GREEN CITIES CALIFORNIA

August 1, 2008
Mary Nichols

Chair, California Air Resources Board

Sacramento, CA  95814

RE:  Green Cities California (GCC) General Comments on AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan

Dear Chair Nichols:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following general comments on the California Air Resources Board’s (ARB) Draft Scoping Plan.  These comments are being submitted on behalf of the following Green Cities California (GCC) members: the cities of Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Diego, San Francisco, San Jose, Santa Barbara, Santa Monica and the County of Marin.  Several GCC members have also submitted detailed comments in both the General Comments and Greenhouse Gas Sectors sections. 

1. Set More Aggressive, Yet Realistic, Targets: In general, we think the goals and regional targets recommended in the Draft Scoping Plan are far too low to achieve the reductions scientists tell us are essential to avoid the most catastrophic consequences of climate change. We specifically note that the regional targets set for local government are well below what we, as individual cities, have set as targets for our local plans. Many individual cities have set targets that are at least double the total target set for local government actions by the state. The total of 2 MMTCO2 in reductions for local government actions should be significantly higher. 

Although the local government section emphasizes that local governments and regional government agencies are essential partners in achieving California’s greenhouse gas goals, participation in AB 32 remains voluntary. Additionally, the only target attached to this section is a transportation measure, which vastly understates the contribution that local governments can, should and will make to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. There are no targets for reductions from municipal efforts in recycling, water use or energy, nor are there any targets attached to planning and regional local government efforts. All of these are necessary elements for a comprehensive plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. At the very least, cities that are willing to go further by committing to higher densities near transit nodes and downtowns should be encouraged to do so by being offered financial incentives.
While both the draft scoping plan and the appendices reference the vital role that local governments play in community energy, community waste and recycling, community water and wastewater systems, and community design, both the scope and appendices are void of any analysis or recommendations on how local government can and should be held accountable to reduce emissions in these areas. By stating “although not quantified at this time, actions taken by local government are expected to provide significant greenhouse gas reductions” the majority of the efforts that many local governments are already putting into greenhouse gas reductions are essentially being left out of the draft scoping plan. 

2. Use the Model of AB 939 to Mandate the Development, Adoption and Implementation of Local Climate Action Plans:  Local governments need the authority and accountability of a State mandate in order to meet their greenhouse gas reduction targets. Toward that end, ARB should go beyond encouraging local governments to adopt climate action plans. Instead, local governments should be required to develop, adopt and implement climate action plans.  The State should set aggressive emission reduction requirements as well as reporting requirements and procedures.   The plans should be coordinated at the county level which would resolve overlapping jurisdictional issues, and cities within a county would work with the county to develop these plans.  Financial incentives to cities and counties will be essential to measure and reduce carbon emissions.  
A model to look to in establishing requirements for AB 32 is AB 939 which requires all local governments to report to the state annually, and in great detail, the types and quantities of waste diverted from the landfill through reduction, recycling, and composting activities.  Because of this law, an infrastructure to audit and account for waste was developed and California’s local jurisdictions now know how much of their paper, scrap iron, lawn trimmings, bottles, cans, and building materials are being recycled. If targets are not met, jurisdiction can be fined $10,000 per day. The threat of such substantive fines provided strong incentives for cities and counties to develop innovative waste reduction and diversion programs. 
In applying the AB 939 model to carbon reduction, jurisdictions would be responsible for reducing carbon emissions from building energy, water and waste water, agriculture, manufacturing and waste management. Counties would work both locally and regionally to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Cities and counties should be held accountable by the State for meeting carbon reduction targets, and rewards should flow to those who exceed them. The state would continue to have jurisdiction over large emitters like oil refineries, energy utilities, and developing a low-carbon fuels policy.
3. Ensure a Funding Mechanism for the Development and Implementation of Climate Action Plans: Annual reporting of emissions and third party verification of those reports are two activities that require funding for local governments to meet their responsibilities relative to implementation of AB 32 guidelines. Additionally, funding will be needed to help local governments integrate Climate Action Plans into their General Plans and assist with implementation measures. The State should support an amendment to the state constitution allowing for a user fee exemption to Proposition 218 similar to other fundamental services such as water and wastewater to facilitate funding essential climate change activities within municipal control.  Financial assistance should be available to encourage the development of demonstration projects and model programs that can be replicated by other jurisdictions.  GCC members and other participating city staff are very interested in working with you to identify potential funding streams for this work and to develop creative funding mechanisms that offer incentives for the greatest reductions.

4. Align Past and Current Reporting Protocols: Most GCC members have conducted numerous GHG inventories, some going back as far as 1990. Leadership from the state in ensuring that earlier and current reporting protocols will be reconciled so that earlier work will be accurately converted is essential. 
5. Better Access to Reporting Data:  Assistance from the State is essential in insuring that local governments can easily obtain the necessary inventory data from utilities and public agencies. Specific data needed on an annual basis include energy and water usage by customer category, local and regional transportation data and waste disposal/diversion data. Such data should be made available and easily accessible to cities on an annual basis for inventory reporting as well as effective program development and evaluation.

6. Clarification Needed on Targets for Municipal vs. Community: We are concerned that the boundary between municipal and community targets is not clear in the draft scoping plan, particularly in the local government section. In preparing the final scoping plan, we recommend that ARB include the following distinct sections under Local Government Actions and Regional Targets:
a. Actions and targets for municipal facilities and operations that are under the direct control of local government, which include transportation, energy, water and wastewater, and waste reduction and recycling.
b. Action and targets for community wide activities that are directly influenced by or under the control of local governments, including building codes and establishing greenhouse gas reduction targets.
c. Actions and targets for regional efforts through regional planning. 

In addition to the general comments above, we are submitting specific sectoral comments to provide more specificity relative to the sectoral work of municipal governments.

Sincerely,

Carol Misseldine

Coordinator

____________________________________________________________________________________
Members of Green Cities California
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San Diego • San Francisco • San Jose • Santa Barbara • Santa Monica

Representing over eight million California residents in an effort to 
accelerate the adoption of sustainability policies and practices throughout the State
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