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California Air Resources Board

1001 “I” Street

P.O. Box 2815 

Sacramento, CA  95812

Re:
Comments of the County of Los Angeles to the AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan

Dear Board members and Staff:

The County of Los Angeles (the “County”) appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments to the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) on the AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan (the “Plan”).  The County has been working with the Los Angeles Regional Collaborative for Climate Action and Sustainability (the “Collaborative”) in its effort to share information, foster partnerships, and take action to address climate change and promote sustainable communities.  The County supports the Collaborative, its efforts and comments. 

In addition, the County hereby submits individual comments to obtain clarification, to provide its perspective on the Plan and its impact on local governments and regional agencies.  These comments may not reflect the opinions of other members of the Collaborative.  

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

The County is the most populous county in the United States with an estimated population of over 10 million.  The County provides a range of services from law enforcement to health care, and operates a variety of facilities, including public libraries, museums and jails.  In providing these services and maintaining these operations, the County is also a consumer.  It is one of the largest single commercial customers of Southern California Edison Company and a significant Southern California Gas Company customer as well.  

THE ROLE OF Local Governments IN EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS

The Plan recommends 2 MMTCO2E in voluntary emissions reductions from local governments.  

Many local governments, including the County, are becoming increasingly active about their role in reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  Nonetheless, the County notes that local governments may not have the financial or staff resources to put programs in place that would result in reduced emissions or to even verify and report their emissions or reductions.  Accordingly, the County endorses the Plan’s recommendation for voluntary emissions reductions.  

At the same time, CARB should encourage and work with regional groups such as the Collaborative to identify and maximize emissions reductions from local government operations and decisions.  CARB should adopt incentives for local governments and regional agencies to collaborate and share information on how to measure and reduce emissions.

Finally, the Plan is unclear whether local government should emphasize emission reductions from internal operations (such as improving energy efficiency of municipal buildings, vehicle fleet use, or employee transit subsidies) or from local government decisions relating to land use and transportation.  CARB should provide clarification of these issues, as well as engage with local governments on the best approaches to achieve emissions reductions.  The local government target should remain at no more than the proposed 2 MMTCO2E until questions about what is included in this target and how the reductions are intended to be achieved are resolved.

OFFSETS

Because local governments have limited resources, CARB could provide a financial incentive by allowing local governments to provide offsets and sell credits for verified projects.  For example, local governments should be able to receive offsets for (1) general plans and land use approvals that reduce or mitigate GHG emissions impact beyond what would normally be required under CEQA through traffic/transportation intensity, water use, planting trees; and, (2) early action programs such as green building ordinances, regional energy efficiency programs, fleet modification and other programs.  

CARB should include allocations, offsets and other incentives that are specifically applicable to or originate from low-income and/or heavy-pollution areas.

Green Buildings

The role of local governments in promoting and implementing green buildings throughout the state are:  

· Local governments are setting an example by certifying their own facilities under LEED or other green building standards,

· Local governments have developed programs requiring green building certification in advance of stricter State green building codes or other green building legislation,

· Local governments have developed pilot programs investigating energy efficiency upgrades to existing buildings at ownership milestones,

· Local governments are in a position to develop, promote, enforce and provide feedback on the effectiveness of green building programs (local or statewide).

These roles should be considered when CARB, the California Energy Commission (“CEC”) and the California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) determine specific programs, roles, responsibilities, and funding to achieve greenhouse gas reductions in new and existing buildings.

Energy Efficiency

Local governments have had a greater administrative and implementation role in energy efficiency programs under the CPUC’s Public Goods Charge Energy Efficiency proceedings since 2002.  In 2006, a specific local government partnership program was developed by the CPUC which leveraged the unique resources of local governments to deliver energy efficiency savings in their communities.  One idea which has arisen out of these proceedings is the concept of local governments administering their own energy efficiency programs using third party funding.

The 2007 Federal Energy Bill allocates funding for energy efficiency and greenhouse gas reductions directly to qualified local governments.  Current national climate change legislation also contemplates direct funding to local governments’ in-house programs.

The County urges CARB, the CEC and the CPUC to consider funding local government programs directly to achieve greater energy efficiency and greenhouse gas reductions.  Local governments have successfully shown that, in some cases, they can more effectively implement local and regional programs.  These local government programs could be developed in concert with utility programs; but, local governments have earned the right to greater autonomy and authority in developing and implementing these programs.

Renewable Portfolio Standard/CA Solar Initiative

Customer-owned renewable generation is, at best, a low priority for utilities, and often, the utilities appear to impede the installation and use of this renewable generation.  These impediments include electrical interconnection complexities, rate inequities, lack of technical support, and lack of a “feed-in tariff.”  The utilities may impede customer renewable generation because they have no real incentive to assist in developing more renewable distributed generation.  The County believes that CARB, in conjunction with the CPUC and CEC, should design incentives for utilities to encourage customer-owned renewable generation.  

As one example, the utilities should be allowed to obtain renewable energy credits (“RECS”) for small-scale customer-owned renewable generation, and use those RECs towards the respective utilities’ renewables portfolio standard (“RPS”).  If customer-owned renewable generation is credited towards meeting that utility’s RPS requirement, the utility will have additional incentive to provide legitimate assistance in developing customer owned renewable generation.  The County hopes that with proper motivation the utilities would assist customers in their efforts rather than exhibiting indifference or obstacles.

On larger scale renewable generation, the County urges the CPUC and CEC to examine the site licensing and transmission line approval processes that seem to be hindering most large-scale renewable projects development.

Combined Heat and Power

The County recognizes that the Plan encourages combined heat and power (“CHP”) systems.  But, like with customer-owned renewable generation, the utilities have, either because of indifference or internal opposition, created obstacles for any entity desiring to develop more efficient CHP systems.  These obstacles include complex connection rules, high natural gas prices, and recent increases in standby charges and non-performance penalties.  These obstacles have effectively eliminated many recent CHP projects.  For instance, the County’s local municipal utility has instituted significant standby charges without providing any data that supports the need for or derivation of the charges.  These charges instantly obstruct the implementation of any CHP projects – projects which would provide significant greenhouse gas emissions reductions.  Similarly, the local investor-owned utility does not consider customer and region-wide benefits of CHP when evaluating proposed projects.  

Without appropriate incentives, the CHP market will remain crippled by the utilities.  The County requests that CARB work with the CPUC and the CEC to evaluate and develop processes or other mechanisms that will encourage the utilities to provide incentives for the  development and implementation of CHP projects.  One of these processes or mechanisms may be to permit the utilities to claim some form of “ownership” of a CHP project.  Accordingly, County asks that CARB consider or study the feasibility of allowing the utilities to “own” a CHP plant.    

Also, many Qualifying Facility (“QF”) contracts are expiring.  The County’s sole QF contract expires in 2013 but the County has no ability to renew the contract.  This inability to renew eliminates a very viable and important option.  Further, alternatives under consideration examination will not only be more costly to the County, they may also produce greater greenhouse gas emissions, which should be avoided at all costs.  

Transportation

The Plan did not focus upon local and regional mass and public transportation as a means to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  The County believes that mass and public transportation is an important component to reducing such emissions.  Smart growth and land use planning is a significant part of the solution, however the County believes transit is also an interrelated and fundamental component that must be addressed.  Accordingly, the County requests that CARB give this transportation component sufficient weight in its final evaluation.  In considering public and mass transportation, the County recommends that CARB consider whether revenue generated from the cap and trade, or other programs can be set aside for transportation. 

Land Use

There should be stronger local government and regional requirements that consider carbon impacts on land use decisions and the County supports these measures.  In this regard, CARB should evaluate whether to require local governments or developers to consider the location of jobs, and vehicle miles traveled between any such development and jobs in their local development plans.  Further, CARB should also evaluate how best to use state and public lands, and to link such usage to greenhouse gas reductions.  

Waste Management/Recycling

The County encourages CARB to place greater emphasis on waste reduction (including extended producer responsibility) and recycling (including new innovations such as conversion technologies) activities in the Plan, including conducting a complete life-cycle analysis in order to quantify GHG reduction potential for these activities.  CARB’s Economic and Technology Advancement Advisory Committee addressed this in their report, titled “Technologies and Policies to Consider for Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions in California.”  By taking advantage of economies of scale, the state should take the lead in developing recycling markets and industries to process local recyclables.  

Public Health

The County agrees that greenhouse gas reductions are very important to and provide co-benefits for public health.  Further reductions in vehicle miles traveled and increased public transportation (see above for discussion on mass and public transportation) will likely increase health benefits, including increase in physical activity (e.g., riding bikes and walking) instead of driving.  In order to properly assess the co-benefits, the County asks CARB to incorporate evaluation measures in their findings so that the public health impact of greenhouse gas and any such reductions can be accurately assessed.  

Light/Heavy/Medium-Duty Vehicles

The County requests that CARB consider exempting or providing allowances to local governments that are mandated to provide public services using medium- to heavy-duty vehicles and do not have the means or ability to pass costs.  The County also requests that CARB consider the percentage of emissions produced between light-duty, and medium- to heavy-duty trucks, and regulate these trucks in proportion to their emissions.  

For local governments, the procurement of alternative fuel or fuel efficient cars and trucks will be costly (i.e., almost $60,000 per truck premium for alternative fuel trucks).  However, unlike businesses, local governments cannot pass the costs of heightened vehicle standards on to its taxpayers/constituents.  The County asks that CARB allocate revenue or funds for local government vehicles used for public health and safety, and consider sponsoring joint procurement opportunities for appropriate vehicles. 

The County appreciates CARB’s efforts with regard to the Plan, and anticipates being an active participant in the CARB proceedings designed to implement the Plan.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

/s/

Randall W. Keen
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