Comment 1 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: The

Last Name: Undersigned

Email Address: theundersigned@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Combination of fees and rebates deserves more attention
Comment:

Here's an alternative that is worth considering. It could be
referred to as feebates, since it calls for a conbination of fees
and rebates, which | believe works nost effectively. Rather than
prescribing feebates, though, the proposed overall alternative
allows its inplenmentation to a |l arge extent to be decided locally.

1. Fees are inposed on polluting products, as a percentage added to
the price paid by the consunmer. Cbvious products are gasoline,
electricity produced fromfossil fuel, vehicles and equi prent that
(comparatively) cause a | ot of em ssions. Such fees could be

coll ected by the Board of Equalization or by a Fund to be set up
for this purpose.

2. The revenues of these fees are then distributed back to the
city, county or district where they were collected, provided the
respective area nmanages to reduce emissions locally by a certain
percentage, set equally across the state for all areas.

3. Wiere an area fails to neet the target percentage reduction
part of the revenue will default to the state in accordance with
the gravity of the failure. In such cases, revenues wll be used
for state-wi de progranms ai med at reduci ng greenhouse gases.

4. Areas that exceed targets will also be offered the (optional)
opportunity to collect fees locally, e.g. as part of feebate
progranms that make vehicles registration nore expensive for the
nost pol luting vehicles and | ess expensive for the cl eanest
vehi cl es.

The provision under 2. will survive under 4., to encourage that
revenues are used for effective local prograns to electrify
transport and offer rebates on clean energy facilities, feed-in
tariffs, etc. State-w de set target percentages could be revi ewed
regul arly, say annually. Areas that exceed the target can use their
surplus toward their target the follow ng year

Feebates are nbst comonly known in the vehicle sector, but they
can be equally applied in other sectors. Feebates are attractive
because they can be inplenmented by changi ng the existing sales tax
system rather than by introducing new taxes. The conbi nati on of
fees and rebates mni m zes | eakage. Feebates can al so be

i mpl enented on a budget-neutral way.
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Comment 2 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Edward

Last Name: Casey

Email Address: ed.casey @al ston.com
Affiliation: Alston & Bird

Subject: Comment Letter
Comment:

Attached please find ny comrent letter

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-spll/2-letter _to _carb re supplement to_ab 32.pdf’
Original File Name: Letter to CARB re Supplement to AB 32.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-01 14:46:44

No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Kenneth

Last Name: Johnson

Email Address: kjinnovation@earthlink.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Price Floor
Comment:

Pl ease see ny attached coments regardi ng the suppl enental FED.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/3-comments_fed supplement.pdf’
Origina File Name: Comments FED_Supplement.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-05 17:39:41

No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Mike

Last Name: Sandler

Email Address: mike@carbonshare.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Cap & Dividend
Comment:

Dear ARB,

Pl ease see the attached coment |etter describing how carbon market
design el ements coul d address certain groups' specific objections.
I nst ead of giveaways, CARB coul d auction 100% of permts. |nstead
of unlinmted offsets, CARB can linit them Regarding inequality in
t he use of allowance value, a Cap & Dividend , or Carbon Share
approach addresses this directly.

These coments are ny own and do not reflect those of any

organi zation with which | amaffiliated. Thank you for your
consi der ati on.

Si ncerely,

M ke Sandl er

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-spll/4-comment_on_supp_to_scoping_plan7-6-11.doc’
Origina File Name: Comment on Supp to Scoping Plan7-6-11.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-07 22:14:13
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Comment 5 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Frank

Last Name: Lossy

Email Address: ftlossy322@comcast.net
Affiliation: physician in private practice in CA

Subject: Better alternatives to current proposals re Carbon Permits
Comment:

Dear CARB

Speci fic carbon market designs can address objections raised by
certain groups. Instead of giveaways, CARB coul d auction 100% of
permits. Rather than unlimted offsets, CARB can linmt them

Inequities in the use of allowance val ue can be addressed with a
Cap & Dividend or Carbon Share approach that returns revenues back
to all Californians equally. Please incorporate these elenents
into the environmental analysis.

Si ncerely,

Frank T. Lossy, M D. and Barbara Steinberg, LCSW
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Comment 6 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Marshall

Last Name: Saunders

Email Address: mlsaun@aol.com
Affiliation: Citizens Climate Lobby

Subject: AB32 Cap and Trade
Comment:

Dear CARB

In 2006, | becane al arnmed about the climte and warni ng of the
globe. In 2007, | began to be a strong proponent of Cap and Trade,
urging ny friends and partners in Ctizens Cimate Lobby to wite
to the Congress of the United States in support of Cap and Trade.

I had not thought it through at that tinme and | was trusting "Big
Green", that is to say, Environmental Defense Fund, Natural

Resour ces Defense Council and Union of Concerned Scientists.
However, the nore | studied Cap and Trade, the nore | began to
realize that it is an unworkable scheme and | even believe it to be

unfixable. It would create volatility in energy prices, would be
conplex, difficult to adm nister, and wi de open for fraud and
mani pul ation. | have read wi dely about Cap and Trade over the | ast

four years and |I'm convinced that especially the offset portion
woul d be a shell gane for big polluters and Wall Street traders. |
have a strong fear that if California adopts a Cap and Trade
schenme, other states would follow (trusting as | did) and rea
solutions to the climate crisis would be postponed a decade or
nore, time we certainly do not have.

| urge you to enploy a nmuch sinpler systemof reducing greenhouse
gases. That is to say, a Fee and D vidend whereby producers of
fossil fuel, for exanple, would be charged a fee when the fossi
fuel comes out of the ground or through a port of entry into
California. Al the revenue would be given to citizens of
California. This would allow themto pay for increased energy
costs. Fee and Dividend has the additional advantages of
simplicity, conparative ease of admnistration, fairness, return of
the increased energy prices to the people not the polluters, and

t he avoi dance of an invitation for fraud.

Si ncerely,
Mar shal | Saunders
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Comment 7 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Barry

Last Name: Vesser

Email Address: bvesser@climateprotection.org
Affiliation: Climate Protection Campaign

Subject: Comment on CEQA for AB 32
Comment:

Equity and disproportionate inpact issues have been raised by the
environnental justice comunity. Specific carbon market designs can
address many of these legitinate objections to the Cap and Trade
rule as it was adopted in December of 2010. |Instead of giveaways
to polluting industries, CARB could auction 100% of permts. Rather
than unlinited offsets, CARB can strictly linmt the nunber of
offsets to a mininum Inequities in the use of allowance val ue can
be addressed with a Cap & Dividend approach that returns revenues
back to all Californians equally. Please incorporate these
elements into the environnental analysis.

Thanks for your work on this inportant issue.

Barry Vesser
Climate Protection Canpaign
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Comment 8 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Mark

Last Name: DeBacker

Email Address: |landmarc@sonic.net

Affiliation: Architect, Preservationist, Energy Audit

Subject: Oppose AB32 Cap and Trade provisions
Comment:

Pl ease do not let Cap and Trade Provisions nove forward.
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Comment 9 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll) -
Non-Reg.

First Name: Kristin

Last Name: Thigpen

Email Address; kristint@sonic.net
Affiliation:

Subject: AB 32
Comment:

Dear CARB

| want you to know that | care deeply about this subject. W need
Cap and Dividend to nove California forward on GHG reduction on a
scal e and speed that nmkes a difference. Specific carbon nmarket
desi gns can address objections raised by groups critical of the

i npacts of AB 32&#8242;s Cap & Trade program W nmust stop giving
passes to polluting industries. CARB should auction 100% of
permits. Rather than unlimted offsets, CARB can strictly limt
them Inequities in the use of allowance value can be addressed
with a Cap & Dividend approach that returns revenues back to al
Californians equally. It's tine for action. Please incorporate
these el enents into the environmental analysis.

Si ncerely,
Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-14 11:29:27
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Comment 10 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Cassandra

Last Name: Lista

Email Address:; clista@sonic.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Cap & Trade
Comment:

Dear CARB

Speci fic carbon market designs can address objections rai sed by
groups critical of the inpacts of AB 32&8%#8242;s Cap & Trade
program |Instead of giveaways to polluting industries, CARB could
auction 100% of permits. Rather than unlinited of fsets, CARB can
strictly limt them Inequities in the use of allowance value can
be addressed with a Cap & Dividend approach that returns revenues
back to all Californians equally. Please incorporate these

el enents into the environmental analysis.

Si ncerely,

Attachment: "

Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-14 13:32:35

No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Rose

Last Name: Roberts

Email Address. rose@farmstewards.com
Affiliation:

Subject: AB 32 Cap & Trade
Comment:

Dear CARB

There are problenms with the Cap & Trade program as described in AB
32. Please take this opportunity to make changes that will inprove
this program nmking it nore transparent, equitable, and effecive,
and address objections raised by groups (on both sides of the
political divide) that are critical of the inpacts of AB 32«@ Cap
& Trade program

Pl ease consi der making the foll ow ng changes:

1) Instead of giveaways to polluting industries, CARB could auction
100% of permits. The goal is to reduce em ssions, not facilitate

t hem

2) Rather than unlimted offsets, CARB can strictly limt them The
goal is reduction of CGHG eni ssions!

3) Inequities in the use of allowance val ue can be addressed with
a Cap & Dividend approach that returns revenues back to al

Californians equally. Instead of choosi ng which conpeting special
i nterest groups should receive the revenue, returnit to al
Californians, which will raise trust & support for the nmeasure and

stimul ate | ocal economi es.
Pl ease incorporate these elenents into the environnental analysis.
Si ncerely,

Rose M Roberts
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Comment 12 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Joan

Last Name: Linney

Email Address: joan_linney@ymail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Cap and Dividend plan satisfies objections
Comment:

reBoard Item ceqga-spll
Cap and Dividend can nost certainly be designed to address the
obj ections rai sed by groups concerned about the effects of AB 32.
It will still help us neet California s greenhouse gas reduction
goal s and nake the transition away fromcostly, dwi ndling fossi
fuel sources to renewabl e energy which is nuch | ess expensive in
the long run.

1) Start by auctioning 100% of pernmits for fossil fuel pollution at
the source. This is the |owest cost nmethod for the state-no

| oophol es to nonitor, way |ess costly paperworKk.

2) Return 100% of the revenue to taxpayers equally--enmpowering
everyone to cope with inevitable rises in energy prices in the way
t hat nmakes the nost sense for each individual.

I hope you'll incorporate "Tax and Dividend" into the environnenta
anal ysi s.

Attachment: "

Original File Name:
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Comment 13 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Michagl

Last Name: Alcantar

Email Address: mpa@a-klaw.com
Affiliation: Alcantar& Kahl

Subject: Comments by CAC/CCC/EPUC
Comment:

Attached are the Comments of the Joint CHP Parties' (CAC CCC/ EPUC)
to CARB' s Suppl enent to Scopi ng PLan Functional Equival ent Docunent

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-spl1/14-epuc-cac-ccc_-letter_to_carb_7.19.11.pdf'
Origina File Name: EPUC-CAC-CCC -letter to CARB 7.19.11.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-19 14:50:50

No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Brian

Last Name: Carr

Email Address: brian.carr21@verizon.net
Affiliation:

Subject: A Fee and Dividend Plan Deserves Serious Consideration
Comment:

| urge the Board to give nore than perfunctory consideration to a
fee & dividend plan as a neans of inplementing AB 32. There are
many reasons, but | will note just two, neither of which was
consi dered in the Supplenment to the Scoping Pl an

Unli ke a cap and trade plan, fee and dividend will not have a
negative inpact on the state's econony. Cap and trade acts like a
tax on energy and coul d have a depressive effect on an econony that
is already in a precarious state. A fee and dividend plan that
rebates all of the fees collected to the people avoids this
problem and gives consunmers the freedomto spend their dividends
as they wish. W can expect that many will opt for alternative
fornms of energy that will becone nore affordable as investors
direct their funds to | ess expensive alternative technol ogies. The
advant ages of fee and dividend over cap and trade to the econony
are conpelling and should not be ignored in a state with high
unenpl oyment and uncertai n econom c prospects.

The second point is that fee and dividend is far nore politically
vi abl e than cap and trade. Because it is revenue neutral and
rebates the fees to the people, politicians who on principle oppose
a cap and trade tax, will be open to a plan that will put a check
in every voter's mailbox. Cap and trade has failed in Congress,
and there is no reason to believe its future chances are any
brighter. By adopting fee and dividend, California could be a nodel
for other states, and, eventually, the nation. W all understand
that AB 32 will not work if the idea does not spread to other
states and countries. Fee and dividend has the best chance of being
adopt ed el sewhere, and therefore, of achieving our goal

Unfortunately, it appears CARB has not seriously considered a fee
and di vi dend approach where gradually increasing fees on fossi
fuels are rebated, 100% to the people of California . It deserves
t hat consi derati on.
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Comment 15 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Daniel

Last Name: Richter

Email Address: darichter@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Revenue-Neutral Fee and Dividend.
Comment:

Abstract:

The goal of the cap and trade systemin the ARB scoping plan is to
reduce our greenhouse gas (CGHG em ssions. The ARB rmust now attenpt
to |l ower our emnmissions during tough economic tinmes. An
incremental ly increasing, revenue-neutral carbon fee assessed
upstreamwith 100% of proceeds returned evenly to Californians as a
nont hly check can | ower our emnissions |ess expensively than
cap-and-trade while sinultaneously hel ping the economically

vul nerabl e. Seeing such a "green check"” arrive in the mail each
nmonth al so holds the potential to precipitate a paradigmshift in
the way the Californian public views and acts with regard to the
causes of climate change. For all these reasons, | urge the ARB to
i mpl enent such a revenue-neutral fee and dividend in the place of
cap and trade.

Ef f ecti veness of a carbon fee vs. cap and trade:

In a 2008 study (1), the Congressional Budget Ofice (CBO found
that a carbon tax was nore efficient (i.e. achieved the sane
reductions in emssions at a |l ower cost) than any iteration of a
cap-and-trade system considered ("Summary Table 1" in this docunent
is particularly hel pful). This included an inflexible cap system
and various iterations of a flexible cap with a safety valve. True,
this anal ysis was nmade for the United States as a whole. But since
California accounts for 12% of the US population (2) and a roughly
conpar abl e portion of US GDP (3), | nmake the assunption that

| essons applicable to the US are also applicable to California.
Salient highlights fromthis report include:

- Atax could achieve a long-termem ssions targets at roughly a
fifth the cost of an inflexible cap.

- Atax is conmparatively sinple to inplement, as it could build on
already existing infrastructure for |evying and collecting existing
t axes.

- Atax avoids year-to-year fluctuations in price, significantly

ai di ng busi nesses in |long-term pl anni ng.

- Because it has a single price in any given year, a tax is sinpler
to harnonize internationally, or to assess at our borders for
interstate or international commerce.

The next nost efficient incarnation in this report, a
cap-and-trade systemwith a price ceiling and a price floor, is
essentially a tax. If there is a high price limt, and a | ow price
limt, why not take the average price and skip all the bureaucracy
associated with setting up, nonitoring, and regulating the
exchange?



Benefits of returning the proceeds evenly to all Californians:

It is widely acknow edged that the poor spend a hi gher percentage
of their income on fossil carbon, but |less than the rich on carbon
overall (4, 5, 6). Indeed, this makes intuitive sense. The poor
tend to take public transportation nore often, travel by air |ess,
and tend to own fewer Hummers. This neans the poor would be

di sproportionately affected by a price on carbon. In other words, a
carbon price on its own is regressive. It is a good idea at any
tinme to make sure that our nost vul nerable citizens do not bear the
brunt of a price on carbon. It is especially true in these tough
econom c times with bl oated unenpl oynent nunbers and cuts to
government safety nets. It is therefore desirable that any carbon
pricing mechani sm be progressive, not regressive.

If we accept that a price on carbon should be progressive and not
regressive, what is the best way to do this? O 5 policies

consi dered, Butraw (4) found 3 policies progressive (expansion of
the Earned Inconme Credit, and direct return of the nobney as taxable
or non-taxable incone) and 2 regressive (reducing incone or payrol
taxes). The CBO (5) found similar results. The Carbon Tax Center
(6) has a readable and rel atively condensed analysis of this with

t hought - provoki ng nunbers.

O these progressive options, | urge the ARB to adopt returning
100% of the proceeds as either a taxable or non-taxable dividend
each month directly to California households. Firstly, a nonthly

di vidend will save poorer Californians fromhaving to bear the
costs of higher carbon prices the entire year before getting
relief. Instead, they would be able to keep up with the higher
bills, and have sone extra noney |eft above their costs. Extra
noney in the hands of the poor is nore likely to generate revenue
than nmoney put in the hands of the rich, as it is nore likely to be
spent on things such as clothes and food rather than saved. It my
be considered a type of unenpl oynent insurance, which generates
$1.62 in econonmic activity for every dollar spent (7). Thus, not
only will returning the proceeds fromthe fee in this way help the
poor while reducing our em ssions at mniml cost to the
government, it nay also stimulate the econony.

Eliciting a paradi gmshift:

What may prove to be the nost inportant piece of this proposal is
the potential of this nonthly "green check” to precipitate a
paradi gm shift in the way Californians think and nmake deci sions
about their own carbon em ssions. Wen people see that check every
nonth, they will very quickly realize that by changing their

behavi or, they can "get under" the fee. That is, by enbracing

| ower-carbon activities, they will be maki ng noney.

This nonthly check thus adds a carrot to the end of the stick that
i s higher carbon prices. Recall the significant change in behavior
we all wi tnessed during the gas price spikes of 2008. The hi gh gas
prices were all stick and no carrot, but still people made
significant changes in the way they acted and what they purchased.
The carrot of nore noney in their pocket on top of the higher
carbon prices that we know can change behavi or can only speed our
journey to | ower carbon em ssions.

Concl usi ons:

In summary, an increnentally increasing, revenue-neutral carbon
fee assessed upstream w th 100% of proceeds returned evenly to
Californians as a "green check" is a superior policy to
cap-and-trade. Due to its price stability and ability to piggy-back
on top of existing governnent infrastructure, it inmposes |ower
costs on businesses and governnent for the sane enissions



reductions. It helps the poor at a time when they need all the help
they can get. By putting nmoney in their hands, it is likely to
actually stinulate the econony while still cutting carbon. Finally,
by returning the noney as a nonthly "green check", it offers every
Californian "carrot" incentives to change their habits on top of
the "stick"” incentives inposed by any price on carbon. Perhaps nore
than anything, this will place California in the lead both in the
nation and in the world in the race to regain a stable clinmate.

Thank you for reading ny coment.
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Comment 16 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Kirsten

Last Name: Schwind

Email Address: kirsten@baylocalize.org
Affiliation: Bay Localize

Subject: Carbon Tax and Site Regulation instead of Cap and Trade
Comment:

Dear CARB

Bay Localize works to reduce reliance on fossil fuels and build
comunity resilience in the Bay Area. W recognize California's

d obal Warmi ng Sol utions Act, AB 32, as an inportant step toward
addressing climte change. However, when it passed we were

di sappointed that it included a cap-and-trade program There are
nunmber of serious problens with this nodel, and we are particularly
concerned about the opportunities for the systemto be ganed. Due
to corporate influence, the European Union’s first cap-and-trade
system actual ly produced wi ndfall profits for polluters, and failed
to seriously reduce em ssions.

A stronger plan would conbine two of the approaches identified by
CARB

- Carbon Tax. This is a nmuch nore transparent approach to pricing
carbon. Also, it creates a steady nmulti-year revenue streamfor the
state, which can use it to close the budget gap, re-fund our public
transportation systens, schools, and social services, and invest in
green energy and clinate adaptation

- Regul ate specific pollution sources. W recogni ze a carbon tax
does not guarantee | ess enissions. That's why we support conbining
this policy with strict regulation of the biggest polluters, such
as oil refineries, naking sure to clean up the environnent for the
comunities that live around them

Thank you for your fair consideration of all perspectives in this
deci si on. W have asked our nenbers to contact you on this issues
as well. We |ook forward to an even stronger AB 32 that truly
protects California's air for all conmunities and funds clean
ener gy sol utions.

Si ncerely,

Ki rsten Schwi nd
Program Di rect or

Bay Locali ze

436 14th St, Ste 1216
QGakl and, CA 94612
510- 834- 0420

www. bayl ocal i ze. org
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Comment 17 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Joshua

Last Name: Pulverman

Email Address: josh_pulverman@dot.ca.gov
Affiliation:

Subject: Notice of Public Availability of a Supplemental to the AB 32 Scoping Plan
Comment:

Good afternoon,

Pl ease find attached conments from The California Departnent of
Transportation (Caltrans) in regards to the Notice of Public
Avail ability of a Supplenment to the AB 32 Scopi ng Pl an Functi onal

Equi val ent Docunen (SCH# 2008102060). A hard copy of this letter
will also be sent.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-spl1/22-
supplement_to the ab 32 scoping_plan_sch_2008102060.pdf'

Original File Name: Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan_SCH# 2008102060.pdf
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Comment 18 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Ruby

Last Name: Pap

Email Address: rubyapap@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: please reconsider carbon tax!
Comment:

| support the carbon tax, not the cap and trade system This will
be nuch easier to inplenent for California, and nuch nore likely to
be effective in reaching our climte goals. Thank you.
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Comment 19 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Mike

Last Name: Wertheim

Email Address: mikew@hyperreal.org
Affiliation:

Subject: forest protocol isflawed
Comment:

| believe the ARB shoul d be doi ng everything possible to safeguard
the state's watersheds. The current forestry protocols under
cap-and-trade defeat this goal by rewarding clearcutting.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 18:09:47

No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Paul

Last Name: Stoft

Email Address. p.stoft@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: DESTROYING FORESTS
Comment:

Dear Chai rman Nichol s:

VWhile the ARB is considering alternatives to the cap-and-trade
program please also correct the major flaws in your agency's
forestry protocol

As it stands now with the current cap-and-trade forestry protocol
California will be rewarding tinber conpanies for despoiling the
land and enitting |arge volunes of CQO2.

The protocol allows forest clearcuts (a.k.a even-aged managenent)
that can dramatically inpair water quality and quantity in affected
wat ersheds. The clearcuts you permit to qualify as "offsets”
potentially inpact the health and well-being of mllions of
Californians, as well as future generations.

Pl ease correct the forestry protocol to allow "offset" projects to
i ncl ude only uneven-age forests —which not only sequester CO2 but
preserve wildlife habitat and other val ues.

Si ncerely,

Paul Stoft ScD
Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 18:45:42

5 Duplicates.



Comment 21 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Timothy

Last Name: Makovkin

Email Address: paragon007@comcast.net
Affiliation:

Subject: A.B. 32
Comment:

Dear Chai rman Ni chol s:

As your agency inplenments the provisions of A B. 32, the board
shoul d be doi ng everything possible to safeguard the state's

wat ersheds. Unfortunately, the current forestry protocols under
cap-and-trade defeat this goal by rewarding forest clearcutting.

VWil e you are considering alternatives to the cap-and-trade
program as required by recent litigation under CEQA, please also
correct the major flaws in the forestry protocol

It appears that the ARB regards California's forests as a net
carbon sink, always sequestering nore CO2 than they rel ease. But
this clearly overl ooks the possibility that individual tinmnber
conpani es — especially those doing clearcutting — may be net
emtters of CO2 fromtheir forestlands.

Pl ease hol d tinber conpani es accountable for the CO2 they rel ease.
You can do this by elinmnating the provision in the forestry
protocol that all ows even-aged harvests (i.e. clearcuts) in
projects qualifying as "of fsets" under cap-and-trade.

Si ncerely,

Ti not hy A Makovkin
Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 18:43:16

No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Virginia

Last Name: Mariposa

Email Address: vmariposa@cox.net
Affiliation:

Subject: This shouldn't even have to be proposed!
Comment:

W tried to take care of the environnental depredation as far back
as the Ni xon adnministration, and people have chosen to follow their
selfish interests tinme and tine again. To hell with them

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 20:07:53

No Duplicates.



Comment 23 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Marcia

Last Name: Kolb

Email Address: mbkolb@hotmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: fix cap-and-trade
Comment:

As you reconsider the alternatives to cap-and-trade in neeting the
goals of A B. 32, please also reconsider your board's decision to
al | ow even-aged forest managenent (i.e. clearcutting) to be all owed
in forestry "offset" projects.

The ARB's cap-and-trade program should not reward | andowners for
clearcutting their forests, directly or indirectly. Cear-cutting
is an out-dated forestry practice that is harnful to water-sheds
and detrinental to a healthy forest ecosystem It should not be
part of our efforts to control carbon enissions.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 20:14:07

No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Jeff

Last Name: Cohen

Email Address. jcohen@eosclimate.com
Affiliation: EOS Climate, Inc.

Subject: Supplement to AB 32 FED
Comment:

Pl ease see attached fil e, thanks

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/30-eos_comments ab 32 fed july 25 2011.pdf’
Origina File Name: EOS Comments AB 32 FED July 25 2011.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 20:50:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Joe

Last Name: Loree

Email Address: jloree@hotmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Please reform the cap-and-trade forestry protocol to ban clearcuts
Comment:

Dear Chairman Ni chol s,

As you reconsider the alternatives to cap-and-trade in neeting the
goals of A B. 32, please also reconsider your board's decision to
al | ow even-aged forest managenent (i.e. clearcutting) to be all owed
in forestry "offset" projects.

The ARB's cap-and-trade program should not reward | andowners for
clearcutting their forests, directly or indirectly.

As you know, even-aged managenent rel eases enornous quantities of
CX2. In essence, the currently adopted forestry protocol gives
license to | andowners to degrade water quality and reduce its
guantity across vast regions of the state while releasing tons of
COX2 into the atnosphere.

For the sake of all Californians, and especially for the
generations who will be comng of age at a time of increasing
climate uncertainty, please fix the forest protocol to prevent
clearcutting, including "l eakage" of even-aged nanagenment practices
to areas outside the approved-project boundaries.

Si ncerely,
Joe Loree

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 21:15:34

No Duplicates.



Comment 26 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Gareth

Last Name: Loy

Email Address: dgl @garethloy.com
Affiliation:

Subject: cap-n-trade encourages clear cutting forests?
Comment:

| understand that the current cap-and-trade plan was adopted | ast
year by ARB as part of A B. 32, the dobal Warnming Solutions Act of
2006, and originally was scheduled to be put into operation in
January 2012 but, thankfully, has been del ayed.

The delay in inplenentation to January 2013, which resulted froma
court ruling, gives ne a chance to inpress upon the ARB the need to
rectify its cap-and-trade schenme's glaring forest-clearcutting

| oophol e.

The ARB's cap-and-trade program perversely rewards | andowners for
clearcutting their forests. In essence, the ARB's forest protoco
could give noney to | andowners who degrade and di m ni sh wat er
gquality and quantity across potentially vast regions of the state.

Everyone knows that forest clearcuts dramatically inpair water
quality and quantity in affected watersheds. They potentially

i npact the resources, anenities and pockebooks of mllions of

Cal i forni ans.

Pl ease take this opportunity to do what's best for forests, and the

future of California, and sever the |inkage between cap-and-trade
and cl ear cutting.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-25 21:24:47

No Duplicates.



Comment 27 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Wendy

Last Name: Bardsley

Email Address: wendy @mutantfactory.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Global Warming Solutions Act, AB 32
Comment:

Hel | o,

A stronger plan woul d conbine two of the approaches identified by
CARB

Carbon Tax. This is a nuch nore transparent approach to pricing

carbon. Also, the revenues go to the state, which can use it to

cl ose the budget gap, re-fund our public transportati on systens,
school s, and social services, and invest in green energy. W the
Peopl e need that nmoney nore than Chevron does — make polluters

pay!

Regul ate specific pollution sources. A carbon tax makes it nore
expensive to pollute, but does not always guarantee |ess pollution.
That’s why it’s a good idea to conmbine this policy with strict
enforcenent of clean air laws with the biggest polluters, such as

oil refineries, making sure to clean up the environnent for the
comunities that live around them

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 10:22:40

No Duplicates.



Comment 28 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Yinlan

Last Name: Zhang

Email Address: yinlanz@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: carbon tax over cap and trade
Comment:

Setting aside politics and the heavy | obbying efforts fromindustry
and opportunists aimng to get rich fromthe carbon trade, your
conpetent and highly trained staff know that the nost effective
path for meani ngful carbon reduction is not cap and trade but a
carbon tax. The potential abuses in a cap and trade programare so
many and the program woul d require such significant resources to
nonitor and enforce that it could be rendered neaningless. However
politically unsavory a carbon tax woul d be, you cannot dispute that
it would be the nobst effective way of achieving the goals of ab32
and the board shoul d not abandon its considerati on based on
political pressures but should fully evaluate it on its merits

al one.

Si ncerely

Yi nl an Zhang

Attachment: "

Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 10:17:33

No Duplicates.



Comment 29 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: John

Last Name: Allen

Email Address: Johnaallen@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: | prefer a carbon tax
Comment:

| prefer a carbon tax

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 10:44:40

No Duplicates.



Comment 30 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: david

Last Name: schneider

Email Address: ds6956@earthlink.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Safeguard State's Watershed
Comment:

The current forests protocols do not do this.

They reward cl ear cutting.

Pl ease safeguard state's watershed

Attachment: "

Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 11:04:56

No Duplicates.



Comment 31 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Michagl

Last Name: Andrews

Email Address: norcalkook@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Eliminate Cap and Trade
Comment:

A stronger plan would conbine two of the approaches identified by
CARB

Carbon Tax. This is a nuch nore transparent approach to pricing

carbon. Also, the revenues go to the state, which can use it to

cl ose the budget gap, re-fund our public transportation systens,
school s, and social services, and invest in green energy. W the
Peopl e need that noney nore than Chevron does —nmake polluters

pay!

Regul ate specific pollution sources. A carbon tax makes it nore
expensive to pollute, but does not always guarantee |ess pollution.
That’s why it’s a good idea to conmbine this policy with strict
enforcenent of clean air laws with the biggest polluters, such as

oil refineries, making sure to clean up the environnent for the
comunities that |ive around them

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 11:16:53

11 Duplicates.



Comment 32 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Benjamin

Last Name: Farnum

Email Address: scouterben@sbcglobal .net
Affiliation:

Subject: Flawsin forest protocols
Comment:

I would like to strongly urge the ARB to correct the magjor flaws in
the forest protocols. Thank you, Ben Farnum

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 11:24:33

No Duplicates.



Comment 33 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Peter

Last Name: Burchard

Email Address: peterdb@sonic.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Stop rewarding clearcutting of forests
Comment:

Dear Air Resources Board

As soneone who lived on the Klamath River for seven years during

t he height of logging there in the 1970s, | know the devastation of
clearcuts to watersheds, the working of nature for overall health
of the earth, and beauty. It is sinply wong for your forestry
protocols to reward clearcutting under cap-and-trade. Selective

| oggi ng and crop alternatives to wood could easily elimnate the
need for clearcutting. Please do everything possible to safeguard
the state's watersheds, a goal undermi ned by rewarding

cl earcutting.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 11:24:42

No Duplicates.



Comment 34 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Tressa

Last Name: Berman

Email Address: tressa@baylocalize.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Cap and Tax
Comment:

Wil e Cap and Trade seens |like a good idea, it is really only the
"Cap' part that will help us neet global goals to reduce carbon
emi ssions and increase energy efficiency. Rather than 'trade' to
keep caps constant, it nakes nore sense to TAX those that pollute,
and re-invest the tax revenues into clean, green energy
alternatives. | amin favor of strong | aws that enforce corporate
pol l uters, wherever they may be doi ng business on the pl anet.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 12:41:03

No Duplicates.



Comment 35 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Joseph

Last Name: Sullivan

Email Address: joesully2@prodigy.net
Affiliation: Retired Geological Engineer

Subject: AB-32
Comment:

AB32 Supports a Hoax

In Septenber 2006 Assenbly Bill AB32, titled the d obal Warm ng
Sol utions Act, ained at reduci ng greenhouse gas enissions,
principally carbon dioxide (CO2), to 1990 |evels by 2020, was
approved. This stenms froma contention of the Intergovernnenta
Panel on dinmate Change that global warming results nmainly from
burning fossil fuels, punping carbon dioxide into the atnosphere.
However 31, 487 scientists, including me, a Ceol ogi cal Engineer for
over half a century, petitioned the government to reject that
contention, recognizing it as a hoax perpetrated by those who wll
benefit financially worldw de from expenditures of billions of
dollars to reduce carbon di oxi de. They depend on the ignorance of
t he general public regarding historical geology and climtol ogy to
foster this hoax. Reducing CO2 will not effect climte change.

Harol d Lewi s, fampbus Professor of physics eneritus at the
University of California recently resigned fromthe top

prof essi onal association for physicists saying “the noney fl ood”
has corrupted science and calls global warnmng a ‘scami with the
trillions of dollars driving it that has corrupted so nmany
scientists.” “It is the greatest and nobst successfu
pseudoscientific fraud | have ever seen in nmy long life as a
physicist.”

The I ntergovernnmental Panel on Cdimte Change (IPCC) is the
so-cal l ed authority on climte change, yet Vice Chair Yurri |zae
in April 2007 wote, “the panic over global warnming is totally
unjustified;” “there is no serious threat to the climte.” |PPC
reports are not those of its scientists, but are policynakers’
sunmaries produced by a conmittee of 51 governnment appointees, many
of who are not scientists. Some of its 2500 scientists have
resigned in protest against |IPPC sumaries, in which these
political appointees alter their own scientist’s reviews. The

| atest exanple of this type activity occurred in 2009 when comput er
hackers broke into the computers of the British Hadley Institute,
hail ed for research of global warm ng, and it was di scovered the
Institute mani pul ated data to cover up evidence that went agai nst
their beliefs in man-made gl obal warm ng. Admtted was that we are
not seeing gl obal warm ng, but rather global cooling. The sane

evi dence appears in graphs showing the start of the cooling trend.
From 1850 to 1950 CO2 |l evels increased significantly, but the
tenperature rose only 0.1 degree Celsius. The earth has been
cooling and is likely to do so for the next couple of decades. CO2
nmakes up only 38 one-hundredth of one percent of the earth’'s tota



gases in the atnosphere. That 0.038 percent, which d obal Warm ng
advocates want to reduce by a smdgen at a cost of trillions of
dollars worl dwi de, is being advocated at a time when the earth is
cool i ng.

The Earth warnms and cools in 100,000 year cycles. Qur planet has
nostly been nmuch hotter and hum d than today, with far nore carbon
di oxi de (CQ2) than today. Earth’s atnobsphere now contains about 380
ppm CO2 (0.038% . Conpared to forner geol ogical tinmes, our present
at nosphere is CQO2 inpoverished. In the last 600 mllion years only
one ot her geol ogi cal period witnessed C2 |evels |ess than 400 ppm
To the consternation of gl obal warm ng proponents, the late
Ordovician Period 550 million ago was an Ice Age while at the sane
time CO2 concentrations were nearly 12 tines hi gher than today,
4400 ppm According to the greenhouse theory, it should have been
exceedi ngly hot.

What really affects our climate? During Earth’s formation it was

i npacted at a low angle by Theia, a planitodail mass a little
smal l er than Mars. The inpact knocked off part of the earth’s
form ng mantle, which later formed part of the nmobon. Theia's inpact
is responsible for the earth’s 23.5-degree axial tilt, which
created the Earth's seasons. After the inpact the remaining mantle
fractured, and parts drifting on the earth’s sem -nolten surface
formed tectonic plates. The plates collided with each other many
times and the present set, naking up our continents, are still in
nmotion. The earth’s tilt; changes in the way it orbits the sun
variation of the sun’s radiation as it burns up; vol canic
eruptions; changes in oceans flows; and nelting snow and ice
control the earth’s climate. Large nunbers of earthquakes occur
every year, a remnder that earth is a cracked dynam c sphere,
whose parts are constantly in notion, and are all involved in
climatic conditions. Considering these factors hunan attenpts to
control the Earth’s climate are a pi pe dream

Joe Sullivan
Ceol ogi cal Engi neer

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 14:14:26
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Comment 36 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Shelly

Last Name: Sullivan

Email Address: ssullivan@onemain.com
Affiliation: AB 32 Implementation Group

Subject: AB 32 |G FED Comments-July 26, 2011
Comment:

Attached please find coments fromthe AB 32 | npl enentati on G oup
regardi ng the workshop and Suppl ement to the AB 32 Scoping Pl an
FED.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/51-ig_carb fed 7 26 2011.pdf'
Origina FileName: IG_CARB_FED 7 26 2011.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 15:09:41

No Duplicates.



Comment 37 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Frantz

Email Address: tfrantz@bak.rr.com
Affiliation: Association of Irritated Residents

Subject: Comments on the Alternatives to the Scoping Plan
Comment:

Pl ease accept the attached conmments.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/52-
association_of irritated residents comments on_the aternatives analysis for_ab 32 cap and
_trade.doc'

Original File Name: Association of Irritated Residents Comments on the Alternatives Analysis
for AB 32 cap and trade.doc

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 15:19:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 38 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Carol

Last Name: Mone

Email Address. cemone@reninet.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Cut polluting emmissions at source!
Comment:

The California Air Resources Board shoul d not use forest carbon
projects to offset enmissions fromCalifornia industries. This does
nothing to inprove Californians' quality of Iife and can adversely
af fect others such as the Lacandon Indians in southern Chiapas.

Emi ssions need to be cut at the source. These tradeoff schemes are
very simlar to the selling of indulgences, in ny opinion. It does
not solve the problem

Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 15:30:43

No Duplicates.



Comment 39 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Barbara

Last Name: Mauk

Email Address: kariit@bluebottle.com
Affiliation:

Subject: REDD+ Impactsin Chiapas, Mexico
Comment:

The way the people and communities of Chiapas, Mexico - and in
particul ar the people of Amador Hernandez - are being intimdated
and threatened by cutting off nedical services is abom nable. |
demand that the California Air Resources Board not use forest
carbon projects to offset emi ssions from California industries.
demand eni ssions be cut at the source - where it rightfully should
be! And | hope you will do everything in your power to reinstate
nmedi cal services to the people in Amador Hernandez and anywhere

el se it has been taken away in that area. For shane!

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 16:41:47

No Duplicates.



Comment 40 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Sharon

Last Name: Kulz

Email Address: s_kulz@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: AB32
Comment:

The increnental reduction and capping of pollution is a positive
step. However, skip the trading credits. Trading pollution credit
is tantanount to selling indul gences (as in Mddle Ages church)
whil st re-arranging the chairs on the Titanic.

| support AB32 W THOUT t he Tradi ng.

Attachment: "

Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-26 19:21:59

No Duplicates.



Comment 41 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Jack

Last Name: Guelff

Email Address: jguelff @yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Why carbon credits?
Comment:

It seens to ne that the carbon credits set up a systemto kick the
can down the street.

Wiy not a system of solar credits, where the polluter pays a fee
that is used to rebate the residence or business that installs a
sol ar energy systemthat either directly supplies energy in raw
form(to heat) or converts it to electricity (to use for cooling,
etc.)

Sanpl e out of the stack or inmmedi ate area to determ ne pollution

| evel and |l evy fee accordingly.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 06:12:20

No Duplicates.



Comment 42 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Mayoor
Last Name: Steinberg
Email Address: whitnyb@aol.com

Affiliation:

Subject: We need alternatives to Cap and Trade

Comment:

Dear Board,

as a California voter | am hoping that you will consider
alternatives to cap and trade. It is great that the State is

| ooki ng at how to decrease greenhouse gases, but ny concern is that
cap and trade has not worked in Europe and the offsetting | eaves
openings for scans that create incentives for false offsets. MW

fear is that cap and trade will not actually reduce em ssions
overall, but create a false distraction that make it seemlike we
are tackling the problem when we are not.

Pl ease consider a Carbon Tax that will be open and direct in

pricing carbon. Also, the revenues of this should come to the
State to create a green econony and cl ose our budget gap

I am al so concerned that cap and trade will continue the injustice
to residents of areas close to the big polluters such as Chevron in
Ri chnond. We need stricter enforcenent of the Clean Air |aws, and
a way to clearly make the polluters pay for the cleanup of the
environnent in the areas where they are |ocated. thank you.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 09:10:53

No Duplicates.



Comment 43 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Kathy

Last Name: Labriola

Email Address: anarchofeminist@yahoo.com
Affiliation: Bay Area Community Land Trust

Subject: No Cap and Trade!
Comment:

Dear Board,

| amoutraged that the recent bill included a Cap and Trade
Program This is a scamthe gives polluters windfall profits and
just allows nore and nore pollution rather than solving the
problem Please elinnate this cap and trade option and put sone
real controls on polluters!

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 09:46:01

No Duplicates.



Comment 44 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: James

Last Name: Tansey

Email Address. james.tansey @offsetters.ca
Affiliation: Offsetters Clean Technologies

Subject: Commentary CEQA-SP11
Comment:

Pl ease find the attached commentary. Thank you for your
consi derati on.

Janmes Tansey
CEOQ O fsetters Cean Technol ogies, Inc.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/62-cega-spll commentary  offsetters .doc
Original File Name: cega-spll commentary (Offsetters).doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 09:51:50

No Duplicates.



Comment 45 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Janet

Last Name: Schwind

Email Address. janschwind45@cruzio.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Cap and Trade policy
Comment:

| urge the board to concentrate on alternatives to a cap and trade
policy that will little or nothing to reduce the enission of

gr eenhouse gasses. Please consider first and forenost, neasures to
conserve energy use and secondly, the creation of local clean
energy sources.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 12:01:20

No Duplicates.



Comment 46 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Alice

Last Name: Kaswan

Email Address: kaswan@usfca.edu
Affiliation: USF School of Law

Subject: Supplemental FED comments
Comment:

Comment s attached

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-spl1/64-kaswan_supplemental_fed commentes.docx’
Origina File Name: Kaswan Supplemental FED commentes.docx
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 13:45:35

No Duplicates.



Comment 47 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Brenda

Last Name: Coleman

Email Address. brenda.coleman@cal chamber.com
Affiliation: California Chamber of Commerce

Subject: CalChamber’s Comments on the Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan FED
Comment:

Pl ease see attached conmmrents.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/65-fed_comments.pdf’
Origina File Name: FED comments.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 15:45:39

No Duplicates.



Comment 48 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Matthew

Last Name: Fidanque

Email Address: mfidanque@gmail.com

Affiliation: West Oakland Environmental Indicators Pr

Subject: AB32: Alternative to cap and trade
Comment:

As an environnental policy analyst and social justice advocate,
understand the need to nove forward with conprehensive climate
change | egislation for California. However, the cap and trade
system that CARB has advocated is neither equitable nor effective.
Rat her than giving away pollution rights to corporations, and
supporting ineffective and discrimnatory offset projects in
devel opi ng countries, we should focus on reduci ng greenhouse gas
enmi ssions here in our state and charging forward into the clean
energy future.

A nmore productive strategy would be to regul ate specific pollution
sources, in order to inprove the health of our vul nerable
conmunities that |ive near these sources, and inplenent a carbon
tax, whose revenue can encourage public transportation, energy
efficiency projects, and solar and wi nd generation. W cannot have
a "dobal Warmng Solutions Act" unless it supports solutions for
all of us, including communities at risk.

Thank you,
Mat t hew Fi danque

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 16:20:15

No Duplicates.



Comment 49 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Harvey

Last Name: Eder

Email Address: harveyederpspc@yahoo.com
Affiliation: Public Solar Power Coalition & self

Subject: Comments Supp. to Scoping Plan FED CARB 1HE PSPC
Comment:

Her eby incorporate by reference all of the coments and the
conplete record that |/we subnmitted in the spring and summer of

| ast year 2010 in the Cap and Trade proceedi ngs and the 33%
Renewabl e El ectric Ssytem RPS. REC, RES i n CARBS records including
but not Iimted to the full transcript of The Story of Cap and
Trade by Annie Lenard google for sane and enter in record, ful
testanmony/ comrents in the record from South Coast Air Quality
Managenment District in the spring March-June of 2010 including the
hi story of derivatives starting with the Panic of 1907 to present
transcript from60 m nutes over the last 10 years record on green
house gas and trading proposal. The aritcle cover of Scientific
Ameri can from Novenber of 2009 onConvberting the Wrld by 2030 to
sol ar renewabl es wi nd water and sol ar by Mark Jacobson Env.

Engi neering Prof at Standford University and Mark Delucci of UC
Davis which is was submitted into the record cited above in full as
well as their 2 articles fromDec. 2010 on the same subject in
Energy Policy Journal hereby in incorporated into the record.

The suppl enent to the scoping plan FED under Cap and Trade
di scusses the problens with SCAQVD RECLAI M Nox trading systemin
2000 and 2001 when prices when out of wack and not hing was cited
about the ganming of the system done by Enron which also resulted in
bl ack outs and brown outs and PGE goi ng bankrupt and SCEdi son
within in hours of going bankrupt and the price of electricity sky
rocketing. Also incorporated by reference is the program about
Enron that included this information played several tinmes over this
year and | ast year onCNBC the finance investnent channel. This is a
glaring onmission to the evaluation of the nodels for Cap and Trade
that is consistant with the record that i we subrmitted as cited
above with CARB | ast year and here (inb the supplenent to scoping
pl an FED and the extrenely advarse environnmental socio economc
i mpacts that were onitted fromthis whole process.

As suggested in the June 8 neeting transcript that was hard to
find and onlu listed under the June 7 liosting for the corments to
t he Suppl ement and not separatel ky when searched at the CARB
website. Al soThere shold be hearings in this process to gather info
such as cited in the June 8 transcript of the neeting and the
nunbers that were wong or omtted should be provided tinely for
review along with those cited in the June 8 transcript and on the
Comments at the June 7 cite. This whole process shouul d ber sl owed
down. In the neeting with J. Beardsley etc. where i we suggest 3ed
that a social econom c study ber conducted this should have and
still needs to be done as was comrucated at the neeting in or
aboput June 2010 that could be attended by tel ephone . The June 8



neeti ng shoul d have been connected by tel ephons video etc. and was
not and inquery was tinmely made. | we intend to enter the |ega
process in this matter

Only the Cap past of the Cap and trade systemin the Supp to
t he FED scopi ng Pl an whoul d be used not the Cap and Trade system
Regul ati on should be used with a co2 equivilent FEE
that may be adjusted. The state needs a 10 year sol ar conversion
pl an and a back up 20 and 40 year plan as cited in the record by
submi ttal and above/ The 2005 Executive Order nmade by the Governor
for an 80 % reduction of co2e from 1990 | evels by 2050 will likel;y
be made into | aw as the 33% RPS renewabl e enener gy
i mpl enentation was in SX1,2 that becane state |law this spring. CARB
shoul d support with other state energy rel ated agencies a 25% oi
production tax |ike Sara Palin enacted in Al aska except this should
be split 50/50% wi th education and sol ar conversio( there is an
initative that is working its way through the ballot in near term
coming nonths that will put a 15% or $3.6 billion dollar fund for
education in California

More comments will follow before the 5pm 7/28/ 11 deadli ne

Harvey Eder citizen and Executive Director of the Public Sol ar
Power Coalition there shold not be a 60 min [inmit on coments nade
throught this system This limts public input and the denocratic
process !!!l harveyeder pspc@ahoo. com

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 16:02:41
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Comment 50 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Mark

Last Name: Toney

Email Address: mtoney@turn.org

Affiliation: TURN-The Utility Reform Network

Subject: Replace Cap and Trade
Comment:

See letter

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-spl1/69-arb-replace c_t.doc'
Origina File Name: ARB-Replace C&T.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 17:03:42

No Duplicates.



Comment 51 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Brian

Last Name: Beveridge

Email Address: brian.woei p@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Carbon tax, not cap and trade
Comment:

Cap and trade does little for our |ocal comunities and what is
worse, often allows polluters like refineries to pollute locally
and buy redenption across the ocean sonewhere. A carbon tax market
will allowthe sanme financial incentive for every carbon producer
with [ ess burden on |ocal conmunities of color.

| urge the CARB to recognize this fundanental environnental justice
i ssue and reconend carbon taxing, not cap and trade, to the

| egi sl ature.

t hank you, Brian Beveridge
Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 17:05:12

No Duplicates.



Comment 52 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: James

Last Name: Demeter

Email Address. james@demeteramps.com
Affiliation: California Manufacturer

Subject: What if
Comment:

What if this whole Man caused Clinmate Change Thing is a fraud and
the science is proven wong? This is happeni ng now as the computer
nodel s used by the IPPC fall into error and the planet refuses to
warm WII you cancel this super job Killing farce before it is too
| ate? More and nore real science is comng out proving that natural
variations are driving climte change. You continue to generate
nore and nore rules and regul ations That will drive out all

i ndustry and ruin this once Golden State. My science cl ass taught
CX2 is plant food and all life is dependent on it, but that was
before politics corrupted the classroom

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 17:02:05

No Duplicates.



Comment 53 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Ravahn

Last Name: Samati

Email Address: ravahn.samati @gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Consider Cap & Trade Alternatives
Comment:

| hope that the Board will consider the alternative Carbon Tax to
Cap and Trade. This is a nmuch nore transparent approach to pricing
carbon. Also, the revenues go to the state, which can use it to

cl ose the budget gap, re-fund our public transportati on systens,
school s, and social services, and invest in green energy.

Si mul t aneously, regul ate specific pollution sources. A carbon tax
makes it nore expensive to pollute, but does not always guarantee
| ess pollution. That&a€™ why it4€™ a good idea to conbine this
policy with strict enforcenent of clean air laws with the biggest
pol luters, such as oil refineries, making sure to clean up the
environnent for the communities that |ive around them

The a€odraded€s part of Cap & trade is problematic. It allows
conpani es that want to continue emitting to buy credits fromthose
that emt less. In addition conmpanies were able to gane the
cap-and-trade systemto make noney for polluting by getting credits

gi ven away by governnent with no real reductions in em ssions at
all. This has been the case in the European Union

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 18:45:30

No Duplicates.



Comment 54 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Harvey

Last Name: Eder

Email Address: harveyederpspc@yahoo.com
Affiliation: Public Solar Power Coalition & self

Subject: Comments Supp. to Scoping Plan FED CARB Part 2 HE PSPC
Comment:

This is part 2 of comments due to lack ot thimon part 1 subnitted
2 hours ago today 7/27/11

The 22MMrons of co2/co2e? reductions cited in the Suppl enent
to scoping plan FED cites that LCFS Low Carbon Fuel Standards will
be used in excess of 10MMIons reductions co2/ co2E ? to neet the
total goal of apx. 450MMIco2/co2e? goal for the state by 2020.
There was aneeting of the LCFS workgroup apx. 1 nonth ago that
he/ PSPC participated in on the phone and gave conments during the
public section of that neeting in Sacranento. The issue of Cap and
Trade was cited in the neeting and that a sub group of the LCFS
woul d nmeet to work on Cap and Trade or narket mechani smfor
i mpl enenting the LCFS Low Carbon Fuel Standard. This is illegal and
the instant proceedi ngs superceed the/ any activity tqaking part in
the LCFS area. It is rather part of this proceedings. The activity
of the LCFS group nust stop until these proceedi ngs are resol ved.
Aparently there was it was reported in the neeting that there has
been sone staff/ structural reorganization of the Cap and Trade
peopl e now sone nost of all working on LCFS. This is possibler an
end run by CARB to go arould the Courts decision. Al of the
nunbers have to be reval uat ed.

The issue of fuel switching as in the diesel to | ow sulfer
diesel in the recent pass, and CARB etc et al have been pushing
natural gas as the Cean Alternative Fuel to the tune of $2 billion

Through the Carl Myer Programetc. converting buses and now
refues trucks. PSPC has participated in the process before the LCFS
was established by the board or the SCoping plan over the past few
years. raising the issue of ch4/nmethane as well as nitrous oxide
enmi ssions over the [ife of vehicles. During the history of the
proceedi ngs over the past few years the only data on this subject
was provided with M chael Benjanin and Cody Livingston providing
i nfo on studins on nethane em ssion eetc,. over the life of a
vehhicle. This was ignored by CARB staff and incorporated into the
record is the comruni cations with staff including cochair of the
LCFS group JimDuffy who was sent a copy link of , along with John
Courtis
of CARB staff of the Washington D.C study of Metro Buese over
ti medone by NREL/DCE Univ. of West Virginia which is also
i ncorporated herein the record. CARB has not and does not plan to
study what happens over tinme to natural gas vehicles.neither is
CEC, Fed EPA DCE etc. and there is proposed | egislation in Congress
to convert the nations truck . and bus fleet to natural gas
wi t ho9ut study9ing this. This needs to be done as soon as possible.
SCAQWD recently said the they were going to | ook at only 2 buses in
a study of 22 buses. The grans of ch4 enissions per nile for buses



was.3 used in the Feb 2009 LCFS for LNG & NG fuels while the
Washi ngton D.c. study cited 10 and 17 grans per nmle of ch4 and a
report done |ast year for South Coast for trucks found from45 to
100 gerams ch4/ nethnae per mle emtted. GHG nmust be neasured and
consdereed in this proceeding conpletely without an end run or

further omssions !!! Dr. Duffy was sent this info over 1 year ago
and over 2 years ago info was cited to Anal Prabu and John Courtis
wi t hout responce and nore recently as well !!! Pickens has noney

but his Plan needs to be evaluated alommg with the environnental
i mpoact on water of fracking and included in this supplement to the
scopi nng pl an FED

More comrents will follwo before 5pmtomarrow.
Attachment: "

Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 18:50:44
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Comment 55 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Laurie & Allan

Last Name: Williams/Zabel

Email Address: williams.zabel @gmail.com
Affiliation: Private Citizens & Volunteers CCL

Subject: Comments on Supplement to Scoping Plan - Flaws of Using GHG Offsets
Comment:

AB 32 Suppl enent to Scoping Plan - Conment submitted July 27, 2011

COMMENT ON SUPPLEMENT TO AB 32 SCOPI NG PLAN FUNCTI ONAL EQUI VALENT
DOCUMENT — | MPLEMENTATI ON OF AB32

Comment by Laurie WIllianms & Al an Zabel on behal f of ourselves as
private citizens, as residents of California and as vol unteers,
witing on behalf of Citizens Cinmate Lobby, a non-profit

organi zati on based in San Diego, California, asserting that
adopti on of the proposed greenhouse gas offset program regulations
and protocols is arbitrary and capricious and contrary to the
intent and requirenents of AB 32, the California s d obal Warm ng
Sol uti ons Act of 2006.

The California Air Resources Board (“CARB’) has repeatedly

acknow edged that in order to nmaintain the integrity of the
cap-and-trade system any greenhouse gas offsets nust be
verifiable, enforceable and “additional” (see Supplenent at p. 53,
“OFf sets nust neet rigorous criteria that denmonstrate that the

em ssions reductions are real, permanent, verifiable, enforceable,
and quantifiable. To be credited as an offset, the action or

proj ect must also be additional to what is required by |aw or
regul ati on or would ot herwi se have occurred”). CARB s staff report
on Offsets notes that AB 32 requires these criteria to be net. See,
e.g., Staff Report on Conpliance Offset Protocols for U S. Ozone
Depl eti ng Substances Projects, dated October 13, 2010 at page 1

As explained in our prior coments, which are hereby incorporated
by this reference and provided in full below, these criteria cannot
be met with respect to greenhouse gas offsets and are not net by

t he proposed protocols or regulations. See our conments dated
December 13, 2010 regarding the of fsets and offset protocols, and
our July 30 and August 1, 2008 comments, regarding the

di sadvant ages of a cap-and-trade program including the damage to
such a programis integrity from of fsets.

In addition to our prior comrents, we provide the follow ng
addi ti onal comments on the Supplenent to the Scoping Plan

1. No Response to Prior Comments: W have not seen any response to
our prior Decenber 13, 2010 conment on the fatal flaws of the
greenhouse gas of fset program and protocols. Nor have we seen a
response to our July 30 and August 1, 2008 comments on the flaws of
cap-and-trade with offsets as an approach to addressi ng greenhouse
gases. The San Franci sco Superior Court decision dated March 18,
2011 (http://op.bna.com env. nsf/id/smy-8f6uv?/ $Fi | e/ CARBor der . pdf
“Sup. Ct. Decision”) states that CARB is required to respond to



comments prior to making a decision. W do not believe it is |ega
for CARB to move forward with adopting or approving the offset
program and/ or protocols until our comments have been presented to
the Board and responded to in witing. See Sup. Ct. Decision at p.
33, citing Cal. Code Reg. tit. 17, § 60007, subd. (a). Please
note, not only did CARB fail to respond in witing to our conments,
but CARB also failed to respond in witing to other comenters who
described the flaws of offsets and their potential to undernine the
integrity of the AB 32 program

2. Program Violates AB 32's Requirenents: Qur conclusion is that
the AB 32 requirenents for greenhouse gas offsets in AB 32 are not
net by the proposed program and protocols. In addition, we
descri be what we believe to be the unfixable flaws of the offsets
approach and concl ude that offsets should not be part of the AB 32
programto reduce Greenhouse Gas (“CGHG') emissions. The proposed
regul ati on provi des admi ssions of uncertainty and | ack of
enforceablility. For instance the statenent at page 9: (35)

“Busi ness-as-Usual Scenari 0” neans the set of conditions reasonably
expected to occur within the offsets project boundary in the
absence of the financial incentives provided by offset credits,
taking into account all current laws and regul ations, as well as
current econom c and technol ogical trends. “Reasonably expected to
occur” in this context is specul ative and subjective and cannot be
part of an enforceable standard. The proposed regul ati on states
that “additionality” includes: “activities, that result in GHG
reducti ons or GHG renoval enhancenents, are not required by | aw,
regul ation, or any legally binding mandate applicable in the of fset
project’s jurisdiction, and or any CGHG reduction or GHG renpval
enhancenent activities that woul d not otherwi se occur in a
conservative business as usual scenario.” (Enphasis added; see
http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ regact/ 2010/ capandt r ade10/ candt nodr eg. pdf at
page 170.) The use of the term “conservative” does not make this
specul ati ve standard enforceable or verifiable. The net result of
these flaws, and the others discussed in our Decenber 13, 2010
conment, will be a systemthat clains reductions based on
activities that have al ready happened and woul d have happened

wi thout the offset credit program This in turn will result in

fal se accounting and a failure to correct the incentives that are
keepi ng GHG emi ssi ons at dangerous, unsustainable |evels, thereby

[ ocking in additional climte degradation

3. The Proposed O fsets Represent a Substantial Portion of Required
Reductions: The Suppl enent confirms that up to 8 percent of al
conpli ance obligations can be net with of fsets. VWi | e CARB not es
that a reduction is required from projected 2020 em ssion | evel s of
507 million netric ton CO2e to 427 mllion netric ton CQRe

em ssions, current 2011 levels are not noted, nor is the percentage
reducti on needed to reach the goal of 1990 |evels by 2020.

However, the Electric Power Research Institute’ s paper “Overview of
the California Greenhouse Gas Ofsets Program dated April 2011
states at page 10 states that, if the maxi mum quantity of offsets
is submtted for conpliance, offsets could be used to satisfy as
much as 85% of required reductions. See
http://globalclimte.epri.comdoc/EPRI_Ofsets WLO_Backgr ound%20Paper CAYR0Cf f
sets 040711 Fi nal 2. pdf

at p.10. Even if a smaller percentage of conpliance obligations
are met with offsets, it is clear that offsets are intended to be a
substantial portion of required reductions and their failure to
represent real, additional, enforceable reductions could be
extrenmely danaging to California's efforts to address clinmate
change, as well as to the efforts of the nany states and countries



expected to follow California s |ead.

4. Using Ofsets to Keep Costs Low Underni nes | ncentives for

Ef fici ency, Investnent and | ndividual Decisions that Wuld Reduce
Em ssions: The Suppl ement repeatedly indicates that an inportant
function of offsets is (1) to keep the costs of conpliance | ow
(“cost contai nment nechani sns” see Supplenent at p. 52) and (2) to
t hereby prevent | eakage of California’ s industry and attendant
polluting activities to other jurisdictions, as well as (3) to
address other sectors of the econony not subject to the cap. (1)
Keepi ng Costs of Conpliance Low. Relying solely on conpliance with
caps and | ow cost offsets to reduce em ssions, rather than an
increase in fossil fuel prices, hurts many of the incentives that
woul d drive the rapid transition to a cl ean-energy econony that is
needed to avert dangerous climate change. For instance, if CARB
were to adopt carbon fees that rose predictably, to insure that

cl ean energy woul d beconme cost-conpetitive with fossil fuels within
a known time frame, this would create huge incentives for a shift
in private investnment fromfossil fuel energy into clean energy
infrastructure and i nnovation as well as into energy efficiency.
Simlarly, individuals and busi nesses woul d experience a strong
incentive to be creative in reducing their carbon footprint. In
this respect the cost containnent approach of greenhouse gas
offsets is not only lacking in integrity but also undermni nes a
critical incentive needed to provide the rapid reductions without
which costly and potentially irrenmedi able effects of climate change
are likely to beconme inevitable. (2) Leakage of emissions is a
significant concern. As noted in the Scoping Plan, one way to
address | eakage is “border adjustnents,” adding costs to goods that
arrive fromjurisdictions whose regul ati ons do not have programnms to
address greenhouse gases and rebating costs to goods that travel
fromCalifornia to other jurisdictions. (See Suppl enent at p.92.)
Wi | e such border adjustnents can be nore easily inposed on
international trade, it nmay be possible to inpose such adjustnents
on interstate comerce as long as the adjustnents nmerely create a

| evel playing field for out-of-state busi nesses and are not
protectionist. However, the potential for |eakage to occur is not
an excuse for adopting a fatally flawed and unworkabl e approach
such as cap-and-trade with greenhouse gas offsets. Essentially,
CARB fails to acknow edge that higher prices for activities that
produce greenhouse gases are an extrenmely valuable tool for driving
gr eenhouse gas reductions. CARB instead clainms that keeping costs
low is a higher value, discarding the alternative as politically
and |l egally untenable, rather than analyzing this alternative as
requi red by the Superior Court decision and State law. |f carbon
fees would be nore effective but | ess inplenentable in California,
CARB shoul d acknow edge this. As noted in our paper, “Keeping Qur
Eyes on the Wong Ball” (incorporated by this reference and
avai |l abl e at:

htt p: // ww. car bonf ees. or g/ hone/ Cap- and- Tr adeVsCar bonFees. pdf ),
carbon fees returned to residents in equal nonthly rebates can keep
energy affordable while creating strong incentives for investnents
in clean energy and energy efficiency. (3) Addressing other
Sectors: Nor should the need to address other sectors, such as
forestry and agriculture, be an excuse for using unverifiable and
unenforceabl e GHG offsets to address our fossil fuel usage. A
separate program of regulation and incentives for increased forest
cover and better agricultural practices would have greater
integrity and nmake sure we do not confound the accounting necessary
to determ ne whether we are nmking appropriate reductions in the
energy and industrial sectors.



PRI OR COMMVENTS — | NCORPORATED BY REFERENCE AND BELOW

Comment subnitted Decenber 13, 2010 and avail abl e at:

http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ | i spub/ conmf bccondi sp. php?l i st nane=capandt r ade10&conment
_num=878&vi rt _nume521

COMMVENT ON PROPOSED ADOPTI ON OF A CALI FORNI A CAP ON GREENHOUSE GAS

EM SSI ONS AND MARKET- BASED COVPLI ANCE MECHANI SMS REGULATI ON

| NCLUDI NG COVPLI ANCE OFFSET PROTOCOLS — | MPLEMENTATI ON OF AB32

Comment by Laurie WIllianms & Allan Zabel on behal f of thensel ves as
private citizens of California and as volunteers, witing on behalf
of Citizens Climte Lobby, a non-profit organization |located in San
Diego, California, asserting that adoption of the proposed offset
protocols is arbitrary and capricious and contrary to the intent
and requirements of AB 32, the California s d obal Warm ng

Sol utions Act of 2006.

Overall Point — AB 32 requires that greenhouse gas (“GHG') offsets
be “real, pernanent, quantifiable, verifiable, enforceable, and
additional.” Adoption of the proposed Offset Protocols by the
California Air Resources Board is arbitrary and capricious and
shoul d be rejected because the protocols for proposed GHG of fsets
cannot neet these standards. In addition, to the extent that GHG
of fsets are not additional, they destroy the integrity of the
entire program by all owi ng additi onal GHG eni ssions fromthe capped
sector above the “cap” that will not be offset by additiona

em ssi on reductions el sewhere. Finally, because California's
programis | ooked to as a nodel and proof of concept, adoption of
this flawed nmechani sm woul d be extrenmely danmagi ng to national and
international efforts to effectively reduce GHG em ssi ons.

Adoption of GHG offsets as part of the California program woul d
serve as a tenplate for such prograns, encouraging others to pursue
this flawed approach to the npbst urgent problem facing humanity,

i ncreasing the chances of catastrophic clinmte change, and
defeating the stated purpose of AB 32. Under the proposed action
“covered entities can use offset credits to satisfy up to eight
percent of the entity’'s total conpliance obligations.” See Notice
of Public Hearing at p. 5. This 8% of the conpliance obligation is
very significant percentage of the total reductions sought.

Fatal Flaws of GHG Offsets - To be credited as an offset, the staff
report states that a project “nmust also be additional to what is
required by law or regulation or would otherw se have occurred.”
See ARB Staff Report, page 35 of 472. (Enphasis added.) Cur

anal ysis focuses primarily on the latter requirement. As
denonstrated in our Wi stlebl ower Disclosure (“WIIianms/Zabe

Di scl osure”), dated July 22, 2010

(http://ww. carbonf ees. or g/ horme/ Wi st | ebl ower _Di scl osure_to_Congress_7-21-
10. pdf

),

GHG offsets of the type that ARB proposed to adopt are fatally

fl awed and cannot be fixed. There is no reliable way to

di stingui sh offset projects which will occur because of the offset
i ncentive fromthose which woul d have happened anyway because of
the follow ng four unfixable flaws of GHG O f sets:

* Additionality: Wether reductions outside the capped sector are
additional is necessarily a hypothetical inquiry and such an
inquiry cannot reliably distinguish business-as-usual

Specifically, it is inpossible to know what “otherw se would have
occurred” and therefore it is not possible to create an of fset
programthat reliably excludes business-as-usual activities from
bei ng counted as “additional.” (See U.S. Governnent Accountability
O fice discussion below, confirmng this conclusion.)

» Leakage/ Shifting Economi ¢ Activity: In sonme cases, such as in the



context of forestry projects, the offsets will fail to appreciably
mtigate demand and the polluting activity (such as [ogging) wll
simply shift el sewhere;

* Perverse Incentives to Increase Enmi ssions and Keep Them Legal

GHG offsets create perverse incentives to keep polluting activities
I egal and in sone cases to increase them so they can keep being
sold as offsets (Note: this dynamic is recognized in the Ozone

Depl eti ng Substances (“0ODS”) Protocol re: HCFC 22 by-product HFC 23
destruction in the United Nations O ean Devel opnent Mechani sm
(“CDM'), see ODS Protocol at p. 11 of 67); and

e Unenforceabl e: The conplexity and subjectivity of offsets renders
theminpossible to certify, regulate or enforce.

As expl ained in our discussion below of each of the four proposed
of fset protocols suffers fromone or nore of these flaws and woul d
result in approval of non-additional projects in violation of AB
32. As aresult, it would be arbitrary and capricious to adopt the
proposed CGHG of fset protocols as part of the proposed cap-and-trade
program

See also, U S. Governnment Accountability Ofice, March 2009

&#8213; Ohservations on the Potential Role of Carbon Offsets in
Cimate Change Legi sl ati on&#8214; at p. 12, GAO 09-456T
(http://ww. gao. gov/ new. i t ens/ d09456t. pdf). “Because additionality
i s based on projections of what woul d have occurred in the absence
of the CDM[United Nations Cl ean Devel opment Mechani sm, which are

necessarily hypothetical, it is inmpossible to know with certainty
whet her any given project is additional.” (Enphasis added.)
Keepi ng Qur Eyes on the Wong Ball - Ofsets are described in the
Staff Report as a “cost contai nment nmechani sm” which offers
addi ti onal | ow cost em ssions-reduction opportunities. See Staff
Report at page 14 of 472. However, cost containment interferes
with another goal cited in the Staff Report -- to “stimulate

investnment in clean and efficient technologies.” See Staff Report
at page 11 of 472. Keeping the price of fossil fuel em ssions

| ower by allow ng offsets delays investnent in clean energy

t echnol ogi es and energy efficiency by keeping fossil fuels cost
conpetitive. As a result, such “cost containment” defeats the goa
of a rapid transition to clean energy and energy efficiency. See
http://ww. car bonf ees. or g/ hone/ Cap- and- Tr adeVsCar bonFees. pdf

Critique of Proposed GHG Orfset Protocols for AB 32:

The four offset protocols proposed for adoption by the ARB are

Li vestock Manure (Digester) Projects, U S. Ozone Depleting

Subst ance Projects, U S. Forest Projects and Urban Forest Projects.
We provide a specific critique of why each of the protocols cannot
neet the AB 32 requirenments bel ow

(1) Livestock Manure (Digester) Projects

The di gester perfornmance standard contradicts AB 32 requirenent of
additionality:

As noted above, key elenent of additionality is that the project is
additional to what “would ot herwi se have occurred.” See ARB Staff
Report at p. 35 of 472.

a. Significantly Better Than Average: The offset protocol for

Li vestock Manure Digester Projects fails to neet this standard of
additionality by having a performance standard that allows all such
digesters to be offsets on the basis that a digester “is
significantly better than average.” See Livestock Protocol at p. 9
of 68. Thus, the protocol redefines “what woul d have occurred
otherwi se” to include what is already occurring at sone facilities.
“Data shows that California |livestock operations (dairy, in
particul ar) manage waste in a manner prinmarily in |iquid-based



systens that are very suitable for digesters. Yet even in these
favorabl e conditions digesters are found on |less than 1% of the
dairies,” (l1d.) (however, the majority of the farns that currently
have digesters are significantly |larger than the average California
dairy.)

b. Evidence that Digester Projects Can Be Profitable Wthout Ofset
Paynments: A Decenber 2009 announcenent by the U S. Departnent of
Agriculture and the U S. Departnment of Energy indicates that
“Currently, only about 2% of U S. dairies that are candidates for a
profitabl e digester are using the technol ogy, even though dairy
operations with anaerobic digesters routinely generate enough
electricity to power 200 hones.” See,

http://appsl. eere. energy. gov/ news/ news_detail.cfn news i d=15685.
The Departnent of Energy has confirned that “A biodigester usually
requi res manure frommnore than 150 | arge aninals to cost

ef fectively generate electricity. Anaerobic digestion and bi ogas
production can al so reduce overall operating costs where costs are
hi gh for sewage, agricultural, or animl waste disposal, and the

ef fluent has econonmic value. In the United States, the

avail ability of inexpensive fossil fuels has linted the use of

di gesters solely for biogas production. However, the waste
treatnment and odor reduction benefits of controlled anaerobic

di gestion are receiving increasing interest, especially for

| arge-scal e livestock operations such as dairies, feedlots, and

sl aught er houses.” See,

http://ww. ener gysavers. gov/ your _wor kpl ace/ f arms_r anches/ i ndex. cf ni nyt opi c=300
05.

c. Existing Projects: The proposed program appears to allow

exi sting digester projects to count as additional to what
“otherwi se woul d have occurred.” The ARB staff report states, “The
proposed regul ation also includes a process for offset credits from
qual i fied existing offset projects operating under specific offset
protocols to be accepted into the conpliance offsets program” See
ARB Staff Report at p. 78 of 472. This feature nmeans that existing
projects -- project that are currently in progress — can be counted
as additional to “would otherw se have occurred.” The net result
is a systemthat allows profitable, existing projects and
approaches to nethane reduction to be used to allow em ssions above
the cap in the allegedly “capped” sector

d. Perverse Incentive to Increase Enissions (Digester Ofsets My

I ncrease Emi ssions and Cause Qther Environmental Harnm): The ARB

Li vestock Manure Protocol Report notes that “The installation of a
BCS [ Bi ogas Control Systems] at an existing |ivestock operation
where the prinmary manure nanagenent systemis aerobic (produces
little to no nethane) may result in an increase of the anmount of
nmet hane emitted to the atnosphere. Thus, the BCS nust di gest manure
that would primarily be treated in an anaerobic systemin the
absence of the project in order for the project to neet the
definition of an offset project.” See Livestock Report at p. 19
of 68, FN 5. This footnote provides an inportant adm ssion that
proposed Di gester Protocol may encourage an increase in em ssions
as a neans to gain offset payments. Specifically, nanure could be,
and sonmetinmes is, processed in an aerobic environnent, producing
little to no nethane. An exanple is that manure can provide

val uable fertilizer to farm ng operations and be used instead of
petrochem cal fertilizers. However, by creating the offset
program ARB nay encourage facilities to first switch froman
aerobi c to an anaerobi c process (and hence increasi ng nethane), so
that their farmcan qualify to participate in obtaining offsets.



This decision could also lead to increased use of petrochem cals
and ot her environnmental harm

e. Perverse Incentive to Keep Met hane Emi ssions Legal and Prevent
Regul atory Evolution: In addition to potentially encouraging a
nove to anaerobic conditions so that a dairy would qualify for

of fsets, the Digester Protocol also creates an incentive for
addi ti onal market participants to oppose regul ation that woul d
require either aerobic treatnent or an anaerobic digester. As
noted with respect to the other Protocols and in the WIIians/Zabe
Di scl osure, nornmal regul atory evolution would nove in the direction
of prohibiting activities that are found to be harnful in
significant ways that were not previously appreciated or known. In
this case, all facilities that engage in anaerobic storage of
manure for nore than 150 cows could potentially be required to use
a biogas control systemand destroy or sell the resulting methane
for energy. A law that creates an offset narket for this activity
creates opposition to a conprehensive regulation that would renove
this activity fromthe of fset market and deprive these market
participants of the related revenue, creating instead an obligation
that has associated costs. The hei ghtened opposition to such
regul ati on should be analyzed as part of “what otherw se would
occur,” in order to fully consider whether the proposed offset
protocol creates truly additional reductions outside the capped
sector.

f. Summary: In summary, there are five types of evidence that it
woul d be arbitrary and capricious to approve the proposed D gester
Protocol for O fsets: (1) the protocol redefines additional as
“significantly better than average,” which clearly includes a type
of activity that is already occurring (non-additional) wthout the
of fset incentive, (2) the protocol allows offsets for activities
that woul d be profitable even w thout the offset payment, (3) the
protocol allows existing projects to create offsets, (4) the
protocol creates a perverse incentive for sone farns to increate
anaerobi ¢ manure storage to increase the chance of offset incone,
and (5) the protocol increases the incentives for those who profit
fromthe offsets to fight new regulation that would require the
capture and/ or use of the nethane produced by livestock, as this
woul d deprive them of offset profits. In |ight of these five
factors, the degree of additionality created by the Protocol is
unknowabl e and unverifiable and thus fails to nmeet the required
standards for AB 32 of fsets.

(2) U S. Ozone Depl eting Substances (“0ODS") Projects

a. Destruction of ODS from Refrigeration Equi prent and Foam The
proposed ODS Protocol would grant GHG of fsets for projects which
coll ect and destroy ODS fromrefrigerati on equi pment containi ng ODS
and from foam whi ch was manufactured using ODS as a bl owi ng agent.
Both the ODS refrigerant and the ODS bl owi ng agent nust originate
fromthe United States. See ODS Protocol at sections 2.3.1 and
2.3.2 (p. 22 — 23 of 67). The ODS Protocol contains two mgjor
flaws. These flaws would allow potential project operators to
recei ve GHG of fsets for clai med GHG em ssi on reductions which are
not additional. |In addition, the ODS Protocol’s reliance on
unverifiable assertions and records generated by the of fset project
operator would create opportunities for fraud which woul d be
extrenely difficult or inmpossible prove once the fraud was
conpl et ed.

b. Unsupported Assunptions: |n explaining howthe perfornance
standard of destruction of ODS pursuant to the Protocol would be
additional, the Staff Report clains, wthout providing any



supporting citation or materials, that “Data shows that |ess than
1.5% of recoverable US sourced ODS are destroyed upon end-of-life
of the [refrigeration] equi pnent or [foam] material. This indicates
that collecting and destroying the ODS is above and beyond conmon
practice and therefore destruction neets the performance standard.”
Staff Report, page 6. 1In addition, the ODS Protocol assumes that
all ODS recovered fromrefrigeration equipnent is reclained for
further use. ODS Protocol at sections 2.3.1 and 5.1.1.
c. Destruction of ODS during Business-As-Usual: The conbi nation of
t hese assunptions is inportant for claimng that all ODS destroyed
pursuant to the Protocol are additional for purposes of generating
of fsets. If ODS renmoved fromrefrigeration equi pnent is not always
recl ai med and reused, but for technical and/or financial reasons is
soneti nes destroyed, the destruction of this ODS woul d not be
addi ti onal because it would occur in the course of
busi ness- as-usual .
d. Barriers to Reclaimng and Reuse - Title VI of the Clean Air
Act: In fact, not all ODS recovered fromrefrigeration equi prent
is reclaimed and reused. To be used as reclainmed refrigerant, ODS
nmust neet established specifications under Title VI of the Cean
Air Act. To be econonically viable as reclainmed refrigerant, ODS
renmoved fromrefrigeration equi pment nmust not be mixed with other
types of ODS and nust not be heavily contanminated with oils and
other inpurities. Either of these problens will npbst often make
the cost of bringing the ODS up to Clean Air Act specification
prohi bitively expensive. These problens regularly occur and a
significant amount of ODS renmpved fromrefrigerati on equipnment is
destroyed rather than being reclainmed and reused. The ODS Protoco
woul d al | ow the generation of GHG offsets fromthis destruction.
e. Barriers to Verification: The ODS Protocol contains two glaring
enf or cenent weaknesses. First, as stated above the ODS Protoco
requires that both the ODS refrigerant and the ODS bl owi ng agent
destroyed in a project nust originate fromthe United States. This
requirenent is not practically enforceable. Once the foam or
refrigerant is destroyed, it will be virtually inpossible for an
enforcenent inspector to verify or chall enge the paper records kept
by the project operator. Second, this hopelessly flawed reliance
on paper records generated by the self-interested project operator
is a hallmark of the entire verification “nethodol ogies” in the ODS
Protocol. The tenptations for a project operator to exaggerate or
outright fabricate records will be enornmous. |If GHG offset prices
cone close to the offset prices in the European GHG tradi ng
program destruction of a single pound of GHG could be worth nearly
$100. Again, once all the real evidence is gone, e.g., the foam
and refrigeration unit are in the landfill and the ODS has
al | egedly been destroyed, there is little, if any, hope of proving
t he fraud.
f. Emi ssions Above the Cap: As with the Digester protocol above,
the net result of the unverifiable and non-additional offsets that
can be created under this protocol is a systemthat would all ow
em ssi ons above the cap in the capped sectors.
g. Perverse Incentive to Keep Landfill Disposal of Foam Cont ai ni ng
ODS Legal: Allow ng offsets for ODS destruction fromfoam may al so
create additional barriers to passage of appropriate regul ations
that would require ODS destruction before foam containing these
substances coul d be brought to a landfill. Once an offset activity
is profitable, those who are profiting will provide additional
resi stance to the passage of |egislation and/or regul ati ons that
could provide an across the board, rather than pieceneal solution
In this sense, the proposed offsets do not neet the standard of
addi ti onal reductions beyond what woul d have occurred otherw se.
(3) U.S. Forest Projects



a. Reforestation, |Inproved Forest Managenent and Avoi ded
Conversion: The proposed U.S. Forest Protocol would grant GHG
of fsets for three types of projects — reforestation, inproved
forest managenment, and avoi ded conversion. This Protocol contains
a plethora of very serious flaws. The npost serious of these flaws
concern the determ nati on of whether any given forest project is
additional, i.e., whether the project would have occurred in the
course of business-as-usual. For each type of forestry project,
the U S. Forest Protocol established a perfornmance test. |If the
project neets the applicable performance standard, the project is
deened to be additional. U S. Forest Protocol at section 3.1.2.
(p. 34 of 131.)
b. Performance Standard Approach to Additionality and
Busi ness- As-Usual : W have set forth an anal ysis concerning the
conmon failures of a performance standard approach to determ ning
additionality in the WIIlians/Zabel D sclosure at pp. 9-11. As
detail ed below, the U S. Forest Project Protocol includes a nunber
of these failures that result in include projects which would have
occurred in the course of business-as-usual. This is because
performance standards of this type are, by their very nature,
al nost al ways conparisons to projects which have actually occurred.
In a market economy, the nost advanced nethods quite often give
t he business using thema conpetitive advantage. This is why these
advanced pi eces of equi prent and nethods are nost often
“significantly better than average” and “better than comon
practice.” In a market econony, they are the result of
busi ness-as-usual. It violates AB 32's requirenent of
additionality to grant offsets to such projects.
c. Improved Forest Managenment and the “Common Practice” Performance
Standard: The U. S. Forest Protocol for inproved forest nanagenent
projects contains several different performance standard flaws. It
relies on calculations that involve m nd-nunmbing conplexity and a
series of subjective and unenforceable judgnment calls. This
protocol also relies heavily on “comopn practice” as its benchnmark
for additionality. The entire denonstration of additionality is
based upon “estimati ng baseline onsite carbon stocks” and conpari ng
this to “common practice” on “simlar |lands” in the area of the
project. U S. Forest Protocol at section 6.2.1. (p. 64 of 131.)
Since it is inpossible to have an objective determ nation of
whet her forest managenent projects are beyond what woul d ot herwi se
have occurred under this protocol, the offset perfornance standard
clearly fails to satisfy AB 32’s requirenments that offsets be
“real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, enforceable, and
addi tional .”
d. Reforestation - “Less Than 10% Tree Canopy Cover” Performnmance
St andards: For reforestation projects, the U S. Forest Protoco
all ows two possi bl e performance standards, either of which could
lead to the approval of offsets. One of the standards is the there
is currently less than 10%tree canopy cover. In this case, the
protocol merely states that projects which occur on land that has
had | ess than 10 percent tree canopy cover for the last 10 years

are automatically additional. No analysis, data, or rationale is
presented for this determ nation

e. Reforestation - Areas with “Significant Disturbance”
Alternative Performance Standards- “Econom c Cost Scenario” or

“Historical Not Engaged In or Allowed Tinber Harvesting”: For
reforestation projects which occur on | and whi ch has undergone a
“Significant Disturbance” (e.g., fire) projects are additional if
they either neet one of two performance standard. For the econonic
cost scenario (set forth in a two page appendi x to the Protocol) or
if the “Forest Omer has not historically engaged in or all owed

ti mber harvesting.” U S. Forest Protocol at section 3.1.2.1.



The econoni c cost scenario approach to additionality appears to
very heavily rely on data which either does not yet exist or have
not been made public. Twice this part of the Protocol states that
certain economc information and assunptions can be found in “the

| ookup table in the Forest O fset Protocol Resources section of
ARB's website.” U S Forest Protocol, Appendix E, p. 103. W were
unable to locate this section of ARB's website. |In addition, the
second test for additionality contains no explanation or nunber of
years which constitute “historically engaged in or allowed tinber

harvesting.” It is suggested, by exanple, that this qualification
woul d apply to municipal or state parks, but this is nmade clear or
exclusive in the Protocol. U S. Forest Protocol at section

3.1.2.1. This conpletely subjective “standard” is neither rationa
nor enforceabl e.

f. Avoi ded Conversion Projects — Shifting Economic Activity:
Finally, for avoi ded conversion projects (e.g., conversion of
forest to comercial, residential or agricultural land), the U S
Forest Protocol relies very heavily on appraisals of land value in
the various |land use scenarios. U S Forest Protocol at section
3.1.2.3. This approach has two basic problenms. First, leaving a
forest uncut and unconverted to another use does not necessarily
result in fewer GHGs. Forest products exist in a world market.

The | argest supplier to the U S. of softwood (used, for exanple, in
buil di ng homes), is Canada. If U S. denmand for softwood is not

di m ni shed, the forest preserved in the U S. wll alnpbst certainly
result in additional tinber harvesting in Canada or sone other
country. This will result in no net decrease in GiGs. In fact, it
would I'ike result in a slight increase represented by the fuel it
takes to inmport the tinber products. Second, appraising |and val ue
is hardly an exact science. Anyone aware of the nortgage neltdown
shoul d be aware that appraisals can be mani pul ated, fabricated,

and, essentially, purchased by a self-interested party. Having a
“qual ified” appraiser, as required by the Protocol, hardly
addresses this problem

(4) Urban Forest Projects

a. Tree Planting and Mai ntenance: The proposed Urban Forest
Protocol would grant GHG offsets for tree-planting and nai nt enance
prograns carried out by municipalities, educational institutions,
and utilities. This Protocol is the nost benign, and probably the
nost wel |l -intentioned, of the proposed offset protocols. However,
even the Urban Forest Protocol contains one serious flaw

b. Net Tree Gain: The Urban Forest Protocol assunes that any “Net
Tree Gain” represents an additional reduction in GHGs. Wile any
Net Tree Gain is a happy thing for the environnent, people, and the
livability of our conmunities, these gains do occur in the course
of business-as-usual. A case in point is the urban forest project
carried out by San Francisco's Departnment of the Environment. In
its Septenmber 2009 Annual Report to the Mayor and Board of

Supervi sors, San Francisco’'s Urban Forestry Council noted that a
five-year plan, initiated in 2004, had resulted in the planting and
mai nt enance of 26,408 trees. This occurred well before the

i ncentives of GHG offsets. See Annual Report, Septenber 2009,

http: //wwv. sfenvironnent. or g/ downl oads/ | i brary/sfe_urban_forest_annual _report_
2009. pdf.

c. Em ssions Above the Cap: Utimately, for an offset protocol to
have integrity, the results of all offset projects nmust be the
result of the financial incentive. It this is not the case, the
financial gain for the “woul d- have- happened- anyway” project is
nerely a gratuitous reward. Wiile cities and other institutions
woul d appreciate the extra revenue for planting and nai ntaining
trees they would have planted and mai ntai ned anyway, the problemis
that all non-additional GHG of fset will inexcusably undercut the



goal of the associated environnental program reducing em ssions.
Any such non-additional offsets, will result in allow ng additional
unjustified eni ssions above the cap in the capped sectors.
CONCLUSI ON

It is critically inportant for ARB to resist the tenptation to nake
of fsets part of California s cap-and-trade program G ven that
rapid transition to cleaner energy and energy efficiency is
critical to avoiding global climate disruption, California cannot
afford to endorse a programthat would allow increases in enissions
in the capped sector above the cap to be “offset” by unverifiable
reductions that overlap with business-as-usual. A systemthat

all ows such offsets will encourage other jurisdictions to foll ow
suit and create a systemthat locks in climte degradation and the
attendant harsh consequences. Wile these offset protocols are
supported by interests that would like to profit fromthe protocols
and by continued enissions in the capped sectors, they would create
a huge | oophol e of non-additional offsets and woul d delay effective
action in ways that are likely to be tragic for today’ s young
peopl e and for future generations.

VWhile we agree that it would be positive for California to create
incentives for a net increase in additional forest cover, nore
reliable capture and destruction or recycling of ozone depleting
substances, and reductions in |ivestock nmethane em ssions, we do
not believe that GHG offsets are a reliable way to acconplish these
goals. As denonstrated above, the proposed of fset protocols are an
i nappropriate mechani smfor seeking these inmprovenents because it
there are numerous barriers to reliably verifying that any given
project is additional. As a result, it is arbitrary and capricious
and inappropriate for the Air Resources Board to approve the
proposed GHG offset protocols.

Conment 42 for Design Comments for the GHG Scoping Pl an

(sp-desi gn-ws)

- 1st Workshop

(http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ | i spub/ commR2/ bccommprt. php?li st name=sp- desi gn-ws
at page 53 of 177)

First Nane: Laurie

Last Nane: WIIlians

Ermai | Address: willians.zabel @nail.com

Affiliation: ww. carbonfees.org

Subj ect: Carbon Fees not cap-and-trade; also Request for Extension
Conmment :

My husband, Allan Zabel and | have witten 2 pieces regarding this
i ssue. Pl ease consider our explanations of why carbon fees are
the nore efficient and effective market nechanismin the 2 pieces
bel ow (1) our website at www. carbonfees.org, and (2) our July 11th
editorial, inmported below. In sumrary, we believe that
cap-and-trade is a flawed strategy for addressing climte change.
The Acid Rain experience does not prove that cap-and-trade is
applicable to climte change. The two situations are conpletely
di stingui shable. Wth climte change we face the need for massive
new i nfrastructure and innovation (as opposed to Acid Rain, where
an easy fuel switch was available); we also have a | ack the

conpr ehensi ve accurate nonitoring of greenhouse gases that was
avai l abl e for the contam nants of concern in Acid Rain. Finally
Acid Rain did not allow outside offsets. All of this makes the
applicability of the Acid Rain experience to climte change a

nmyt h.

Al so attached as a PDF please find a visual explanation of how
carbon fees work, and a request for additional public education
and an extension of the comrent period on this issue.



1. Please see our May 4th, 2008 Open Letter to Congress at

www. car bonfees.org. While this is not ainmed at California and the
AB 32 process, the sane argunments apply. This website al so

provi des additional information on our credentials as public
sector environnental enforcenment attorneys and references for the
argunents that we nake.

2. Please al so consider the argunments in the follow ng piece:

Cap & Trade - M spl aced Confidence (published in California Energy
Crcuit on July 11, 2008) which addresses AB 32 and the upcomn ng
decision by the California Air Resources Board.

By Laurie WIllianms & All an Zabe

As poles and glaciers nmelt, permafrost thaws and oceans acidify
from our ever-increasing greenhouse gas emni ssions, the question of
whet her a carbon cap-and-trade program or carbon fees would

provi de

swifter, nore equitable and certain emnissions reductions is

i ncreasingly urgent. Based on our experience as environmenta
enforcers (including Allan’s experience w th cap-and-trade
prograns), we believe that the California Air Resource Board’'s
confidence in cap-and-trade is msplaced and that carbon fees
provide the nmore effective and efficient path to the goals of AB
32, California’ s |landmark climate protection | aw.

As long expected, California s recently rel eased AB 32 Draft
Scoping Plan relies heavily on “cap-and-trade” to reduce the
state’s significant contributions to gl obal greenhouse gas

em ssions. The draft mnimzes the value of a system of “carbon
fees.” The Air Resources Board justifies its preference by calling
cap-and-trade a nore certain route to neeting AB 32's requirenent
to reduce California s em ssions 30 percent bel ow “busi ness as
usual ” by 2020

However, cap-and-trade has serious downsi des.

Unl ess all cap-and-trade el enents, including offsets, are limted
to systens with accurate enmi ssions nmeasurenent, the cap on tota
em ssions will likely be inflated and cl ai med reducti ons
exaggerated. Wiile the em ssions of large electrical generating
facilities with continuous emni ssion nonitoring systenms can be
accurately tracked, nmany other sources of em ssions and offsets
cannot be as cl osely nonitored.

If these | ess-accurately-nmeasured sources participate, the
integrity of the cap-and-trade programwi ||l be undernined, as wll
the certainty in reductions that CARB seeks. In addition, even if
the market is limted to facilities with conti nuous em ssion
monitors, this will create artificial scarcity that is likely to
result in disruptions and unfairness, as initial and future

all ocations of the right to emt are distributed and traded.

A preview of such disruptions was provided by the nani pul ations
that created the California energy crisis early in this decade.
This potential was al so denonstrated in a recent sinulation at the
University of California at Berkeley’'s Haas School of Business, in
whi ch students ganed a carbon-tradi ng market for individual gain

| eading to scarcity and high prices. This potential for narket
mani pul ation could contribute to undesirable price volatility. The
resulting lack of price predictability in a cap-and-trade system



(specifically, the lack of certainty that the price of energy from
fossil fuels will exceed the price of green energy) reduces the
incentive for the substantial investnents in the new
infrastructure and i nnovation necessary to provide alternative
energy at affordable prices.

The history of cap-and-trade denonstrates the linitations of the
state’s proposal

The so-called “cap-and-trade” of the federal acid rain programin
no way resenbles the conplex challenge we face in reducing
greenhouse gases. Under the program all facilities had nonitors,
so the systemhad the integrity of accurate measurenent. There was
relatively little trading, particularly outside of any given
corporation and its subsidiaries. Trading in the acid rain program
primarily neant that sone corporations conplied with the gradua
reductions in total sulfur enissions by averagi ng anong several of
their facilities. In addition, there was no significant need for

i nvestments in new technol ogi es or innovation in order to reduce
sul fur. Al that was needed--and what happened--was a “fue

switch” from high-sul fur coal, to the | ow sul fur coal found in
Woni ng’s Powder River Basin

In contrast, another cap-and-trade programfailed spectacularly in
Los Angel es. Known as RECLAI M (the Regional Clean Air Incentives
Market), it was ained at reducing ground | evel ozone. In RECLAIM
despite the presence of nonitors, an inflated cap del ayed nost

em ssi on reductions for over seven years. At the end of that tine,
the market collapsed and the necessary control technol ogy was
requi red by regul ation

Simlarly, attenpts to design an effective carbon cap-and-trade
system have fail ed under the Kyoto Protocol--a 1997 internationa
accord to cut greenhouse gas em ssions which the U S. never
ratified. Uilities and other sources have underreported their
em ssi ons, purchased flawed offsets, driven up prices, reaped
billions in undeserved profits and generally failed to produce
prom sed em ssion reductions.

Despite cap-and-trade’s enornous di sadvantages, it is ardently
supported by two disparate groups. This first consists of those
who stand to profit, whether fromtrading, certifying offsets

and/ or del ayi ng the phase-out of fossil fuels. The second incl udes
those who truly want rapid reductions, but believe that the
greater

efficiency and transparency of carbon fees is politically

unattai nabl e and/or fail to understand that the vulnerabilities of
cap-and-trade to nmani pul ation and fraud will make the “cap”
illusory.

The advant ages of carbon fees, in contrast, include sinplicity and
transparency. For instance, the U S. Congressional Budget Ofice
stated in its February 2008 report: “A tax on em ssions woul d be
the nost efficient incentive-based option for reducing em ssions
and could be relatively easy to inplenment.” These advant ages
include that it is nmuch easier to effectively trace and inpose a
fee on all fossil fuels at the point of inportation or extraction
than it is to accurately neasure all greenhouse gas enissions.

By phasing in gradually increasing carbon fees that would go up
each year until the price of energy made fromfossil fuels exceeds
the price of clean technol ogi es, carbon fees would create the



certainty needed to spur investment in post-fossil fuel energy
sources. A per-capita rebate of these carbon fees to al

California taxpayers woul d cushion the inpact of higher energy
prices, particularly for |low and m ddl e i ncone taxpayers, during
the transition to the post-fossil fuel economy. The relative
certainty provided by escal ating carbon fees and the investnents
they would foster are likely to catapult California and the nation
into a | eadership position in green technol ogy and set a roadnmap
for the rest of the world on how to nove beyond the ineffective
policy of cap-and-trade.

As CBO acknow edges, the nmain barrier to the carbon fees approach
is a lack of political acceptability. It in turn is based on a

| ack of public education about why carbon fees (and a ban on new
coal -fired power plants w thout sequestration) are our best hope
to save our way of life and | eave a habitabl e bi osphere to the
next generation.

By selecting carbon fees to neet AB 32's goal, California could
lead the nation in effectively and efficiently addressing clinmate
change. Wiile CARB' s draft scoping plan attenpts to support its
preference for cap-and-trade by indicating that it would fit wel
wi th expected cap-and-trade prograns by the Western Cinate
Initiative and the federal government, this justification is
unworthy of California s proud tradition of environnental

| eader shi p.

Only if we discuss the urgency of the problem and the npst
effective solution with friends, famlies, neighbors and

col | eagues, and ask themto join us in calling and witing our
representatives, can we junp-start the huge outpouring of public
partici pation necessary to nmake carbon fees the acceptable as well
as the wi se choice.

--Laurie WIllians and Al l an Zabel of www. carbonfees.org wote this
editorial as citizens and parents. In My, the two | awers issued
an open letter to Congress urging |lawmrakers to put their efforts
into setting carbon fees in place of a carbon cap-and-trade
program For details about their professional experience and
carbon fees approach, see their website.

3. Attached please find a visual providing a chart to
denonstrates how the certainty that green energy will becone |ess
expensi ve than fossil fuel energy would affect investnent and
affordability. Cap-and-trade cannot deliver this sanme price
certainty and hence will not be as effective in noving us to a
post-fossil fuel econony.

4. REQUEST FOR EXTENSI ON

W believe that an additional period of public education should

occur on the issue of carbon fees vs. cap-and-trade, and that

there should be an additional conment period on this issue prior

to a final decision.

At tachment :

www. ar b. ca. gov/ | i sts/sp-desi gn-ws/ 45-why carbon_fees_work_7-28-08. pdf
Oiginal File Nane: Wiy Carbon Fees Work 7-28-08. pdf

Date and Tine Conment WAs Submitted: 2008-07-30 22:56: 07



Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/ceqa-spl11/75-
Iw__ az comment_re ab 32 supplement__ offsets 7-27-11v4.doc'

Original File Name: LW & AZ Comment re AB 32 Supplement & Offsets 7-27-11v4.doc

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 22:52:38

No Duplicates.



Comment 56 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Kathy

Last Name: Scripps

Email Address: purplestarcall@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Clear cutting
Comment:

eAs a 4th generation Californian nothing is nore disturbing to ny
famly & freinds than clear cutting. Qur favorite famly canping
area was clear cut. The loggers left it looking |like a Nuclear

bl ast zone. They also left 50 gal oil drums, broken | ogging

equi prent and | arge patches of petroleumon the ground. Qur forests
shoul d be cut using selective practices. Cear cutting danages the
conpl ete ecosystem of the forest. It damages the creeks, habitat
for all plants ans aninmals that live in, around and on the tree's.
The native forest |ands belong to our future generations.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 23:43:15

No Duplicates.



Comment 57 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Frank T.

Last Name: Lossy

Email Address: ftlossy322@comcast.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Up coming hearing
Comment:

Dear ARB,
| appreciate being invited to express nmy views at this tine.

It is nmy inpresson that the broad plans and judgenents you have
devel oped are sound ways of fostering a carbon em ssion reduction
and | wish to commend that work

However | believe that it would be preferable in a nuber of ways
for the body public if you would give further thought to the issue
of how t he carbon caps you have devel oped shoul d be enforced.
Instead of trading of permits by nmeans of auctions of unused

al  owances, | would recommend a system of CAP AND DI VI DEND be

devel oped without permtting trading . Instead | propose that al
penalties for exceeding all owances be assessed and coll ected by the
State of CA, and distributed to the citizenry of CA as a

di vi dends.

This would be nore fair to the public, which will be paying
indirectly for the penalties anyway, in the form of higher energy
prices passed on to them by the energy producers. And | believe it
woul d make the system nore palatable to the citizenry.

Pl ease | et ne know whether you are willing to consider such a
nodi fi cati on.

Thank you for the opportunity to be heard in connection with your
wor k-t ask.

Appreci atively,

Frank T. Lossy, MD.

Attachment: "

Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 00:34:38

No Duplicates.



Comment 58 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Kimberly

Last Name: Burr

Email Address: kimlarry2@comcast.net
Affiliation:

Subject: trading carbon
Comment:

Def orestation is a major clinmate change problem Forests around
t he planet nust be increased and mature forests protected NOT
traded!!

Policing a trading schene is not a proven nodel to reduce carbon
ermi ssions or CO2 build up. The best schenme, which is feasible only
t hr ough gui dance from government, is to transition to clean energy
as quickly as possible as in a cap and divi dend system

Many businesses will thrive and achi eve efficiencies, advantages,
and market share during and after transition. Businesses and

| obbies that nerely assert that they will be harmed by capping
carbon and reinvesting in clean energy must be required to
denonstrate through peered revi ewed studies, that the econom cs,
even if there MGHT be sonme costs incurred, are infeasible. The
courts have said that business may sonetines have to incur costs so
Il ong as they are reasonable and environnental protection will be
realized

The environnental docunent nust analyze the historic inpacts of
constructively forcing technol ogy through regul ation. |ncreased
mles per gallon is one good exanple. Good regulation creates a
| evel playing field and is forward | ooking |ike our najor
environnental |aws were. |Industries can change, will change, and
will be better conpetitors in the gl obal econony if they are
efficient, ninble,and junp into the niche that is clean renewable
energy. It is not in any one's interest to be dictated to by stale
and rigid thinking that holds every one back.

Pl ease i ncorporate these elenents into the environnenta
anal ysi s.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 08:11:07

No Duplicates.






Comment 59 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Darwin

Last Name: Bond-Graham

Email Address: darwinbondgraham@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Carbon Tax
Comment:

Dear ARB,

The previous scoping of AB 32 was indeed flawed in its over-due
enphasis on cap and trade |ike schenes.

A straightforward carbon tax, which there would be many ways to

i mpl ement, with a 100% di vidend to CA's residents, would be both
the nost effective and just way to tax the "bad" econonic
activities that enmit |large ampbunts of greenhouse gas, and stinulate
activities that either conserve energy, or utilize |ow carbon
emitting energy sources.

| urge the board to further study and ultinmately inplement a carbon
t ax.

Si ncerely,

Darwi n BondG aham

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 08:35:22

No Duplicates.



Comment 60 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Lynda

Last Name: Daniels

Email Address: lynda67@cox.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Emissions
Comment:

Calfornia needs to lead the way in controlling em ssions. Please
pass legislation that will help us all breathe better.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 08:55:18

No Duplicates.



Comment 61 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Emily

Last Name: Bockmon

Email Address: ebockmon@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Revenue-neutral Fee and Dividend
Comment:

| applaud the efforts of the ARB and appreci ate the steps CA has
taken toward a responsi bl e energy policy. The scoping plan put
forth by ARB has nany great elenments that will continue to nove the
state toward reduced enissions. Unfortunately the scoping plan

m sses the mark in its support of developing a California

cap- and-trade program

| urge the Board to consider a revenue-neutral carbon fee and

di vidend, rather than the currently proposed cap-and-trade system
We need action that will be effective immedi ately, and will be easy
and cheap to inplement. A carbon fee will have nmuch | ower

i mpl enentati on costs than cap-and-trade and will require | ess
oversight in the years following. | believe it will have the
addi ti onal advantage of being nore effective at enissions
reductions as well.

The scoping plan already includes a simlar fee to what is being
suggested in the H gh dobal Warm ng Potential Mtigation Fee. This
nmeasure will help better reflect, in their cost, the inpact of
otherwi se relatively inexpensive but harnful chem cals. Carbon

em ssions could easily be treated in this same nmanner, as a

chem cal whose true costs are not currently being included in its
cost to consuners. A carbon fee would help to accurately price
carbon by acknow edging its clinmate change potential. By including
a revenue neutral dividend that is directly returned to the people
of California, there is no increased financial burden by the

i ncreased cost of energy.

A revenue-neutral carbon fee and dividend will help us quickly,
fairly and sinply achi eve our goal of reducing greenhouse gas
em ssions to 1990 | evel s by 2020.

Thank you,
Emi |y Bocknon

Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 08:51:48
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Comment 62 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Paul

Last Name: Fritz

Email Address: pcfritz2000@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: AB 32 Cap and Trade
Comment:

Dear CARB

Speci fic carbon market designs can address objections raised by
groups critical of the inpacts of AB 32&8%#8242;s Cap & Trade
program |Instead of giveaways to polluting industries, CARB should
auction 100% of permits. Rather than unlinited offsets, CARB should
strictly limt them Inequities in the use of allowance value can
be addressed with a Cap & Dividend approach that returns revenues
back to all Californians equally.

Pl ease incorporate these elenents into the environmental analysis.
Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 08:59:39

5 Duplicates.



Comment 63 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Debra

Last Name: Berliner

Email Address: berliner.debra@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Please support effective climate action, not cap and trade
Comment:

Dear CARB Menbers,

| amproud to live in California where we're |eading the country in
climate action. However, major flaws in the cap and trade nechani sm
t hreaten our | eadership and our capacity to truly reduce state
greenhouse gases in a neani ngful way. The "trade" aspect allows big
polluters to continue polluting, often in hard hit comrunities

al ready burdened by air pollution and other environnental hazards.
It is the responsibility and ethical inperative of elected
officials to protect the nost vul nerable of their constituents.

Movi ng forward with cap and trade betrays that responsibility.

Pl ease i nstead consider inplenmenting a carbon tax, which could
bring the same GHG savi ngs wi thout the social costs.

Thanks for all your work.

Best regards,

Debra Berliner

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 08:52:33

No Duplicates.



Comment 64 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: steve

Last Name: holmes

Email Address: stevor_h@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Global Warming/Climate Change being related to CO2 isaHOAX
Comment:

Here's three inportant things (articles/videos) about the fal acy of
COQ2 causing climte change. Cosmic rays cause clouds. Sun activity
bl ocks that so a nore active sun |leads to fewer clouds and nore
heat. Warmer climate leads to nore CO2 and NOT the reverse. Here
are SCIENTIFIC pieces to PROVE it:

http://bl og. al exander hi ggi ns. com 2011/ 07/ 18/ sci enti st s- gagged-i nterpreti ng-
study- | i nks-climat e-change-cosni c-rays-35691/

Scientists Gagged From Interpreting Study That Links Cimte Change

To Cosmi c Rays

Cosmic rays are influence by the sun and the gal ayy:
htt p: // www. yout ube. conf wat ch?v=dKoUwt t EOBA

The reason that CO2 is higher with hotter weather is because the
hotter weather increases the CO2 and hot the reverse, as the

C i mat e Change FRAUDS assert:

htt p: // ww. weat her acti on. cont pages/ pv. asp?p=wact 10&f si ze=0

d obal Warm ng/Climate Change is just a SCAM so a TAX can be

coll ected and MAINLY so people involved in the "carbon exchange"
can nake M LLIONS of dollars for "running" it.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-27 23:05:03

No Duplicates.



Comment 65 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- 45 Day.

First Name: Leonard

Last Name: Stone

Email Address: leonardonthecoast@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: AB-32 economy Killer
Comment:

To believe science which cannot predict |ocal weather nore than 3
days in the future can effectively predict world wide clinmate ten
twenty or fifty years in the future is conplete folly.

The enactnent of AB-32 will decrease econonmic activity in
California. Air quality is not confined to state borders. Wen
our industry nmoves to neighboring states, so will jobs and
revenues, the air will flow back and forth.

The pain of this effort is far nore reliable and severe than the
potential benefit. |If we only elininate manufacturing and energy
consunption, we wll have cleaner air and water. O course we wll
have to live in caves without light or heat. W wll travel by
foot and eat whatever the land will allow us.

Over the last 50 years life expectancy has increased from60 to 85.
Most of that is the advancenent of nedical science. There is sone

credit to lifestyle. As we restrict our use of energy we will

| earn how nuch credit lifestyle deserves.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 05:43:51

No Duplicates.



Comment 66 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Betty

Last Name: Lo

Email Address: locols@pachell.net
Affiliation:

Subject: A.B. 32
Comment:

Dear Chairman Ni chol s,

| do not believe that cap-and-trade should allow clearcutting to
take place, no matter how well it is done. Clearcutting is too
severe and the consequences are too great to deal with. Too rmuch
clearcutting has been done in the western states over the last few
decades - we have all experienced the consequences!

We need to lead with this preventive neasure; so that we don't
suffer anynore in the future.

Pl ease consider other solutions.
I would |ove to hear back fromyou on this issue.

Thank you very rmuch.
Si ncerely,
Betty Lo

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 09:09:41

No Duplicates.



Comment 67 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Diana Pei

Last Name: Wu

Email Address. dwu@antioch.edu
Affiliation: Antioch University Los Angeles

Subject: Diana Pel Wu, PhD - Comments on 2011 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent
Document
Comment:

Dear Chairperson Nichols, and M. Col dstene,

| offer the follow ng attached comments on the alternatives in the
AB32 Scoping Plan, in the hope of reaching a new accord on this
opportunity to stop disastrous climate change and elimnate
Californi ad€™ fossil-fueled snbg and toxic em ssions.

My nane is Diana Pei Wi, and | am a Professor of Urban Communities
and Environment at Antioch University Los Angeles. | received ny
PhD fromthe University of California, Berkeley in Environnental
Sci ence, Policy & Managerment in 2006. During that tinme period,

wor ked and studi ed themes as diverse as environmental racism

i nternational community devel opnent and conservation, human rights,
and forestry. | also have an M A in Ecology and Evol utionary

Bi ol ogy from Princeton University and, before beconing a socia
scientist, had worked as a tropical ecosystemfield ecol ogist for
nearly a decade in places as diverse as Hawaii, Costa Rica, Panama
Caneroon, Ml aysia, Kosrae, Brasil, Western Sampa and Kenya. Thus,
I have personal and professional know edge of the comunities and
ecosystens that are affected by REDD, cap-and-trade and of fset
mechani sns here in the United States as well as extensive ecosystem
and comunity know edge abroad.

Below | outline the great and continuing failures of market-based
pol I uti on programs, in particular, the program being proposed as
REDD &€" Reduci ng Emi ssions from Deforestation and forest
Degradati on. Although all governments and nobst nai nstream
conservation groups claimthat no official REDD projects exist yet,
there are dozens, if not hundreds, of so-call &€dREDD readi nessa€e
progranms already in existence, and the already existing findings
shoul d prove to you that the observed problenms with these prograns
are indeed structural by nature, and unable to be renedi ated or
a€osaf eguar dedd€e wit hout great cost to human and ecol ogi ca

wel | - bei ng.

| strongly urge you to explore real alternatives to cap-and-trade
and cone to the reasonabl e conclusion that these nechani sns harm

conmunities and livelihoods for Californians, and our fanm lies and
conmunities in other parts of the world. California must not take



on the position of exacerbating or causing human rights abuses in
ot her parts of the world. The ecol ogical, ethical and econonic
fallout of those violations reverberate deeply throughout the

gl obal world system

Si ncerely,
Di ana Pei Wi

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/91-dianapeiwu-aul a-carbab32-| etterhead. pdf’
Original File Name: DianaPelWu-AULA-CARBAB32-|etterhead.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 11:00:44

No Duplicates.



Comment 68 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Charles

Last Name: Moore

Email Address. thechasmo@comcast.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Carbon tax alternativeto Cap & Trade
Comment:

I"'mwiting to reconmend that you pursue a Carbon Tax instead of a
Cap & Trade as inplementation of AB 32. W need to create a
heal t hi er environment and this seens |ike an easy sol ution where we
can di scourage the behavior we don't want (pollution) and encourage
t he behavior we want (finding green alternatives.) The EU s Cap &
Trade program failures show that that system does not inherently
reduce em ssions. But a Carbon Tax would be a great step towards
restricting businesses ability to externalize the cost of their
har nf ul behavi ors.

Thanks for considering this and for the work that you do to make
California healthier and a | eader in creative ecol ogi cal solutions.

peace,
Charl es RH Mbore

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 11:15:09

No Duplicates.



Comment 69 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: JoElle

Last Name: Arnado

Email Address: joelle.l.arnado@conocophillips.com
Affiliation: ConocoPhillips

Subject: Comments on Supplement to AB 32 Functionally Equivalent Document (FED) dated
June 13, 2011
Comment:

Attached please find coment letter.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/95-ab32 - cop_comments fed 07282011.pdf’
Origina File Name: AB32 - COP Comments FED 07282011.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 11:25:34

No Duplicates.



Comment 70 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Chris

Last Name: Y oungmark

Email Address: cyoungmark@usw.org
Affiliation: USW

Subject: Regulation to Implement CA Scoping Plan and Transportation Fuels
Comment:

United Steelworkers District 12 submtted coments.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-spl11/96-ab_32_|etter’
Origina File Name: AB 32 Letter
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 11:29:37

No Duplicates.



Comment 71 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: David

Last Name: Schonbrunn

Email Address: David@Schonbrunn.org
Affiliation: TRANSDEF

Subject: The FED Supplement is legally inadequate.
Comment:

Pl ease see attached letter.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/97-
supplement_to_scoping_plan_fed comment_letter.pdf’

Original File Name: Supplement to Scoping Plan FED Comment L etter.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 11:57:28

No Duplicates.



Comment 72 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Reede

Last Name: Stockton

Email Address: reede@ccdecology.org

Affiliation: Ctr for Community, Democracy & Ecology

Subject: Broad Coalition Urges Reconsideration of Cap-and-Trade
Comment:

The following letter is endorsed by a broad coalition of over 40
nonprofit groups concerned about ARB's proposed cap-and-trade
program The letter is addressed to Governor Brown, with a copy
submitted to ARB here as a public comment. The letter urges
CGovernor Brown to direct the Air Resources Board to prioritize CO2
reductions in communities already heavily inmpacted by toxic air
contami nants and, prior to reaching a decision on a reconsidered
GHG reduction program to hold hearings on the revised proposal in
t hose i nmpacted conmuniti es.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/99-brown_sign_on_|etter.pdf’
Original File Name: Brown sign on letter.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 11:45:29

No Duplicates.



Comment 73 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Lauren

Last Name: Rafelski

Email Address: lauren.rafel ski@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Revenue-neutral Fee and Dividend
Comment:

Dear CARB

I commend you for working to reduce greenhouse gas emi ssions in the
state of California. However, | ask you to consider inplenenting a
revenue-neutral fee on carbon enissions, in which 100% of the
revenue is returned evenly to California residents, instead of a
cap and trade system

A carbon fee is nuch easier to inplenment than cap and trade. The
fee could be set at a certain amount for the first year, and

i ncrease by a set ampunt every year. This could be inplenented

i medi ately, as opposed to a cap and trade system which could take
years to inplement. Since right now we do not have an effective
way of removing carbon dioxide fromthe atnosphere, the sooner we
can start reducing enissions, the better off we'll be in the |ong
run.

A carbon fee is also nore transparent than a cap and trade system
A stable price of carbon would make it easier for businesses to
predict their costs. Cap and trade, on the other hand, would
create nuch higher volatility in carbon prices.

In these tough economic tines, it is inportant to consider how a
price on carbon woul d affect the poorest Californians, who spend a
hi gher percentage of their incone on carbon di oxi de sources, such
as transportation. A flat fee on carbon woul d di sproportionately
affect the poor. However, by returning 100% of the revenue evenly
to California residents, the carbon fee woul d be progressive,
rather than regressive, and people would be nore insulated from

ri sing costs.

A fee on carbon will achieve the sanme purpose as cap and trade: it
will |ower carbon dioxide enissions, while helping to |l evel the
playing field for renewabl e energy. A cap and trade system can be
unnecessarily conplicated, and can cause very high uncertainty in
carbon prices. On the other hand, a revenue-neutral carbon fee and
dividend is very sinple, elinmnates the potential for carbon price
uncertainties, and helps insulate Californians fromrising carbon
prices.

Si ncerely,
Lauren Rafel sk



Attachment: "
Original File Name:
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Comment 74 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Melody

Last Name: Mo

Email Address. melody @baylocalize.org
Affiliation: Bay Localize

Subject: Cleaner Air for All Communities
Comment:

W need to pass an alternative/revision to the current cap and
trade policy. This is especially because of the industria
pol I uters who can evidently take advantage of the "trade" part of
the current cap and trade policies. Residents who live in
proximty to these polluters (many of whomare currently allowed to
continue their detrinental levels of pollution) suffer the nost

i medi ate health effects. This needs to be changed.

In atime of financial instability, those who have the privilege to
make bi g changes through policy need to take advantage of their
position to help create and sustain resilient comunities. A
community is resilient when its menbers are equi pped with the tools
(i.e. health) in order to self-sustain when gl obal forces are not
favorable. And one way to start is to ensure the formation and
proper regul ation of policies to have cleaner air for each and
every community in California.

Thanks for your tine,
Mel ody Mb

Green Your City Intern, Bay Localize
B.A. Political Econony, 2011 - University of California, Berkeley

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 12:17:22

No Duplicates.



Comment 75 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Edward

Last Name: Casey

Email Address: ed.casey @al ston.com

Affiliation: Alston&Bird for CA Independent Producer

Subject: Comments on Supplement to AB 32 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent Document
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment |letter subnmitted on behal f of
California I ndependent Producers Association. Thank you.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/ceqa-sp11/103-7-28-11 carb_comment_|etter.pdf'
Origina File Name: 7-28-11 CARB Comment L etter.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 12:59:07

No Duplicates.



Comment 76 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: John

Last Name: Andrew

Email Address: jandrew@water.ca.gov
Affiliation: Assistant Deputy Director, DWR

Subject: DWR comments on Supplemental FED for AB 32 SP
Comment:

The Departnent of Water Resources (DWR) has broad responsibilities
for water managenent and planning for California, as well as for
the operation of the State Water Project (SWP). DWRis a nenber of
the Governor’'s Climate Action Team has achieved dimte Action
Leader status from The Cimate Registry, and is actively assisting
the California Air Resources Board in inplementing the AB 32
Scoping Plan. The Departnent respectfully subnits these conments
on the Supplenment to the Functional Equival ent Docunent for the AB
32 Scoping Plan, related to the California Water Plan Update and

t he SWP

First, the subject docunent includes unclear statements and

m scharacterizati ons about the California Water Plan Update, the
state’s strategic plan for water resources. Specifically, the
Suppl ement states that the Water Plan presents three potentia
scenarios for conditions in 2050, and that all three scenarios
indicate a growing demand for water. In fact, one of the three

pl ausi bl e scenarios, called “Slow and Strategic Growt h,” indicates
| ess overall demand for water. More inportantly, though, these
scenarios are intended to be the basis for nmeasuring the resiliency
of future water policies and actions, rather than to sinmply
underscore how nuch water denmand is expected to grow (or not). The
docunent al so states, without reference, that water shortages in
California may get worse at a “rate of approxinately two to three
percent per year.” Wthout citation, it is unclear the basis for
this prediction, one that is not included in the Water Pl an

Second, DWR renmi ns concerned regarding the allocation of

al | owances under the Cap & Trade el ement of the Scoping Plan, as
proposed in the current draft regul ati on. The concern specifically
relates to: 1) the equity of declining to provide DAR with

al | owances reflecting its energy consunption, and instead giving
away those allowances to public and private utilities; and 2) the
| ack of analysis of the potential environnental and econonic

i npacts of Cap & Trade on the SWP and the agencies and consuners
that receive SWP water.

Attachment: "

Original File Name:



Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 13:21:59

No Duplicates.



Comment 77 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Marianne

Last Name: Hedrich

Email Address: marianne@baylocalize.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Carbon Tax system
Comment:

| believe in the Carbon Tax systemto force firms' to finally take
responsibility in gas emissions and nake polluter's pay! Allow ng
conpanies to "buy credit" is not going to help us to achieve a
better environment as fast as we could. Also, | agree that it is
i mportant to conbine such a systemwith better policies to have a
cl ean and healthy environment for us and for the next generations.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 13:37:22

No Duplicates.



Comment 78 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Richard

Last Name: Tomaselli

Email Address: tmdbwrs@earthlink.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Cap and trade.
Comment:

Basically | believe that a carbon tax woul d be a nmuch nore

ef fective nmeans of cutting carbon emm ssions. The potenti al
travesty of having forest clear cuts qualify under cap and trade is
only one exanple of counterprodutive outconmes that could result
fromcap and trade. A carbon tax, loathsone as it might be to

i ndustry, would be simpler, fairer, nore effective and possibly
nore renunerative than cap and trade. Yes, new taxes!

Sincerely

Ri chard Tomasel |
1199 Cornell Ave.
Ber kel ey, CA 94706

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 13:36:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 79 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Anja

Last Name: Miller

Email Address: AnjaKMiller@cs.com
Affiliation:

Subject: City-based climate action plans: Baseline
Comment:

1) Qur small City of Brisbane (pop. 3,800)has been told by San

Mat eo County consultants that we will be responsible for creating a
Climate Action Plan that "renedi ates" the greenhouse gases enitted
by all the traffic on the 3 nmiles of US 101 running through our
town. Pl ease nake sure that any sinply geographically-generated
baseline criteria are formulated to reflect such regional, not

[ ocal pollution.

2) Local baselines should include credit for actions already taken
by individual citizens to reduce eni ssions. These could come from
DW data on | ocal per-capita ownership of electric or hybrid
vehi cl es and bicycles as well as permt records issued for
installed sol ar generation

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 13:45:26

No Duplicates.



Comment 80 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Matthew

Last Name: Hodges

Email Address: matt.hodges@valero.com
Affiliation: Vaero Companies

Subject: Valero Comments, FED and Scoping Plan Revisions
Comment:

Val ero Conments, FED and Scopi ng Pl an Revi sions

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/109-
valero_comment_letter _concerning_the ab32 scoping_plan fed 7-28-11.pdf'

Original File Name: Vaero Comment letter Concerning the AB32 Scoping Plan FED 7-28-
11.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 14:13:58

No Duplicates.



Comment 81 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Jeff

Last Name: Conant

Email Address: info@gl obaljusticeecol ogy.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Global Justice Ecology Project
Comment:

Pl ease see attached. Along with attachnent there is a DVD on
record.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/110-jeff.pdf’
Origina File Name: Jeff.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 14:28:18

No Duplicates.



Comment 82 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Catherine

Last Name: Reheis-Boyd

Email Address: joey@wspa.org
Affiliation: WSPA

Subject: WSPA Comments on AB32 FED
Comment:

Per Cathy Rehei s-Boyd, please see attached WSPA Comments on
Suppl enent to AB 32 Functionally Equival ent Document (FED) Dated
June 13, 2011 regarding the Scoping Plan. If you have any
guestions, please call Cathy at 916-498-7752 or emil

cat hy@wspa. org. Thank you.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/111-wspa comments on_ab32 fed 7-28-
11 final.pdf’

Original File Name: WSPA Comments on AB32 FED 7-28-11 Final.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 14:50:18

No Duplicates.



Comment 83 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Rachel

Last Name: Ginis

Email Address: rfginis@gmail.com
Affiliation: Citizens Climate Lobby

Subject: Cap and Trade for California cega-spll
Comment:

To whom it nay concern

Thank you for considering this perspective. Cap and Trade is a bad
idea for California for a variety of reasons. For one it
destabilizes the energy market. See the video "The Huge M st ake"
Cap and Trade was an effective nmethod for acid rain because it
called for relatively sinmple fixes within the existing infra
structure. Energy is an entirely different deal for one thing you

never know how much will be needed in a given season it is
conpletely variable. Every tine C & T has been applied it
destablizes the energy market. Higher prices will fall on the

backs of the Iower and m ddle classes. Also we need to create a new
infra structure to nove us away from carbon creating fuels, cap and
trade does not set a clear nmarket signal for the devel openent of

cl ean renewabl e energy. And finally the additionality of offsets
conpl etely underm ne the system and can not be verified. Wen cap
and trade has been applied it actually increases the anpount of
carbon by forcing industry to ship there production to another

| ocation then ship it back which is not cal cul ated under the cap

My favorite summation of the insanity of cap and trade is that it
ains to correct the carbon probl emthrough the regulation and trade
of the lack of creating an invisible substance - think about it -
we al nost brought down the world econony because we coul d not
manage hone | oans appropriately, now we are tal ki ng about sol ving
the climate crises through the careful nonitoring of and narket
exchange of the lack of creating an invisible substance. DOES THAT

Plan B - Carbon Fee and Dividend, put a steadily rising price on
carbon creating fuels as they enter the econony, at the mne, the
wel |, the port of entry and return 100% of the revenue fromthat
fee to household in the formof an equally divided green check with
each individual getting one share and up to two kids getting half a
share each. This creates a clear and transparent market signa
that will nove us into the clean energy econony. Under this plan 60
- 80% of the people will be breaking even or actually maki ng noney.
This protects people fromthe rising cost of fossil fuels while we
make this delicate transition.

| do not however feel that any state should take on the burden of
putting a price on carbon al one and di sadvantage its busi ness
conmunity conpared to other states. California should use its
consi derabl e i nfluence in the House of Representatives to get
Congress to act on energy legislation that will nmove this country



away fromit's dependence on fossil fuels that nmostly come in from
countries that are not particularly fond of us. Because Carbon Fee
and Dividend works through existing agencies it could go into
ef fect overnight. This strategy would create mllions of new jobs.
I amin the home renopdeling business, LEED Ap, G een Point Advisor
general contractor and residential designer. This proposal would
do an incredible ambunt to create the demand for nore efficient
hones and businesses that California is working so hard to achi eve.
The forces that be keep trying to create the change by
i ncentivizing business/industry (Energy Upgrade Cal) but it is a
conpl ex and out of balance strategy. You have to incentivize the
whol e market. You need to nmake PEOPLE as well as industry want to
go green. By doing this you will create nassive growh in the
energy efficiency, renewabl e energy and transportation sectors, to
nane just a few!!
This country is in desperate need of a common goal that will get us
wor ki ng agai n, secure our econony and our nation fromforiegn
threats and re-energize Anerica. Let's do this people! Cap and
trade is the wong solution. Carbon Fee and Dividend will win the
day, it is capable of getting the support on both sides of
Congress and wi nning the heart and minds of the American people
(not to nention their pocket books). W need California to |ead
the way that it historically has and point this country in the
right direction. For nmore information you can go to
Citizensclimatel obby.org and carbontax.org. You can al so contact
me, Rachel Gnis rfginis@mil.com Thank you so much for all you
doing!!! |1 was witing fast, so sorry about any creative spelling.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-spl1/112-carbon_fee proposal_support _boxer.pdf’
Original File Name: Carbon fee proposal_Support_Boxer.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 14:02:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 84 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Mike

Last Name: Williams

Email Address: mwilliams@iwla.com
Affiliation: IWLA

Subject: Public Hearing to Re-consider the Regulation to Implement CA Cap and Trade (AB 32)
Comment:

Attached are ny comments on behal f of WA (International Warehouse
Logi stics Association) for consideration regarding the AB 32 CARB
hearing on August 24th, 2011 to Re-consider the Regulation to

| mpl enment CA Cap and Trade.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/ceqa-sp11/113-7-27-11 ab32.pdf'
Original File Name: 7-27-11 ab32.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:07:19

No Duplicates.



Comment 85 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Timothy

Last Name: Kline

Email Address: timklinesd@gmail.com
Affiliation: Citizens Climate Lobby

Subject: Carbon Tax not properly explored
Comment:

| do not believe that a carbon tax was given due credit. The
organi zation was so invested in cap and trade, it felt scared to
explore a better alternative. The Carbon Tax in British Col unbia
appears to be working. Australia may inplenent a carbon tax. |
think this is the better option and the Board shoul d adopt a carbon
tax for California.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:13:42

No Duplicates.



Comment 86 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Kristina

Last Name: Pistone

Email Address: rabidchipmnk@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Better alternative to cap and trade: fee and dividend
Comment:

There are a nunber of reasons to inplenent a carbon fee and

di vi dend system over one of cap and trade. First and forenost is
that a straight fee on carbon enmissions is far sinpler than setting
up a cap and trade system which could take years to inplenent, and
even longer to see significant reductions in enmissions. As the

Eur opean system shows, there is no guarantee a cap and trade system
woul d be effective in reducing enissions. A carbon fee could be

i mpl emented fairly quickly into the tax code, producing emn ssions
cuts much sooner. A fixed price on carbon scheduled to increase at
a certain rate allows businesses to better plan and budget for

em ssions reductions. The environmental benefits and the

busi nesses who nust conply are not at the mercy of market

specul ators as in a cap and trade system And in a revenue-neutra
system (in which the collected fees are redistributed to each
citizen equally), Californians who are hardest hit by this econony
will receive the | argest proportional benefit. It's a win-win all
around.

| also agree with the many points brought up by M. Richter;
refer you to his sources as well.

Thank you for your tine!
Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:15:03

No Duplicates.



Comment 87 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Camille

Last Name: Kustin

Email Address: camille@betterworldgroup.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Global Warming Action Coalition comment |etter
Comment:

See the attached letter from nmenber groups of the d obal Warm ng
Action Coalition.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-spl1/117-coalition_letter_on_alternatives anlaysis 7-
28-11final.pdf’

Original File Name: Coalition letter on Alternatives Anlaysis 7-28-11FINAL .pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:25:21

No Duplicates.



Comment 88 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Francisco

Last Name: Hernandez Maldonado

Email Address: kjell.kuehne@gmail.com

Affiliation: Ejido Amador Hernandez,Ocosingo,Chiapas

Subject: Desde Chiapas:NO a REDD+ con Nuestra Selva/From Chiapas,Mexico:NO to REDD+
with Our Forest
Comment:

Ej i do Amador Her nandez, Municipio de Ccosingo, Chiapas.
a 26 de Julio de 2011.

Nosot ros sonps una comuni dad i ndigena y canpesi na que vivinps en e
corazon de | a Selva Lacandona, conviviendo con la Madre Tierra,

| uchando por existir conp cultura y contra la histérica
expl ot aci 6n, despojo, discrimnacién y olvido a |la que se nos ha
somet i do por siglos.

Para nosotros que vivinobs en estas tierras |la respetuosa y arnobnica
convivencia entre la naturaleza y |as otras conuni dades i ndi genas
gue habitanps |a selva es fundanmental, pero desde |a pronoci 6n de
proyecto REDD plus en nuestro Estado que hace el gobierno sin nunca
consul tarnos a nosotros, sentinps que esta causando conflictos
entre nuestros pueblos, ya que en |la practica beneficia a unos y
por el otro lado intenta despojar y crininalizar |la forma de vida
de qui enes en verdad nos dedicanmpbs a vivir y convivir con la tierra
y no estanps a favor de | os nmecani snos de REDD plus conmp sol uci 6n
al canbio climitico. Al no consultarnos se violan nuestros derechos
humanos y tanbi én | os conveni os internacionales cono |a Decl araci 6n
de Naci ones Uni das sobre | os Derechos de | os Puebl os | ndi genas.
Nosotros no concebinos |a vida sin nuestra Selva, ella ha sido
qui en nos ha alinentado y curado, ahi han vivido nuestros abuel os y
qguer enps que tanbi én nuestros hijos, no querenps renunciar a la
nmenoria y a la lucha de nuestros abuel os a existir conp puebl os

i ndi genas, nuestro camno es la tierra y nuestro nodo el
comunitari o y querenps que se nos respete.

Conp puebl os canpesi nos que sonps sabenps que el clim estéa

canbi ando y que es necesari o hacer algo para garantizar |a vida de
este planeta que no solo incluye a | a especi e humana, pero creenos
gue el cam no del REDD no es el indicado, nosotros sonpbs y sienpre
henos si do indigenas pobres y sin enbargo no necesitanos del dinero
de ningan gobi erno ni enpresa para conservar el nedio anbiente,

por que entendenpbs que es responsabilidad de todos | os que vivinos
en este planeta cuidarlo y protegerlo. Ponerle precio a |os arboles
y a las Selvas es violar un principio respetuoso y sagrado con |a
natural eza y | a soberania de nuestro pais, es integrar a nuestras
Selva a un nodel o que ha sido el principal causante del canbio
climatico, no es posible apagar el fuego con mas fuego, no querenps
gue se haga de la Selva un negocio de |los arboles y |la

bi odi ver si dad



Por la vida de nuestra nadre tierra y de | os puebl os deci nbs No
REDD pl us.

At ent anent e

Franci sco Hernandez WMal donado
Com sariado Ejidal de |a Conunidad Amador Her nandez

Transl ati on:
Ej i do Anmador Hernandez, Municipality of Ccosingo, Chiapas, Mexico.
on July 26th 2011

We are an indigenous and peasant community who lives in the heart
of the region called "Selva Lacandona" (Lacandon Rainforest). W
live fromand with Mother Earth, struggling to exist as a culture
and struggling against the historical exploitation, dispossession,
di scrimnation and neglect to which we have been subjected for
centuries.

For us who live on this |land, the respectful and harnoni ous

coexi stence with nature and with the other indigenous conmunities
that inhabit the forest is critical. But the pronotion of REDD pl us
in our state, which the government is doing w thout ever consulting
us, is causing conflict between our peoples, because in practice it
benefits some and on the other side tries to di spossess us and
crimnalize the lifestyle of those who truly dedicate ourselves to
live and coexist with the earth and are not in favor of the
nmechani sns of REDD plus as a solution to clinmate change. By failing
to consult us, our human rights are violated as well as

i nternational agreenents such as the United Nations Declaration on
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. W do not conceive |ife without
our Forest, she has fed and heal ed us, our grandparents have |ived
here and we al so want our children to live there. W do not want to
give up the nenory and the struggle of our ancestors to exist as

i ndi genous peoples. Qur road ahead is the earth and our way of life
is conmunitarian and we want you to respect us.

As rural people that we are we know that the climte is changing
and that we need to do sonmething to ensure the life of this planet
whi ch includes not only the human species, but we believe that the
way of REDD is not the indicated one. W are and have al ways been
poor indi genous people and yet we do not need the noney from any
governnent or comnpany to preserve the environment because we
understand that it is the responsibility of all who Iive on this
planet to care for it and protect it. Putting a price on trees and
forests is violating a sacred principle of respect for nature and
viol ates the sovereignty of our country. It is to integrate our
Forest into a nodel that has been the main cause of climate change.
It is not possible to extinguish the fire with nore fire, we do not
want the Forest to be turned into a business of trees and

bi odi versity.

For the Iife of our nother earth and the people we say No to REDD
pl us.

Attentively

Franci sco Her nandez Ml donado



Representative (Com sariado Ejidal) of the Comrunity Amador
Her nandez

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 14:46:13
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Comment 89 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Sofia

Last Name: Parino

Email Address: sparino@crpe-¢j.org

Affiliation: Center on Race, Poverty & the Environmen

Subject: Comments on Supplemental FED
Comment:

Pl ease find our comments and exhi bits attached.

Thank you.
Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/119-commentsandexhibits.paf’
Origina File Name: CommentsandExhibits.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:57:33

No Duplicates.



Comment 90 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Carissa

Last Name: Dunn

Email Address: cdunn@mwdh20.com
Affiliation: Metropolitan Water District

Subject: Comments Regarding ARB's Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan FED
Comment:

See attached conment letter and its table fromthe Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/122-
carb__scoping_plan_supplemental_fed comment_|etter.pdf’

Original File Name: CARB Scoping Plan Supplemental FED Comment L etter.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:57:31

No Duplicates.



Comment 91 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Joyce

Last Name: Dillard

Email Address: dillardjoyce@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Commentsto AB 32 Scoping Plan FED due 7.28.2011
Comment:

Since the US Supreme Court has ruled on Anerican Electric Power v.
Connecticut, that ruling (attached) should be considered in this
documnent .

The State has no jurisdiction in interstate conmerce issues and
woul d not be able to execute the Western States Climate Initiative.

The EPA is tasked with regul ati ng Greenhouse Gas Emi ssions, not
the State of California.

“Caps” would not be in the State’s jurisdiction for any category
they do not regul ate and/or permt.

Al ternatives would need to be revised according to the new US
Supreme Court decision and incorporated into this docunent.

Cinmate Change effects sea-level rise and forests, both under the
jurisdiction of Federal agencies. Plans are being inplenented to
address federal dimate Change issues which effects water as well
as air.

California can only address those issues under the jurisdiction of
California regulati ons and not inpose California standards for
interstate and out-of-state projects.

Cap and Trade is not feasible without conplete control of the

em ssion and regul atory process and within the all owabl e
jurisdiction.

Joyce Dillard

P. O Box 31377
Los Angel es, CA 90031

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/ceqa-sp11/123-10-174.pdf'
Original File Name: 10-174.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:07:28

No Duplicates.



Comment 92 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Ethan

Last Name: Ravage

Email Address: ravage@ieta.org

Affiliation: International Emissions Trading Assoc.

Subject: IETA Statement in Support of ARB's Supplement to FED
Comment:

Dear Chair N chols and ARB Staff

Attached please find the International Em ssions Trading
Association's (I ETA) statenent in support of its Supplenent to the
FED. W appreciate Staff's diligent and conplete work in support of
a wel | -desi gned Cap-and-Trade system

Et han Ravage

West Coast Lead
| ETA

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-spl11/124-
ieta response_arb_fed supplement_2011 july28 final.pdf'

Original File Name: IETA Response ARB FED Supplement 2011_July28 FINAL.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:25:20

No Duplicates.



Comment 93 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Kay

Last Name: Cuagjunco

Email Address. kay@baylocalize.org
Affiliation: Bay Localize

Subject: Consider alternatives to cap-and-trade!
Comment:

We nust consider alternatives to cap-and-trade to seriously reduce
em ssions! A carbon tax and regul ating specific pollution resources
woul d be great contributions to a strong climte action plan. Cean
air is a human right, and we nust acknow edge the frontline
conmuni ti es nost inpacted by these fal se solutions to environnenta
crises. The health of our conmunites depends on much stronger
regul ati ons that put people and planet first.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:15:43

No Duplicates.



Comment 94 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Dave

Last Name: Massen

Email Address: massen@pachell.net
Affiliation: Citizens Climate Lobby

Subject: COMMENT TO CEQA-SP11
Comment:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. California is a |eader
in fighting global warming and in nmaking the transition to a green
econony, to its benefit and to the world' s, and | greatly
appreciate the historic role the Air Resources Board has played in
this process.

| urge you to keep California at the forefront by replacing
the cap and trade approach enbodied in AB32 with a carbon fee (tax)
and rebate program Citizens Cinmate Lobby and affiliated groups
can assist CARB in this process, if you will contact ne.

1. Issues with cap and trade
Inventors of the cap and trade approach are skeptical of its
ef fectiveness to regulate carbon. Witing in the San Francisco
Chronicle | ast January, David R Baker pointed out well-known
i ssues with cap and trade, especially when the schene incl udes
of fsets (paraphrased and augnent ed):
elt’s conplicated, and experts are likely to gane the system and
stay ahead of safeguards;
e Legitimate trading strategi es can exacerbate energy price
spi kes;
« Al l owi ng busi nesses to nmeet em ssion reduction quotas by
purchasing of fsets fromprojects that aimto reduce CO2 el sewhere
is deeply controversial — it is difficult or inpossible to verify
that offsets represent the additional em ssions reductions they
claim
» Secondary trading markets based on emni ssions all owances pose
derivatives risk. The term “subprine carbon” has been used in
descri bi ng new vehicles that coul d devel op

At the very least, California will spend time and resources
desi gni ng and mai ntaining multiple safeguards, and tradi ng services

wi Il be anbng the systemis costs. The European Union’s experience
wi th cap-and-trade includes harnful price volatility, few
gr eenhouse gas reductions, higher energy prices and billions in

wi ndfall profits for utilities.

2. Simple carbon fee and rebate will drive clean energy transition
make consuners whol e

The principal reason for continued w despread use of fossi
fuels and their CO2 emissions is that they remain relatively cheap
conpared to clean, renewabl e energy sources. Applying a steadily
rising fee on the carbon content of fossil fuels at the source —
the well, mine or point of entry — is the sinplest, nost effective
mar ket - based approach for leveling the playing field and driving
cl ean energy investment by providing businesses with a predictable
carbon price. As a conplenentary policy, fossil fuel subsidies



shoul d be phased out.
Fee revenue should be rebated to Californians to make fossi
energy prices affordable during the energy transition. Rebate
options include nonthly dividend checks, |ower incone tax rates,
and reductions in payroll taxes. The last option is regarded as
one of the best ways to stinmulate enploynment; if it is used people
who are not working rmust be addressed. The program can be
adm ni stered by existing State agencies such as the Franchi se Tax
Boar d.

Switching fromcap and trade to carbon fee and rebate need
not delay California's anti-pollution efforts. British Colunbia's
carbon tax was inplenented in 2008 within nonths of adoption

3. California' s national, international influence

California s adoption of carbon fee and rebate would
increase its acceptance by the US Congress, where cap and trade has
not passed; in recent visits to Capitol H Il Ctizens dinate Lobby
found interest in a carbon fee and dividend program The world is
wai ting for US | eadership; thus, California could catalyze an
i nternational carbon reduction and clean energy revolution. A
carbon fee approach is preferable for international harnonization -
not every country has the capability to administer a cap and trade
program but every country has a tax system

For illustrative purposes | have attached Citizens Cimte
Lobby’ s proposed federal |egislation. Please contact me if you
have any questions. Thank you.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/126-feeanddividendl egproposal -2011. pdf'
Original File Name: FeeAndDividendL egProposal-2011.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:16:54

No Duplicates.



Comment 95 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Colin

Last Name: Miller

Email Address: colin.brazil@gmail.com
Affiliation: Concerned Citizen

Subject: unities! Cap and Trade Privatizes Air, Rewards Polluters, and Pollutes EJ Communities
Comment:

To whomit may concern at the California Air Resources Board:

California has the unique opportunity to provide | eadership on the
climate crisis for the nation and the world. It depends on the
courage and the integrity of our elected officials, upon whom we
the people are depending to nmake the right decision. The stakes
could not be higher: California's choice in how AB 32 is

i mpl enented sets the course for the preservation or the destruction
of Iife as we know it on our planet.

| wite to urge the Air Resources Board to use your power for good,
and implenent AB 32 with alternatives to Cap and Trade. Cap and
trade as inplenented in Europe, not only produced wi ndfall profits
to carbon traders and carbon-based polluters, it also increased
overal |l greenhouse gas enissions. Hardly the success story that
Cal i fornians can be proud of!

Greenhouse gas emi ssions fromindustrial sources should be capped
locally, period. Environnmental justice communities |ocated near to
polluting facilities already experience significantly higher |evels
of asthnm, respiratory illnesses, cancer, shorter |ife spans, and
greater infant nortality due to the disproportionate |ocation of
such facilities in | owincone communities of color. Cap and trade
could permt such polluting facilities to purchase carbon credits
el sewhere, thus giving the local commnity no relief fromthe toxic
assault. Hunman health harmi ng co-pollutants aside, carbon dioxide
on its own has been shown to significantly inpact human health and
cause greater nortality, known as the Jacobson Effect (Mark Z
Jacobson is a Stanford University engi neering professor who has
testified on the subject before U S. Congress).

Pol I uters should not be allowed to trade credits or buy credits
from supposed greenhouse gas nmitigation projects in other parts of
the state, country, or world. Such projects are easily
falsifiable, and could |l ead to unprecedented greenwashi ng and even
overall | NCREASES in carbon eni ssions.

| urge the California Air Resources Board to stand by your

consci ence and heed the reconmendati ons made by Comunities for a
Better Environment and the coalition of Environnmental Justice
Organi zations advocating for alternatives to cap and trade.

You will be renenbered by future generations for your role in
ei ther assuring certain catastrophe, or setting the world on a sane
course for sustainability, equity, and justice. It's up to you to



deci de.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:00:16

No Duplicates.



Comment 96 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Marcie

Last Name: Keever

Email Address: mkeever@foe.org
Affiliation: Friends of the Earth US

Subject: Carbon Offsets Undermine the Environmental Integrity and Public Benefits of AB 32
Comment:

Pl ease find attached comments from Anazon Watch, Center for

Bi ol ogi cal Diversity, Friends of the Earth US, d obal Justice

Ecol ogy Project, dobal Wtness, G eenpeace, |nternational Forum on
G obali zation, International Indian Treaty Council, Justice in

Ni geria Now, and Rai nforest Foundation US on AB 32 carbon of fsets.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/128-coalition_letter to arb -
_gov_brown _re ab 32 - july 2011.pdf'

Original File Name: Coalition Letter to ARB - Gov Brown re AB 32 - July 2011.padf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:41:39

No Duplicates.



Comment 97 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Katie

Last Name: DeCarlo

Email Address: katie@ellabakercenter.org
Affiliation: Ella Baker Center for Human Rights

Subject: Equitable AB 32 Implementation
Comment:

The entire world is watching how CARB i npl ements this | andmark

| egislation. W have to be absolutely sure that the comunities
that suffered nost under the carbon intensive nodel benefit from
t he new energy econony.

We nust ensure that we dond€™ continue to devastate comunities
that are nost inpacted by pollution and clinmate change. |If we do
this in a way that |eaves behind | owincome conmunities of color
it will only strengthen the hand of people who want to see

meani ngful climate action fail

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:40:28

No Duplicates.



Comment 98 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Harvey

Last Name: Eder

Email Address: harveyederpspc@yahoo.com
Affiliation: Public Solar Power Coalition & self

Subject: Comments Supp. to Scoping Plan FED CARB Part 3 HE PSPC Prt1 Comt. 68, & Prt 2
Comt. 73
Comment:

This is part 3 of Comments due to lack of time (60 min. linmt) Part
1 Coment 68 for cega-spll (NonReg) and Part 2 Conment 73 for
cega-spll (Non-Reg) were send yesterday Jule 27,2011. A confirm ng
emai | was send only for Part 2 Conment 73 and not for Part 1
Conment 68. Anot her emmil was send by ne/us to you regarding the
need for sending a confirmation email for Part 1 Comment 68 as well
as for this Coments Part 3 to be sent today July 28, 2011, herein

In regards to the fee cited in Part 1 Commrents 68 this fee
shoul d be used for a rebate fund and sol ar equity conversion fund.
One third of it 1/3 would be paid each year to | ow i ncone
people/citizens of California with incones up to 150% of
state/ federal poverty level, one third of it 1/3 would be paid to
| ow i ncome peop[le/citizens of California with incones from
over 150%to 200% of state/federal poverty incone |evel, adnthe
remai ning one third for the first 5 years 1/3 woul d be spent
on a solar conversion equity dividend to finance |ocal state solar
conversion entitits. This would be called Solar Cal and woul d
facilitate California conversion to solar renewabl es as soon as
possible. A (as cited in part 1 comments herein ) 202or 10 year
sol ar conversion plan wouold be inplenented with a back up 15 yr.
and 20 year plan as well as a 30 and 40 for total solar conversion
to as direct solar as possible as soon as possible. The 100% of the
Di vi dend / Sol ar Conversion Equity Fund
woul d al so be used for buying up high GAP d obal warm ng Potenti al
em ssion units like CFC, PFC etc for from $1-$5 per ton equlivlent
and held for higher fee anmounts for the distirbution in increased
value to | owi ncone consuners and Solar Cal. This will enable the
states | owi ncone consuners to benefit as well as the state from any
hi gher value fees in the future. More work needs to be done on the
details of this proposal.

Dr. Jane S. Long 2 weeks ago July 15,2011 gave an ARB Chairs
lecture with a panel in Sacrenmento on Californias Energy Future:
through to 2050 which is the 80% ghg reduction date refered to in
conmments 68 part 1 of off 1990 | evels by 2050 and the Governors
Executive Order S-3-05.

She is the Associate Director at Larg and Fell ow Center For {d oba
Security Lawerence Livernore Laboratory. Her concl usion was that
existing solar thecnology will get to 60%off 1990 reductions of
ghg by 2050 and that a "solar silver bullet" can take us the rest
of the way... As Marks Jacobson and Del ucci of Standford

Uni versity and UC Davis have detailed as cited in Conments 68 Partl



the sol ar renewabl e technology is cost effective now to bring us
to solar conversion by 2030 (see incorparated into this record Nov.
2009 Cover Article Scientific Arerican and Decenber 30&31 2010
articles in Energy Policy. CARB has an opportuntiy to | ead this why
alson with the other state energy rel ated agenci es towards

i medi ate total colar conversion through Solar Cal as an exanple
for the nation and the world.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 15:53:22

No Duplicates.



Comment 99 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll)
- Non-Reg.

First Name: Brian

Last Name: Nowicki

Email Address: bnowicki @biologicaldiversity.org
Affiliation: Center for Biological Diversity

Subject: Comments regarding the Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent
Document
Comment:

On behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity, | amsubmtting
t hese coments regardi ng the Suppl enent to the AB 32 Scoping Plan
Functi onal Equival ent Documnent.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/131-
center_for_biological_diversity_ comments to_supplement_sp fed 072811.pdf'

Original File Name: Center for Biological Diversity comments to Supplement SP FED
072811.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:36:53

No Duplicates.



Comment 100 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll) - Non-Reg.

First Name: Vanessa

Last Name: Carlson

Email Address; vcarlson@ucsd.edu
Affiliation: UCSD

Subject: Californiawould benefit most from a carbon fee and dividend
Comment:

California would benefit froma carbon fee and dividend, with 100%
of the noney going back to the state of CA Equally returned to
Californians, 66% of Californians would end up breaki ng even or end
up ahead, taking pressure off of the California welfare system

(on the nation as a whole) As the state is in debt, this would
reduce governnent expenditures, decreasing the debt. A fee and
dividend is straightforward and transparent, contrasting the cap
and trade system consi derably.

The cap and trade system which is volatile, is simlar to the
stock markets with its ups and downs. It is considerably |ess
stabl e, increasing conplication, and | eaving roomfor conpanies to
buy carbon credits, which keep em ssions high

A cap and trade systemcould take up to 4 years to inplenent.

These are four years that California can use to reduce enissions,
and take pressure off of the environment. A carbon fee and divi dend
can be inplenented i nmedi ately, by being placed in the tax code.
The province of British Colunbia, in Canada, enacted a carbon fee
and dividend, and it has been very successful. By initiating a
carbon fee and dividend, California would becone a | eader in
reduci ng enmi ssions very quickly.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:44:55

No Duplicates.



Comment 101 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll) - Non-Reg.

First Name: Dawn

Last Name: Carlson

Email Address: dawnncarlson@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: | support a carbon fee and dividend
Comment:

| support a revenue-neutral carbon fee and dividend because it
woul d i ncrease the state revenue, and woul d benefit the environnent
because a carbon fee and dividend is nore stable than a cap and
trade system Everyone is taxed equally, and there is no potentia
for carbon credits, which ultimately jeopardizes our efforts to
decrease the amobunt of carbon being expelled into the atnosphere.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:44:55

No Duplicates.



Comment 102 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll) - Non-Reg.

First Name: Lillian

Last Name: Alvarez

Email Address: lillyo999@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Commentsto AB 32 Scoping Plan
Comment:

Pl ease see attachment.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-spl1/134-ab32supplement_comments.pdf'
Origina File Name: AB32Supplement_Comments.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:47:38

No Duplicates.



Comment 103 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll) - Non-Reg.

First Name: Aaron

Last Name: Reaven

Email Address; aaronreaven@hotmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Implementing AB32
Comment:

If global warming and the climate disruption caused by it are not
to cause the extinction of numerous species — quite possibly our
own included — then we all have a profound responsibility to

ef fectuate drastic, imediate, actual and absolute reductions in
greenhouse enissions. No system — such as cap and trade — that can
be mani pul at ed, ganed and/or unfairly inposed on nore powerl ess
comunities, is defensible or acceptable.

| strongly support stronger and fairer measures, such as

1)A straightforward and conpletely transparent tax on carbon, the
proceeds from which can be used to alleviate the high utility bills
of lowinconme ratepayers and support the adoption of energy

ef ficiency measures and renewabl e energy generation

2) Strict enforcenment of air pollution and air quality |aws and
regul ations, especially with regard to high-polluting sites and
i ndustri es.

Al t hough greenhouse gas enissions are shared globally in the

at nosphere within nonths, the |ocations which enit the nost
greenhouse gases al so simultaneously emt related pollutants which
have a pernicious effect on the health of nearby comunities.

So for the sake of health justice, polluter responsibility for
decreasing their own pollution, and reduci ng greenhouse gas

eni ssions, please inplenent stronger and fairer measures than cap
and trade.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:44:04

No Duplicates.



Comment 104 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll) - Non-Reg.

First Name: David

Last Name: Silverstein

Email Address: dnsilver@ucsd.edu
Affiliation:

Subject: Comments on the AB 32 supplement
Comment:

Hel | o,

Pl ease see ny attached coments on the Supplenment to the AB 32
Scopi ng Pl an Functional Equi val ent Docunent.

Si ncerely,
David Silverstein

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/136-ab32supp_comments_ds.doc
Original File Name: AB32supp_comments_DS.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:48:58

No Duplicates.



Comment 105 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll) - Non-Reg.

First Name: Neil

Last Name: Tangri

Email Address: neil@no-burn.org
Affiliation: GAIA

Subject: Proper accounting of biogenic carbon
Comment:

Pl ease see attachnent

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/137-gaia_comment_on_biogenic_carbon.pdf’
Origina File Name: GAIA comment on biogenic carbon.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:56:30

No Duplicates.



Comment 106 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll) - Non-Reg.

First Name: Julia
Last Name: May
Email Address: jmay@sbcglobal .net
Affiliation: CBE

Subject: Comments on supplemental Scoping plan alternatives
Comment:

Conment's on suppl enmental Scoping plan alternatives

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/138-cbe_comment_re_supp_alts to fed.pdf’
Origina File Name: CBE Comment re SUPP ALTS to FED.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:55:59

No Duplicates.



Comment 107 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll) - Non-Reg.

First Name: John

Last Name: Larrea

Email Address: john@clfp.com

Affiliation: California League of Food Processors

Subject: FED Comments
Comment:

CLFP FED Comrent s

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/140-clfp_fed comments 07282011.docx’
Original File Name: CLFP FED comments 07282011.docx
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-28 16:59:59

No Duplicates.



Comment 108 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll) - 45 Day.

First Name: Adrienne

Last Name: Bloch

Email Address: abloch@cbecal.org
Affiliation:

Subject: CBE attachments relating to comment # 106
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: 'www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/143-cega_comment_compl ete.pdf’
Original File Name: Cega comment Compl ete.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-07-29 14:15:41

No Duplicates.



Comment 1 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll).
(At Hearing)

First Name: Ed

Last Name: Casey

Email Address: ed.casey @al ston.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Alston and Bird LLP
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/146-ed_casey.pdf
Original File Name: Ed Casey.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll).
(At Hearing)

First Name: Bowman

Last Name: Cutter

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: Pomona College
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/147-bowman_cutter.pdf
Origina File Name: Bowman Cutter.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll).
(At Hearing)

First Name: Jesse

Last Name: Marquez

Email Address: jnmarquez@prodigy.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Coalition for a Safe Environment
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/149-jesse_marquez.pdf
Origina File Name: Jesse Marquez.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll).
(At Hearing)

First Name: Ricardo

Last Name: Pulido

Email Address: wilmingtoncoalition@prodigy.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Coalition for a Safe Environment
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/151-ricardo_pulido.paf
Origina File Name: Ricardo Pulido.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll).
(At Hearing)

First Name: Joseph

Last Name: Pinon

Email Address: wilmingtoncoalition@prodigy.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Coalition for a Safe Environment
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/152-joseph_pinon.pdf
Original File Name: Joseph Pinon.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll).
(At Hearing)

First Name: Michael

Last Name: Turnipseed

Email Address: michael @kerntaxpayers.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Kern Tax
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/156-michael _turnipseed. pdf
Original File Name: Michael Turnipseed.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll).
(At Hearing)

First Name: Sofia

Last Name: Carrillo

Email Address: sofiamilo@sbcglobal .net
Affiliation:

Subject: Coalition for a Safe Environment
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/157-sofia_carrillo.paf
Origina File Name: Sofia Carrillo.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll).
(At Hearing)

First Name: Algjandro

Last Name: Marquez

Email Address: aeis1490@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Coalition for a Safe Environment
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/158-aegandro_marquez.pdf
Origina File Name: Algjandro Marquez.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-spll).
(At Hearing)

First Name: C.T.

Last Name: Weber

Email Address: ctwebervoters@att.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Peace and Freedom Party of California
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/159-c.t._weber.pdf
Origina File Name: C.T. Weber.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll). (At Hearing)

First Name: Veronica

Last Name: Trujillo

Email Address: v.trujillo@ucla.edu
Affiliation:

Subject: Coalition for a Safe Environment
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/160-veronica._trujillo.pdf
Origina File Name: Veronica Trujillo.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll). (At Hearing)

First Name: Greg

Last Name: Karras

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: Communities for a Better Environment
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/161-greg_karras.pdf
Original File Name: Greg Karras.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll). (At Hearing)

First Name: Julia

Last Name: May

Email Address: julia.e.may@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Communities for a Better Environment
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/162-julia_may.pdf
Origina File Name: Julia May.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll). (At Hearing)

First Name: Betsy

Last Name: Reifsnider

Email Address: betsyreif @comcast.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Catholic Charities
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/163-betsey_reifsnider.pdf
Origina File Name: Betsey Reifsnider.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Supplement to FED -AB-32 Scoping with CEQA (cega-
spll). (At Hearing)

First Name: Caroline

Last Name: Farrell

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: Form Letter: Communities for a Better Environment
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/cega-sp11/165-caroline_farrell.pdf
Origina File Name: Caroline Farrell.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-08-25 14:00:06

900 Duplicates.



