specific water conservation measures. These measures must address water use in agriculture, power generation, large industry and new development.

Although agriculture is by far the largest water user in CA, and is responsible for fully 80% of the State’s water consumption, there is no discussion of how agricultural water use will be addressed by this plan. It is critical that the scoping plan include specific guidelines and measurable benchmarks for reducing agricultural water use and increasing water use efficiency in agricultural settings. 

In addition, the scoping plan must include measures to reduce water use in new developments. The best mechanism to address this would be to require water-demand neutrality for all new development. In developing this mechanism it is critical that there are protections included for low-income individuals. 
Finally, the scoping plan must promote water conservation by establishing clear water use caps for California’s largest water users. This should include water use caps for agriculture, large industry and commercial landscape water users.

· Adopt measures to expand source water protection efforts throughout California.

In addition to including specific mechanisms to conserve water, it is critical that the scoping plan include measures to protect source water. Today, communities throughout California are being delivered water that is unsafe to drink. As a result, millions of Californians do not have access to what is one of the most basic human rights, drinking water. Because many of these communities are small, low-income, people of color communities with limited resources, they are unable to finance the water system upgrades that are necessary to effectively treat their drinking water. 

This problem has profound social and environmental costs. From a social perspective, communities are being forced to pay for water system upgrades as a result of irresponsible parties who are polluting their water supplies. The pollution itself is a threat to public health and the environment. Cleaning the pollution not only requires huge financial resources but requires that significant amounts of energy be used to clean and treat what would have otherwise been safe drinking water. 

Recognizing the huge energy demand of removing pollution from water supplies, it is critical that the scoping plan include specific targets and measures for protecting source-water. In particular this should include strong measures to reduce the use of nitrogen fertilizers and regulate agricultural wastewater. Nitrate contamination is the number one contaminant in CA drinking water and is associated with a range of serious and potentially fatal health problems including “Blue Baby Syndrome” and gastric cancer. Elevated nitrate levels have been found in the water sources that supply drinking water to over 11 million Californians, primarily in the Central Valley.
 Right now, agriculture is given a free pass to pollute through the Irrigated Lands Conditional Waiver Program. The scoping plan should include specific measures to address problem and ensure that these pollutants do not enter drinking water supplies.

We propose that this program also create a carbon fee to be levied on nitrates in fertilizers. The funds generated through this program should then be used to pay for clean up of nitrogen contaminated drinking water and programs to reduce the use of nitrogen based fertilizers.

In addition to addressing pollution generated from agricultural irrigation, the scoping plan should identify additional benchmarks to reduce other contaminants from entering into drinking water supplies and thereby reduce the energy used to treat water. This mechanism should focus on “polluter pays” principles.

· Require local jurisdictions to adopt measures to expand regional water self-sufficiency.

Directly related to water conservation and source-water protection is the need to reduce imported water use in regions throughout California. The State Water Project is the single largest electricity user in California.
 As such, reducing dependency on imported water has the potential to drastically reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The scoping plan should include measurable targets for achieving regional water self-sufficiency. 

While there are a wide range of measures that can contribute to regional self-sufficiency, the scoping plan should require that local jurisdictions adopt measures to dramatically expand the use of low-impact development which includes such things as expanding permeable surface areas, reducing impermeable surface areas, developing local water catchment and harvesting facilities, and implementing other land-use and design practices that minimize water run-off and maximize water catchment and re-use. This approach will not only promote water self-sufficiency but can contribute to source-water protection thereby reducing energy use associated with both moving and treating water. Furthermore, these kinds of land-use and design practices increase soil health therefore promoting carbon sequestration.

· Include strong protections for low-income consumers in the guidelines for the Public Goods Charge and measures to ensure that large water users pay their fair share.
The public goods charge, as proposed, has the potential to promote existing inequalities in water use. By proposing a per-connection fee without including protections for low-income households this fee has the potential to become regressive, placing the largest burden on those least able to pay. Furthermore, because the proposal does not differentiate between different kinds of users, large water users, including agricultural and industrial users, may not held accountable for the actual “climate cost” of their water use. Before being included in the scoping plan the public goods charge should be scaled such that there are different rates for different kinds of users including a separate rate scale for domestic users and separate rate scale for large water users including agricultural, industrial, and large commercial users. Furthermore, there must be specific protections for low-income water users to ensure that water rates are affordable for those least able to pay.

Agriculture

How we grow, transport and distribute food has profound impacts on public health, economic opportunity and our climate. By promoting sustainable food systems, we can advance policies that expand equity, improve public health and address climate change. 
California has one of the richest agricultural economies in the world, including a thriving sector focused on the sustainable production of agricultural products. However, agriculture in California extracts an enormous toll on the State’s natural resources and on the health of California’s residents. In fact agriculture emits more than five percent of all GHGs in the state, including the majority of California’s methane emissions. Because methane is one of the most destructive GHGs, methane control is essential to addressing climate change. Despite this, the ARB has not imposed a single regulation or emission control on agriculture. 

In order to meet AB 32’s mandate to achieve the maximum technologically feasible reductions in GHGs and to provide the co-benefits that AB 32 demands, it is critical that the ARB amend the proposed scoping plan to include specific, measurable targets to reduce GHG emissions from agricultural sources. While there is a huge range of opportunities that could be adopted, there are several that are particularly critical.

· Require biogas recovery and barn enclosure at large confined animal facilities.
Methane emissions from livestock waste account for 54 percent of the state’s methane inventory and three percent of the total greenhouse gases in the state.
 Methane is a powerful greenhouse gas and a central contributor to the San Joaquin Valley’s inability to meet national and state level pollution standards. Be setting measurable emission reduction standards for methane and requiring biogas recovery and barn enclosure at large confined animal facilities CARB will have a significant impact on GHG reductions and will provide enormous public health, environmental and economic co-benefits.
· Adopt land use policies that support the development of sustainable regional food systems and protect farmland from development.

Creating strong sustainable regional food systems would dramatically reduce our climate impact. A key element to creating strong regional food systems is ensuring that there is agricultural land to grow food adjacent to cities. This ensures that food travels a shorter distance before it reaches the consumers plate.  To support the development and strengthening of regional food systems CARB must work with local government to develop incentives that encourage cities building up instead of out and protect farmland adjacent to urban centers.  

· Require a phase‐in of farming practices that significantly decrease the use of petroleum based fertilizers and pesticides.
Like methane, petroleum based fertilizers and pesticides contribute both to global warming and other air quality problems that impact the health of millions of Californians. Furthermore, these products are responsible for widespread water contamination, thus requiring additional energy use to remedy the problems they create. 

Recognizing the multiple levels in which petroleum based fertilizers and pesticides contribute to climate change and impact public health and the environment, CARB must develop a multi-pronged strategy to facilitate a transitioning to alternative farming practices. This should include a combination of regulations with specific reduction targets and incentives to support the adoption of alternative farm practices. 

· Increase efficiency standards for agricultural vehicles, engines, and machinery.
There continues to be significant room to improve the vehicle emission standards on agricultural vehicles, engines and machinery. CARB must adopt measurable goals and strategies to increase efficiency standards of these vehicles and equipment. 

Combined, these strategies have the potential to dramatically improve air quality and generate huge positive health impacts for agricultural communities in California. Residents of the San Joaquin Valley in particular would benefit from considerable economic and health gains as a result of the implementation of effective policies to reduce the levels of air pollution. A report by Professor Jane Hall has calculated that the per capita economic benefits of meeting the federal air quality standards in the Central Valley would more than $3billion every year.

This financial benefit would come from an estimated 460 fewer premature deaths among those age 30 or older; 325 fewer new cases of chronic bronchitis; 188,400 fewer days of reduced activity in adults; 260 fewer hospital admissions; 23,300 fewer asthma attacks; and 188,000 fewer days of school missed by children.
 Additionally, 3,230 fewer cases of acute bronchitis in children would be diagnosed; 3,000 fewer days of work would be lost; and children would experience 17,000 fewer days of respiratory symptoms.

Remove the Trading Program from the Proposed Scoping Plan.

We strongly object to the inclusion of the trading program in the Proposed Scoping Plan and ask board members to direct staff to remove this strategy from the plan prior to adoption. Trading has not proven to be a successful strategy to reduce GHG emissions, particularly when combined with offsets. In fact, the trading program adopted by the European Union was a complete failure at reducing GHG emissions and lead to one of the largest transfers of wealth from the public to private corporations. Because trading programs have not proven to successfully curb GHG emissions we are deeply concerned that the inclusion of a trading program will hamper efforts to address climate change and prevent the related negative public health, economic and social equity impacts.

We are also concerned that the trading program will contribute to the creation of pollution hotspots in disadvantaged communities. Because CARB did not look at the localized impacts of the trading program it is impossible to fully understand how communities will be impacted by the proposed trading program. However, evidence from other trading programs has demonstrated that trading does create hotspots and that because polluting facilities are typically located in disadvantaged communities, it is these communities that are most likely to be impacted by companies purchasing pollution allowances. 

Research has also demonstrated that pollution trading, especially when combined with offset programs, does not support or drive innovation and may actually discourage innovation. This is particularly problematic in the context of climate change where much of our work will have to focus on the development and deployment of clean energy technology. The development of a clean energy industry will not only be our solution to addressing climate change but provides a key opportunity for new well paid job opportunities for distressed communities throughout the state. 

We are concerned because the trading program creates a huge loophole by which polluters will be able to avoid complying with the regulatory programs designed to reduce their emissions. Because the plan proposes linking California’s trading program to a larger regional and international program, our ability to monitor and regulate these industries once they decide to engage in market transactions, will vanish. We will have no ability to ensure that we meet the multiple public health, environmental and economic mandates of California. As we have learned with the recent collapse of the housing market, relying on the market is a risky business and this is not how we should be squandering our opportunity to address climate change.

Finally, we are concerned that by linking with the Western Climate Initiative (WCI) we will be exporting the public health and economic benefits to other states and countries. Instead of using this opportunity to significantly improve our state’s air quality and the related public health problems and develop new industries and jobs to support a sustainable economic future for all Californians we will be exporting these benefits to other states. Because California is already ahead of many other states that will be included in the WCI, we will likely be a net purchaser of pollution credits. This means that the change we have committed to making will be transferred elsewhere. Californians will bear the costs of the program but will not enjoy the benefits.
Fully assess and address the negative public health impacts of the proposed strategies and maximize health co-benefits.

Many strategies that have been proposed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions have the potential to simultaneously and synergistically reduce health disparities. Likewise, many strategies that are directed towards improving health also reduce emissions. For example, efforts to reduce asthma incidence in overburdened communities by improving air quality involve measures that will also lower greenhouse gas emissions. Other strategies focus on promoting land-use patterns that decrease automobile dependence and facilitate active forms of transport via public transit, walking, or biking in lower-income communities of color. These strategies reduce carbon and other harmful air pollutants, offer opportunities for physical activity, lower transportation costs for disadvantaged communities, and expand access to jobs, schools, healthy foods and other critical public services.
Similarly, proposed measures and strategies have the potential to increase public health problems by concentrating pollution in disadvantaged communities, shifting development from one community to another or promoting the growth of new industries with harmful local health impacts as in the case of the low-carbon fuel standard and the directive to implement carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) projects (pilot projects and early research on this technology has demonstrated that CCS has detrimental impacts on the quality of drinking water systems).

For these reasons, we recommend that CARB more fully analyze and address the health equity impacts of proposed policies. The existing public health analysis falls far short from providing Californians with a clear assessment of how different policy choices will impact public health. Several key policy approaches that could generate important co-benefits by reducing greenhouse gas emissions while improving public health have been overlooked or given little emphasis. Although the plan estimates the health benefits of reducing air pollutants, this only scratches the surface of the real opportunities to prevent chronic disease while mitigating climate change and represents a missed opportunity for added change. The assessment does not identify the health benefits associated with increased physical activity, decreased obesity, etc. that are forgone by not including more aggressive land-use and transportation related strategies in the plan. It also fails to identify the potential health costs that will be generated by the plan including the public health catastrophe that could be created by the trading program. 

Finally, it is critical that the public health assessment include a formal input process, at every stage of the assessment, for state and local departments of public health as well as other stakeholder organizations. This will ensure that the assessment is uses best practices and is sufficiently comprehensive to provide meaningful information to inform policy choices. 

In closing we urge you to strengthen and adopt the proposed regulatory program, eliminate the proposed trading program and develop a more comprehensive and useful public health assessment. We thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments and look forward to continuing our work with you to ensure the success of AB 32 and SB 375.  If you have questions or require additional information, please contact Chione Flegal, Senior Associate at (510) 663-2333 or via email at chione@policylink.org.

Sincerely,

[image: image1.png]



Judith Bell

President
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