CEC Draft Alternative Fuels Plan

I

DOCKET
06-AFP-1

Docket #06-AFP- 1
Comments of Catherine Dunwoody
Executive Director, California Fuel Cell Partnership
October 12,2007

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the CEC Draft Alternative Fuels Plan. The
following comments are my own as an individual and do not necessarily represent a
consensus opinion of the California Fuel Cell Partnership members. You may also hear
fiom CaFCP members individually.
My comments focus on the text of the document rather than the quantitative results.
Without background materials describing the assumptions and models used, it is
impossible to provide meaningfid comments on the cost and vehicle population estimates
or the example scenarios.
In general, CEC should recognize in the report that fuel cell vehicles are the only

technology that can give consumers the performance they want (e.g. power, acceleration,
range, quick refill time) along with zero tailpipe emissions, no petroleum fuels and
significant reductions in criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases on a total fuel cycle
basis. Customer satisfaction on a mass market scale is critical to achieve the dramatic
emissions and petroleum use reductions needed to meet the State's challenging longrange goals.
Specific comments:
1. Page ES-7 and page 10: the statement that "except for ethanol and hydrogen, all

other alternative fuels are less costly today than gasoline and diesel on a fuel use,
cents per mile basis" is not true. One can purchase hydrogen in volume at the plant
gate for $3.50 to $6.00 per kg today, and when one factors in the superior efficiency
of the fuel cell drive train, the cost per mile is less than gasoline. As with other

alternative fuels, the added cost is largely due to the capital investments needed to
build a vehicle fueling infrastructure.
2. Page 12: Under recommended government actions for the California Air Resources
Board, bullet three should include hydrogen fuel cell vehicles. Utilities will provide
feedstock fuels for producing hydrogen, and they should receive similar credits and
incentives for providing this feedstock fuel for hydrogen as they do for providing
electricity and natural gas for direct fuel use.
3. Page 12: Recommended government actions for the California Public Utilities
Commission;
a. the first bullet should state "Encourage/allow preferential or special (for
example, off-peak) rates for electricity and natural gas transportation fuels &
as feedstock fuel for vroducing hydrogen."
b. the second bullet should include home hydrogen refueling systems.
c. the third bullet should include hydrogen fuel cell vehicles.
4. Page 17: Electric Transportation Technologies - Immediate Term Actions;
a. #3 should state ". ..electricity charging and use for PHEVs and hydrogen
generation for FCVs"
b. #14 and #18 also apply to hydrogen FCVs

5. Page 18: Natural Gas Vehicles - Immediate Term Actions;
a. #1 add "...and as a renewable feedstock for hydrogen production"
b. #8 add "and ensure they are designed to accommodate future hydrogen
fueling"
6. Page 19: Under Hydrogen Actions, the report characterizes the challenges associated

with hydrogen as "deep challenges". Please remove the word "deep." All alternative
fuels have challenges, and it is unfair to subjectively characterize hydrogen's
challenges as "deep."
7. Page 19: Hydrogen - Immediate Term Actions; is this list intended to be for State
action? Industry action? Federal government? Others? There are many actions that
need to be taken by multiple parties, so depending on the intent this list should be
longer or shorter.
a. #1 should add "and support demonstration of.. .".

