ETAAC Mtg 12/5/08
Comments on Economic Analysis of Proposed Scoping Plan
My name is Ray Pingle and I’m a volunteer representative of Sierra Club California.

We would like to express our general agreement and support for the process and conclusions of the economic analysis prepared by CARB.

We only have one suggestion.  We note that in the Executive Summary of the Economic Analysis Supplement, there is a short section entitled “The Cost of Inaction” which mentions that there are economic costs associated with doing nothing but these are not quantified or further explained in any way. 
We recommend that additional language be added that for example references the just released Next 10 report entitled, “ California Climate Risk and Response” By David Roland-Holst and Fredrich Kahrl, UC Berkeley,  dated November, 2008.  
This report finds that the state has $4 trillion in real estate assets, of which $2.5 trillion are at risk from extreme weather events, sea level rise, and wildfires, with a projected annual price tag of $300 million to $3.9billion over this century, depending on how warm the world gets.
If no action is taken in the face of rising temperatures, six additional sectors, including

water, energy, transportation, tourism and recreation, agriculture, and public health,

would together incur tens of billions per year in direct costs, even higher indirect costs,

and expose trillions of dollars of assets to collateral risk

Because of the variability of these estimates and the many factors outside of California State control that will determine how effectively humankind mitigates the current climate crisis, it would not be appropriate to simply add some of these estimates into the economic analysis.  
However inaction resulting in un-mitigated climate change will produce very large costs associated with excessive environmental and economic damage along with the large costs of adaptation for the State of California.  
Giving prominent detailed and quantified visibility to the broader context of the very large costs of inaction will strengthen the economic arguments for proceeding aggressively in implementing AB 32
