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June 28. 2005

Ms. Maryam Ebke

Acting Director, Division of Strategic Planning

California Public Utilities Commission

505 Van Ness Ave

San Francisco, CA 94102

Mr. Thom Kelly

Assistant Executive Director, 

California Energy Commission

1516 Ninth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814  MS 39

Re:
Comments on the proposed 2005 Energy Action Plan II (EAP II).

Dear Ms. Ebke and Mr. Kelly:

The California Electric Transportation Coalition (CalETC) appreciates this opportunity to submit the following comments on the draft proposed 2005 Energy Action Plan II (EAP II).

We want to commend both Commissions for including a section on Transportation Fuels in this version, as well as the new sections on Climate Change and RD&D.  We have a number of specific comments and recommendations on the Transportation Fuels section.

1.
First, we recommend that the introductory language in the Transportation Fuels section be augmented to reflect both the issues and the opportunities posed by today’s Transportation Fuel sector.   In terms of issues, we think the language should reflect that:

a. Transportation is the largest sector of energy consumption in California, accounting for about 50% of total energy use.

b. Transportation is the largest source of GHG emissions in California, accounting for 42% of total GHG emissions.

c. Transportation is the largest source of air pollution in California, accounting for over 65% of smog forming pollutants.

d. Transportation has the least fuel diversity of any sector in California; it is more than 95% depending on one fuel: petroleum.

e. And as a Nation, we have let ourselves get into a position were we are dependent upon foreign sources and foreign governments to supply 60% of the petroleum we consume.

Our over-dependency on a single fuel source for transportation, coupled with reliance on foreign sources, makes our citizens and our economy vulnerable to supply shortages, supply cutoffs, price spikes, and even price manipulation.  And the environmental impacts of our dependency and over-use of this fuel also threaten our way of life, and our economy, as the Governor recently described in his establishment of GHG reduction targets for California.  Clearly, California’s current policies, with respect to transportation fuels and technologies, endanger both California’s environment and its economy.

2.
The magnitude of the issues surrounding transportation fuels also opens the door to many opportunities to address these inter-linked problems of GHG emissions, air pollution, and lack of fuel diversity.   The increased use of alternative transportation fuels, if done correctly, can address all of these problems simultaneously. 

3.
In the past, state agency efforts on these problems have been largely balkanized: air pollution agencies address air pollution only; energy agencies addressed energy diversity only; and GHG reduction was a issue largely without a home.   But that is changing today, because of Governor Schwarzenegger, and because of your efforts.  Today there is more integration of these issues, and we are hoping that this will continue.  It is urgently needed if we are to meet the goals which the Governor, your Commissions, and state environmental agencies have established.

4.
Even with this balkanization, air quality agencies have begun to recognize the benefits of incorporating electric technologies into mobile source regulations and incentive programs.  Electric transportation and goods movement technologies can reduce criteria pollutants and particulates by 95% or more, in comparison to conventional fuels, even accounting for the emissions from electricity generation.  And these applications are many, including: reducing diesel idling of trucks with truck stop electrification; reducing idling of ships with port electrification; electric standby for truck refrigeration units; airport electrification to support electric ground support equipment;  electric forklifts and other lift trucks; industrial vehicles including tow tractors, burden and personnel carriers, sweepers, scrubbers and varnishers; low-speed vehicles; and lastly new technologies under development such as plug-in hybrid vehicles.

It may surprise you to know that there are more than 300,000 of these electric technologies in use in California today.   And as a result of adopted regulations and incentive programs this number is expected to double over the next 10 years, according to a recent study by the independent consulting firm TIAX, LLC.   The reduction in air pollution from the incremental electric technologies resulting from these incentives and regulations is large: a reduction of almost 30 tons-per-day of NOx and ROG in 2010, and almost 50 tons-per-day in 2015.   Even this is just the tip of the iceberg, because TIAX found that the use of electric technologies could achieve much larger reductions in air pollution, up to 75 tpd in 2010 and over 120 tpd in 2015 with more aggressive programs.

5.
Now, remember that the increased use of electric transportation and goods movement technologies provide benefits to California citizens in three areas simultaneously.  So in addition to the reductions in air pollution that I just mentioned, the expected growth in these technologies provides significant reduction in GHG emissions.  The reduction in GHG emissions from the incremental electric technologies resulting from adopted incentives and regulations is 2 million tons of CO2 per year by 2015, and over 4 million tons reduced by 2020.  That is just what is expected; much more is achievable with electric technologies: over 14 tpy reduced  by 2015 and over 20 tpy reduced by 2020.

6.
Lastly, increased use of electric transportation and goods movement technologies can make a significant contribution to fuel diversity.  The displacement of petroleum from the incremental electric technologies resulting from adopted incentives and regulations is almost 200 million gallons per year by 2015, and almost 400 million gallons by 2020.  Could more be done?  Yes, achievable displacement is more than 1.3 billion gallons per year by 2015, and almost 2 billion gallons displaced by 2020.

7.
As government agencies and others encourage or require the use of electric transportation and goods movement technologies, the role of utilities becomes increasingly important.  Utilities have a responsibility to manage this load, shift usage to off-peak periods, encourage energy efficiency, and to work with customers who are employing these technologies to ensure their health and safety, and that of all ratepayers.

8.
We do have a few specific recommendations on the Key Actions in the Draft.  First, on Action #1.  We support this item, and the current bills in the Legislature.  But as we have previously recommended to the CEC, we don’t need new goals as much as we need a detailed implementation plan which describes actions California will take to meet the goals.   We have a State Implementation Plan for air quality, which describes the many individual measures California proposes to take in order to meet federal and state air quality standards.  Most of these individual measures, taken separately, make only small improvements in air quality.  But when taken together, they achieve ambitions goals.  We need a similar plan for Transportation Fuels and Technologies, which describes what will undoubtedly be many small individual measures to increase fuel diversity and security, reduce emissions of GHG and criteria pollutants.  But when taken together, these measures can and will achieve our ambitions goals.  We believe this Plan can be undertaken within the existing authority of state energy and environmental agencies.  As a result, we recommend that one of the Key Actions in EAP II should be to call for the development of a state implementation plan for Transportation Fuels and Technologies.  It may make sense to give lead authority for the development of this plan to CalEPA because they currently have the lead on the development of recommendations to achieve the State’s GHG targets.  Work on the development of this state implementation plan can begin immediately within the existing authority of California’s environmental and energy agencies.

9.
We also recommend greater integration of air quality, energy, and transportation agencies, in a way which encourages them to take into consideration in their design of programs, incentives, and regulations, the impacts of reduction in GHG emissions, criteria pollutants and other environmental impacts, and the need for increased fuel diversity and security.

10.
We also recommend that the role and activities of utilities related to low-emission fuels and technologies be revisited by the CPUC, CEC and air quality agencies, consistent with Public Utilities Code section 740.3, the recent CPUC Decision in this area, and the Climate Change en banc.

11.
On Actions #2 and #3, we support these recommendations, but we want to caution the Commissions not to rely on federal actions (particularly to double the CAFÉ standards) to achieve California’s stated goals for reducing petroleum fuel consumption, increasing transportation fuel diversity, reducing GHG reductions and air pollution.   We believe the focus of California’s efforts should be on activities that California officials can undertake and achieve  (see comment #8 above).

12.
On Action #4, we support this recommendation, but we believe the term “dedicated” should be deleted, and is unnecessary as long as the state and local fleets install alternative fuel facilities and are committed to using this fuel to the greatest extent possible.   We also note that one of the most promising new on-road vehicle technologies (according to the CEC and ARB in the AB 2076 report) are “plug-in” hybrids, which are a dual-fuel technology.  But plug-in hybrids require no special infrastructure (110 volt outlet), and electricity is less costly and more convenient than gasoline, so there is a built-in incentive to plug-in.  We also recommend that Action #4 be applied to non-road vehicles and equipment (i.e. forklifts, etc) owned by state and local governments, as there is significant potential to reduce petroleum in the non-road  sector.

13.
On Action #6, we also note that there are significant opportunities to reduce petroleum consumption, GHG emissions, and air pollution at ports, with electric technologies, including: reducing ship idling/aux engines with “shore power” (aka, cold ironing), electrification of refrigerated containers, and increased use of electric land-side cargo handling equipment.

14.  
On Action #9, we strongly support this recommendation.  This Action could even be made more specific by stating or recommending that the CPUC, CEC, and ARB (and possibly other agencies) shall incorporate consideration of these three impacts/goals within their existing policies, programs, and regulations.

15.
On Action #10, CalETC supports the Hydrogen Highway Network.   The California Hydrogen Blueprint Plan itself acknowledges that “… the California Hydrogen Highway Network is part of a broader energy and environmental strategy for California.  This strategy includes a portfolio of other vehicle technologies and fuels, in addition to hydrogen vehicles and infrastructure.”

The California Hydrogen Blueprint Plan, and its supporting documents, also highlight the need for development of “bridging technologies” in the near-term which will help to ease and facilitate the commercialization of hydrogen vehicles, while at the same time providing near term environmental and petroleum reduction benefits.
  Bridging technologies are those vehicle technologies and fuels that contribute to the technological development and cost-reduction of  components used in hydrogen fuel cell and hydrogen internal-combustion-engine vehicles.  Electric-drive vehicles, including plug-in hybrid vehicles, are bridging technologies.

We recommend that the biennial review envision in Action #10 be expanded to include bridging technologies at a minimum.  Further, since the Blueprint Plan itself acknowledges that it is one part of a broader energy and environmental strategy for California that includes other vehicle technologies and fuels, doesn’t it make sense for the biennial review to encompass the entire strategy, and not just one part?  We recommend that there be a biennial review of California’s comprehensive transportation fuels and technologies strategy, from both an energy and environmental perspective.

16.
The State has established “working groups” for several non-petroleum fuels and technologies.  However, there is no working group for plug-in hybrids or other electric-drive vehicles.   Given the potential benefits of electric-drive technologies, as documented in the recent TIAX report, the joint CEC and ARB AB 2076 report, and the California Hydrogen Blueprint Plan, we recommend that a multi-agency, multi-stakeholder working group be established in this area.

17.
Lastly, we just want to note that the issues involving Transportation Fuels, and in particular electricity as a transportation fuel, touch upon many of the other categories in the EAPII.   Obviously transportation is a key issue in the category of Climate Change.  Transportation is briefly mentioned in the section on RD&D.  But it also touches upon Energy Efficiency, Demand Response, and Renewables.   All these issues are interrelated.  And because of the importance of the Transportation Fuel sector in addressing California’s public policy goals it might be helpful to specifically call out this interrelationship in these other sections.

In conclusion, I want to thank both Commissions and their staffs for the visionary work what you have done.  We look forward to working with you on the next version of this document, and in its implementation.

Sincerely,

DAVID L. MODISETTE

Executive Director




� California Hydrogen Blueprint Plan, Volume II, May, 2005, page 43.


� Ibid, and Societal Benefits Topic Team Report, March 2005, pages 4-1 to 4-8.





