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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the CEC Draft Alternative Fuels Plan
Storylines document dated October 14,2007. 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. The
time allowed for review was too short to develop substantive comments on the
quantitative results presented in the storylines.
General comments:
1. This was my first opportunity to see the storylines associated with alternative

fuels other than hydrogen. I was surprised to see that CEC staff used inconsistent
approaches among the different alternative fuels. The hydrogen fuel cell vehicle
storyline derives future hydrogen fuel use and associated GHG benefits from
projections of vehicle sales based on technology readiness, vehicle manufacturers'
stated plans, and potential implementation scenarios examined by the U.S.
Department of Energy. Other storylines appear to derive future vehicle
populations from projections of fuel availability, regardless (in some cases) of
vehicle technology readiness, auto manufacturers' stated plans or consideration of
potential vehicle implementation scenarios. The storylines should be consistent in
their approach.
2. The CEC staff should avoid using subjective evaluations of alternative fuel
vehicle technology. Such subjective evaluations are used inconsistently among
the various alternative fuels. For example, the first paragraph of the hydrogen

fuel cell storyline states that "At present there exist numerous technical
barriers.. .." All alternative fuels have challenges, yet these are not mentioned in
the overview for any of the other alternative fuels.
3. The U.S. Department of Energy submitted extensive comments on September 12,

2007. I notice these have not been incorporated into the hydrogen storyline.
4. The CEC staff appear to misunderstand the U.S. DOE Scenario Analysis project.

The report refers to this activity with words such as "proposed", "comply", "used
as the basis for.. .", "specified", "projections" and others, all of which are
inappropriate to use when referring to this project. Please refer to the U.S. DOE
comments of September 12,2007 for specific edits to correct these errors.
5. The storyline should include fuel cell forklifts, and should more heavily

emphasize the benefits of he1 cell transit buses. Fuel cell forklifts are currently
available, and there are highly successful transit bus validation programs
underway in California. Both applications promise to be a successful early
market application for fuel cells. The CEC's WTW analysis did not properly
reflect the benefits of using hydrogen fuel cells in transit because the fuel
economy data used to generate the EER was erroneously skewed (NREL has
subsequently corrected this but CEC staff were unwilling to use unpublished bus
fuel economy data - we assume they will make the adjustment as soon as
published data is available).
Specific comments:
6. Page 2, Overview: This section should state 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 long-range goals.
7. Page 6, Hydrogen Production and Infrastructure: It is unclear whether the
statement that "...adding 2,000 million gallons of gasoline equivalent (GGE) of

