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James Boyd, Vice Chair; Presiding Member, Transportation Committee, CEC 
Jeffrey Byron, Commissioner; Associate Member, Transportation Committee, CEC 
Michael Scheible, Deputy Executive Officer, CARB 

California Energy Commission 
Docket Office 
Attn: Docket 06-AFP- 1 
15 16 Ninth Street, MS-4 
Sacramento, CA 95814-55 12 

Re: Comments on 2007 State Alternative Fuels Plan Committee Draft Report 

Dear Commissioners Boyd and Byron, and Deputy Executive Officer Scheible: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2007 State Alternative Fuels Plan 
Committee Draft Report. This letter reflects the consensus opinion of the above-listed 
organizations. In addition to these comments, some of our organizations have submitted 
or will submit individual supplemental comments. 

We would like to first acknowledge the efforts of staff. We are aware that your staff 
members have been working under significant pressure to complete this report in a timely 
fashion. We acknowledge their hard work over the last 18 months, their dedication, and 
their commitment to producing a comprehensive plan. 

We offer these comments in the spirit of producing a more complete and thoughtll plan 
for California. Our comments fall in roughly two categories: (1) general concern about 
how the report addresses environmental protections and (2) fundamental components that 
we believe are either missing or inadequately articulated in the draft. 



1. Environmental Protections 
The report needs to acknowledge and more clearly state the need for certain 
environmental protections in several places. 

Environmental Standard 
The report does not make clear what environmental standards are guiding the state's 
promotion of alternative fuels. The report must clearly articulate that the state's 
obligation is to develop a plan that will increase the use of alternative fuels and reduce 
emissions of GHG while "ensur[ing] that there is no net material increase in air pollution, 
water pollution, or any other substances that are known to damage human health." This 
direction provided by statute is far different fiom the guidance provided in the abstract 
which states that the plan will not cause a "significant degradation of public health and 
environmental quality." CEC must send a clear and unequivocal message to industry and 
investors that increasing the use of alternative fuels must not come at the expense of the 
environment. 

Protecting Air Quality 
We appreciate that the draft report lists goals to ensure "no net increase in criteria 
pollutants" and "no significant degradation in air quality." At the same time, the report 
seems contradictory because the well-to-wheels analysis indicates upstream emissions 
should be expected to be associated with the transportation of the alternative fuels in the 
absence of a mature distribution infrastructure, and the plan calls for a projected 30-60 
new alternative fuels production plants. 

Of significant concern is the report's omission of the state's current air quality policy 
goals; they are not even mentioned in the report -and they should be. Protection of air 
quality and meeting the state's commitments under the state and federal Clean Air Acts 
should be listed up fiont in the report as one of the key objectives along with meeting 
petroleum reduction, greenhouse gas reduction and in-state biofuels production goals. 

Chapter 4 begins by discussing the state's petroleum reduction, bioenergy and 
greenhouse gas reduction goals as embodied in current policy. We urge you to add a 
discussion of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for ozone (smog) and PM2.5 (fine 
particles), and to incorporate the goals and activities of the SIP into this alternative fuels 
plan, just as you have incorporated the other state policies' goals and activities into this 
plan. 

Specifically, Table 2 could be expanded to list the SIP goals, showing what reductions we 
need in criteria pollutants and by when. Your report should include a discussion of how 
this alternative fuels plan for California fits into the broader context including the SIP for 
smog and fine particles. 

Several of our groups have been working on the SIP all year. It has improved thanks to 
public input, however, there are still significant uncertainties about how California will 
meet its SIP obligations. Many of our groups are looking to increased use of alternative 
fuels and advanced transportation technologies to help define these unknowns in the SIP. 










