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SENATOR DEAN FLOREZ:  --go ahead and get started. If you can’t hear me, just let me know.  Want to bring the Senate Select Committee on Air Quality in the Central Valley to order.  As you know, this committee’s been traveling throughout the Central Valley and in Sacramento since January, and of course, we’re pleased to be here in Kings County to discuss the very critical issue of air quality, and particularly as it deals with truck and vehicle emissions.

Before I begin, I’d  like to again, thank everyone for being here, particularly those who helped put this together.  This is the eighth of 14 hearings held by the Select Committee and so far, you may have known we focused on federal compliance deadlines in terms of quality, the role of agriculture, the _____ fire in Fresno, dairies and how they affect our air quality, Operation Clean Air, their Valley efforts, and also specific health-related hearings as it relates to asthma and other respiratory illnesses.

  As I mentioned earlier, today’s topic has to deal with truck and vehicle emissions and as you probably know, 40 percent of the air pollution in the Central Valley is a result of mobile sources such as diesel trucks and vehicles.  Today, the Select Committee will look at finding out how diesels and passenger vehicle emissions contribute to our air quality problem, try to identify what’s already been being done to curb these effects, and what alternatives to diesel and passenger vehicle transportation exists, and most importantly, what we can do in the future in terms of clean and pollution for cars and trucks in the Central Valley.  

I think it’s very important to know that we are not leaving any stone unturned in terms of this issue.  We continue to hope that the residents of the Central Valley, every day, obviously, they read in the paper our efforts.  But the goal of it is to make sure that we’re all working together and I do think that yesterday’s board action in terms of air quality, is a step.  It may not be a giant step, but it’s a step nonetheless and I think that’s important.  

And I would also like to thank the people who are here today from the California trucking industry, from public transportation officials, environmental groups, alternative fuel experts and of course, our representatives from the state and local air district.

I would like to say that, obviously, the issues as it comes to mind of our air package seems to center on agriculture.  Most of the criticism seems to come from agriculture, and I think it’s important to note that we have a couple of bills within the package that deal with mobile sources, particularly SB 709, which give our local air board more power over mobile sources.  That’s an important piece of legislation that will be up in about a week and a half in Sacramento.  And also we have bills, as you probably know, SB 708 that have to deal with what we would call mobile sources in terms of vehicles and that is a very important bill moving through the process out of the Senate into the Assembly.

I think it’s also important to note as we hear about air quality, I’m constantly asked by members of the community here, you know, ever minded of the fact that we’re growing.  And that somehow growth has everything to do with our increasing air problem, and I try—I’d like to make some comparisons very quickly with a neighbor of ours to the south.  We continue to have a higher ozone levels, as you probably know, than those neighbors in the South Coast Air Quality District, that known as Los Angeles.  We know that the Central Valley Air District will have the ozone plan done in January, but let’s, we need to face the fact that even with our growth, our eight hour standard of ozone levels are worse than Los Angeles.  And we violated the ozone standard ten percent more than Los Angeles particularly last year.  

And that being said, I think it’s important to note that Los Angeles has about 16 million people.  The Central Valley has four million people.  Los Angeles has about 3,000 miles.  We have about 2,000 miles of road here.  In terms of diesel trucks, we hear all of the folks saying that the problem is NAG, it’s diesel trucks travelling through the Central Valley.  The Los Angeles Basin, South Coast Air Quality District has 6.6 billion miles driven by diesel trucks.  The Central Valley has 3.4 billion.  We’re about half of the diesel trucks travelling through our valley as compared to Los Angeles.  Los Angeles has motorists that drive about 71 billion miles per year.  We have seven billion miles driven per year here in the Central Valley.  And in terms of the amount of economic activity in the Los Angeles Basin, there are about $27,000 manufacturing plants.  In the Central Valley there are about 2,600 manufacturing plants, and that coming from an area of Los Angeles that has $189 billion worth of economic activity, while we in the Central Valley have about $35 billion worth of economic activity, not to mention that Los Angeles has more oil refineries, more ports, and more rail lines in total number than we do in the Central Valley.  

And I guess the point is, I’m getting a little tired of people saying it’s your growth and somehow that we can’t clean the air and it seems to be that Los Angeles can continue to have lower ozone levels than we can, and yet have all of the things I mentioned in terms of additional people, additional freeways, additional diesel truck travel, more manufacturing plants, more economic activity than we have, there’s really no excuse for us not to continue to try and meet those standards.  The difference is, I think L.A. began a lot earlier in terms of the tougher things that we’re attempting to do in Sacramento.  And we’re attempting to do that by starting this hearing today in terms of talking about mobile sources as well as agricultural sources.  Obviously, no agricultural sources are about 13-25 percent of the emission inventory, and the goal of today is to talk about that 40 percent as I mentioned earlier.

As always, there will be room for public comment.  We have a place for you to sign your name as you walk in.  And that being said, I’d like to start the hearing.  We would like to start with an overview on pollution from mobile sources and hear from Tom Cackette, California Air Resources Board, and Dave Jones, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, but let’s start with Tom if we could first.

MR. TOM CACKETTE:  Good morning, Senator and staff.  Thank you very much for inviting us here today.  This is a brief outline of the things I’d like to talk about this morning.  First a bit on air quality and health and we’ll focus on the two air pollutants that are perhaps of the greatest concern, ozone and particulate matter.  Then I’ll talk about the sources of emissions and we got the ROG which is the unburned hydrocarbons or partially burned hydrocarbons, and NOx, which together in the summertime form ozone.  And then PM and that same pollutant, NOx, which in the winter time and in the fall, tend to form particulate matter in our atmosphere.

Then I talk a little bit about the emission trends, where emissions have been in the past, where they are today, where they might be in the future.  And finally, just in looking at the literature and advice of my staff, there were a couple of sort of topical questions that seem to float around and I thought I’d try to give some answers to the question of old versus new cars and a bit as to the role of the traffic on I5 and Highway 99, the air pollution in the Valley.

You’ve probably seen charts like this before.  The vertical axises, the number of days over the state standard.  The state standard is that line between which we believe air quality is healthy and unhealthy.  This is the yellowish colored bars are for ozone and you can see that over the past ten or so years in the valley it’s been relatively constant.  Hundred to 125 days of unhealthy air somewhere in the San Joaquin Valley due to ozone.  And that’s primarily in the summer time.  

If you look at PM 10 you can see that the problem is somewhat more severe in terms of number of days.  It’s typically more like oh, 150 to 200 days a year.  These days tend to have some overlap with the summer, but in general, tend to be the fall and winter days, and so all together it means that vast majority of the days somewhere in the San Joaquin Valley there is air that is not good to breathe.

I can’t go without talking about the health impacts of air pollution, because that’s why we’re here.  That’s why you’re concerned about it.  That’s why we’re concerned about it.  These are some statistics on the health impacts of air pollution in the San Joaquin Valley.  You can see that the statistics are 1,000 premature deaths per year.  Thousand or so hospital admissions, many asthma attacks, which is relevant given Fresno’s propensity to have children with asthma, and lost days where more people are having breathing problems and don’t end up at work and be productive.  So, it hurts our economy significantly.  There’s a large amount of economic value lost from these air quality and health impacts on the public.

So what about the emissions?  Where does this air pollution come from?  This first chart is ROG and NOX.  These are the two pollutants again that form summertime ozone.  And you can see that transportation which is largely in this chart, the wheeled on road type is about 40 percent of the problem, agriculture about a quarter, industrial roughly 20 percent, and consumer related products and petroleum, business oriented activities, each around 10 percent.  

In the agriculture and industrial, there are other mobile sources which are the tractors and construction equipment.  And those are shown here in the hash marks, so you can see that mobile sources overall including those off-road, farm and industrial equipment comes out to be about half.  And there is another little slice down here in consumer which is the lawn and garden care stuff that I’ve not shown.  But, in general, half the smog forming emissions come from things that are powered by motors and half of them come from things that are local business activity, such as agriculture industrial.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Tom, before you go on, in terms of the sliver of the pie in transportation that's the very top between agriculture and transportation, what types of vehicles are those agricultural vehicles that are producing that?

MR. CACKETTE:  That’s largely farm tractors, things like that, agricultural pumps for example, those kinds of activities which are driven by internal combustion motors.  And down in industrial, it’s things like, again, like tractors, earth movers—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  That’s the 26 percent of agricultural?

MR. CACKETTE:  Well, the green is all of the emissions from agriculture are about a quarter and that includes other things like, since this has got ROG in it, things like the oil base of pesticide sprays and things like that.  The shaded part is the motor vehicle piece.  You can see it’s about a third of that 26 percent.  And it’s due to tractors and—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Tractors and?

MR. CACKETTE:  And other motor vehicle related, motor driven things like agricultural pumps and those kinds of activities.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, thank you.

MR. CACKETTE:  Well, I guess the key thing to remember is it’s roughly 50/50 split between those things that have motors in it and those things that are—and move, versus those that are stationary and other activity that generates pollution, including and consumer things like, you know, hair sprays and deodorants and things like that and petroleum is the exploration largely in the south part of the Valley plus emissions from service stations and things like that. 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.

MR. CACKETTE:  The other pollutant is particulate forming ones and here we’re gonna look at on the left at soot which is you think of as the black stuff you see coming out of a diesel stack.  And we’ll look on the right side in a second on the NOx emissions which when they’re not making ozone in the summertime, they tend to make particles in the winter time.  So it’s kind of a double barreled pollutant.  

This again shows where the major sources of emissions of soot are.  And you can see that transportation in this case is relatively minor sector, principally because for example in the consumer one, you see some large, in part dominated by fireplace soot and agriculture is dominated by soot from combustion.  I think that would be ag burning, for example, industrial because there’s a number of boilers and heaters and things associated with industrial activity.  And the transportation is the directly-emitted soot that we see from diesel powered engines principally.  And again if you do that shaded area which includes the tractors and the construction equipment, you see it grows to more like ten percent of the problem.  

On NOx, kind of a different picture.  Here again for NOx emissions you can see that transportation’s about half.  Obviously, not much NOx from consumers.  They’re not burning things in general.  Industrial becomes a bigger chunk of the pie or I guess it’s roughly the same here.  And if we look at the motor vehicle section, again, you can see it runs out to about 60 some percent of the NOx is related to motor vehicle sources of some type.  

So what about these mobile sources?  If we look at the ROG emissions or one pollutant, one of the two pollutants that forms summer smog, we can see that passenger vehicles are actually, the yellow part are actually the largest source at a little over 50 percent.  Diesel trucks for ROG are pretty small.  Their problem is NOx and soot, not ROG emissions.  And the other transportation piece, the gray, is things like forklifts and other, and small engines like in farming, lawn and garden care, etc.  

But, pictures, the reason I’m presenting these is because the picture then flips differently when you look at NOx.  There, the passenger vehicles drop from half to a quarter, but it’s the diesel equipment that really adds up in this case.  Diesel trucks at a third, farm and construction equipment at a third and so when we talk about NOx we worry about diesels.  When we talk about ROG, we worry about cars.  We actually worry about all the sources, but that’s the principal activity.

So, what do we do to try to reduce these mobile source emissions?  Some fundamental steps that have been applied over the last 20 or 30 years and continue to be applied today and will be applied in the future, the first is relying on technology.  We have adopted performance standards that in essence, advance or force the use of the best available technology on new engines and the best reformulation of fuels to make them low emitting.  Our goal is zero or near zero emissions and we’re making progress towards getting to that target.  

The key point here is that American ingenuity and industry continues to develop better ways of reducing pollution.  It does it in a cost-effective way.  We’re not in a period of diminishing returns by any means, and the technology on new vehicles has really been the key to reducing emissions.  Unfortunately, it always takes the time of turning over the fleet until these cleaner engines get, become the dominant and common source of emissions.  

We also have a lot of focus on making sure that once this clean technology is in the marketplace, it stays clean.  And as we know from our cars, they need maintenance, we have problems, we get gross polluters, you see smoking cars out there.  Those things have to be addressed and the principle way is they are addressed is through Smog Check for cars and through smoke inspections for on-road trucks.  

And then finally, in an attempt to reconcile and bring together the fact that we have a lot of vehicles with older, less effective technology, and to try to get them to the newer, more advanced technology, there are programs the state has sponsored to try to speed up the introduction of these technologies.  The Carl Moyer Program with incentives is  one of the best examples of that.  

So what about smog-forming emissions?  What’s the trend?  The red line shows passenger vehicles, yellow diesel trucks, farm equipment in green, construction equipment in blue.  And there’s a couple things that you should note from this slide.  If we tend to look at _____, at 2003 where we are right now, you can see that passenger cars are the largest source of smog-forming emissions.  But, because of the NOx, if we add up the construction, the farm, the diesel trucks, they would add up and be greater than the passenger vehicles.  

The second thing to notice is in the future, along ways away, admittedly, but, things are getting way down.  This is a downward trend for all the types of vehicles that are out there.  You’ll notice that it’s been coming down faster for passenger cars, because they were the biggest source and we focused on those first.  More recently we’ve been focusing on diesel trucks and then even more recently, on farm and construction equipment to try to get their emissions down.

But, the thing to take away from this is that the diesel part is big.  Farm and construction is big, but everything’s going down, so at least in the future, it looks pretty rosy.  The problem is getting, you know, surviving the period between now and 2020 when those emissions become very small compared to today.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  But, in 2020 does that chart also say that farm equipment, construction equipment, and diesel trucks, diesel-run types of vehicles even in 2020 are going to be three times what passenger vehicles are gonna be?

MR. CACKETTE:  Yes, they will.  Our success in getting passenger cars and that includes light trucks and SUVs as well, down to that zero or near zero goal, is more possible with the availability of technology than it is with diesel engines.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Is that because its manufacturer, is that principally because in 2020 manufacturers, at least in the passenger vehicle sector from your forecast are projected, produced, zero emission types of vehicles?

MR. CACKETTE:  Or very, very close to zero.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Or close to.

MR. CACKETTE:  Passenger cars in that time—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Does that mean that equipment manufacturers in terms of farm, construction, and diesel aren’t making the same strides or that still sending California engines that are less, will be less than?

MR. CACKETTE:  Well, they’re making very good strides, but they’re coming from a much higher level.  They’re all gonna be achieving 90 to 98 percent reduction compared to the equipment from the 70s, for example.  But, in the end, if you can do, you know, 99 percent from cars and only 95 percent from trucks, you end up with two or three times more emissions from trucks and diesels.  And maybe we'll be successful in the next step there, but the technology essentially has lagged by about ten years compared to the cars, the technology clean up trucks and diesels.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Why do you think that is?

MR. CACKETTE:  It’s first of all, it’s the NOx emissions which is fundamental to the way a diesel engine works and its efficiency and fuel economy is high NOx and so you’re fighting that tradeoff constantly of not wanting to make the vehicle less efficient and trying to control NOx, and where we’re going there is the invention of new technologies like this particulate filter over here--

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I gotcha.

MR. CACKETTE:  --which fit on the tail pipe.  And when we get tail pipe controls like we have on cars, then we’ll be getting—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Well, I'm just looking at 2020, because obviously I think it’s a long term problem for us, but in terms of–you mentioned that when, I think your second slide on health effects, ROG, it’s relationship to  asthma and respiratory illnesses as compared to NOx—

MR. CACKETTE:  Well, directly, in most cases it wouldn’t have a direct impact, but when it forms ozone, ozone can exacerbate or cause an asthma attack.  The same things happens, of course, with particles.  And in terms of the deaths and stuff, things like that, those are definitely more related to the particle emissions.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Than NOx?

MR. CACKETTE:  Than ozone.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, I gotcha.

MR. CACKETTE:  None of the pollutants, per se, other than the soot directly cause the health effect.  It’s when they get in the atmosphere and kind of mix up in that chemical stew that we have a problem created.  

Let’s look at the chart for particulate emissions and see what’s happening there and here, because gasoline cars don’t put out too much particulate emissions.  We show diesels on this chart, and once again, you can see, one difference to see here is that farm and construction or particularly farm equipment in the valley has more particulate emissions than the diesel trucks do, and in part that’s because there’s a lot of them, in part it’s because they have not been as controlled as well as the diesel trucks and so they have higher emissions.  But, again, everything’s coming down and the technologies driving these emissions down towards zero, at least.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  You said a lot in one paragraph.  Let’s go through that slow again.   The farm equipment and the diesel truck to me is, I would expect that would be the opposite from my perspective here, than when we hear so much about diesel trucks traveling through the valley and farms, you know, in many cases using conservation management in terms of their fields—why is farm equipment higher than than diesel trucks given we have, I think I mentioned, let me—3.4 billion miles driven by diesel trucks in our district.  Four billion’s a lot of miles for diesels to be moving through the Valley.  Are farms somehow going over fields that many times that they are above diesel trucks?  In terms of, you know, ____ and disking and those types of things?

MR. CACKETTE:  Well, one is they are used a lot particularly during the growing season many hours a day.  Second of all, if you look at the emission standards, the trucks here like a truck sold today would have around two grams of NOx and the farm equipment would have more like five.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Well that’s my, I guess my—

MR. CACKETTE:  So we’re lagging in the controls or—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Manufacture.  Lagging.

MR. CACKETTE:  And it’s not, it’s that the technology was placed on the trucks is now is being transferred to the farm and construction equipment.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  There’s a lag there.

MR. CACKETTE:  There’s a lag time, but it’s happening.  It’s going to happen which is why these all come down in the end.  In fact, you can see the farm and construction’s coming down what appears to be faster, because we’ve already taken quite a few steps to get the trucks down.  So, that, and ultimately they’ll, you know, be roughly in that—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And given that some of this farm equipment has a useful life of a million to a million point five, you know, miles, I mean, that’s a lot.  How do we, how do we get our equipment manufacturers in terms of farm equipment, I mean, how does that line really go down if a farmer has invested in a vehicle that’s gotta be driven for its useful life that much, and yet the technology advances, let’s say even in a five-year period, but yet the old equipment is still out there because it’s gotta be used to its useful life.  I mean, how do we, do we have the farmer turn in the old equipment and the Air Board rebates a tractor that’s less, or do we continue to allow the tractor to be utilized all the way up to it’s million point five miles? 

I know that in cars and some of the solutions that we've talked about, we've talked about incentives for people to move from cars to zero emission is the, are we talking about farm equipment as well?  I mean, it would seem to me that putting, we’re gonna put some standards on some farmers pretty soon.  They may be utilizing, let’s say, a Cat engine, that may not be in compliance, and yet, from a farmer’s perspective, they have to utilize that all the way to its useful life which is maybe a million miles.  Are we to a point there where we can offer things to farmers that would incentivize them to trade to the better emitting technology given it’s out there five years?  I mean, just your thoughts on that.

MR. CACKETTE:  Well, first, you know, the strategy of using technology in general does require things to turn over and for farm equipment, that can be 30 years, so it is very slow.  The second approach that can be used is this filter that you see over here, the silver circular thing, can be retrofitted onto some pieces of equipment.  Not all, and we are developing regulatory programs that would require the retrofit of this technology starting with, we’ve already done buses.  We’re starting with garbage trucks next.  And it will go into private fleets and then farm and construction equipment after that.  

But, the third thing, of course, is the incentive programs that you mentioned such as the Carl Moyer.  I know that’s very difficult given the state’s economic situation, but in the past we’ve spent $140 million on this.  It’s been wildly successful.  Lots of people wanting to do it.  Extremely cost effective, but, you know, it does involve taxpayer money and it’s difficult—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I think there’s some agreement as we, you know, look at the state’s financial picture not looking too good right now, but as we start to think about, you know, if possible, clean air, clean coast bond that many of our environmentalists are putting forward that we ought to put a lot more than $40 million into the Carl Moyer program in terms of farm equipment and try to send that down to different types of levels, not just larger types of engines.  And would you see that as some value in that program allowing switchouts, those types of things to better type of equipment?  I guess I'm wondering if a farmer buys a Cat tractor or something of that sort and wants to use its useful life, how we would ever, you know, as you said it might be a 30-year investment and your chart goes from 1990 to 2020 which doesn’t even capture, let’s say they bought it this year, which is 2003, we went out 30 years and therefore we’re at 2032.  I mean, would that line without any switchouts or changes in technologies and utilizing very dirty engines now even allow us to get to that projection?

MR. CACKETTE:  Well this line assumes the normal turnover so it doesn’t really have any substantial incentive thing built into it, so we could make the line go down faster without—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  If we did that.

MR. CACKETTE:  But, one of the most popular uses of Carl Moyer monies especially in the Valley here has been for example, on ag pumps.  And one of the reason it’s popular not just that you can get a newer engine paid for in part by these state monies, but because in this time frame in here, the technology actually improved fuel efficiency, too.  So there’s a kind of a double benefit to the farmer if they could put a newer engine in an older piece of equipment, the pollution goes down, the fuel consumption gets lower and so they benefit in a couple of ways.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  But the Moyer money wouldn’t be available for actual mobile vehicles on farms?  Is that correct?

MR. CACKETTE:  Oh, it’s been used for all those kind of things.  The most popular use in the valley has been to replace old diesel ag pumps with newer ones that have lower emissions.  We also have done a number of reengines where a current model engine is replaces the old one, but in the same piece of equipment.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Current model engines could be tractors and those types of things?

MR. CACKETTE:  Yes, and it could be in a farm tractor, a piece of construction equipment.  It’s even been done in some trucks.  And than on a lot of the trucks, it’s gone towards either purchasing newer trucks or alternative fuel even trucks.  But, a majority of it has been spent on diesel engines, just modernizing them.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Gotcha.  Thank you.

MR. CACKETTE:  Okay, I wanted to make this point, too, is that a lot of talk about how the Valley is one of the fastest growing areas as California continues to grow.  These statistics show you that over 23 year period, that population has grown, you see the statistics, 77 percent vehicles are way up, vehicle miles traveled even more.  You got more people.  Each person has more cars.  Each car seems to be driven more as we grow.  But, even with that, we’ve seen a 43 percent reduction in ozone.  So, it’s kind of a way of saying this program’s working.  We are making progress.  Lots of talk about population growth.  Stalling it, but in fact, it’s just slowing it down.  We’re still heading down towards somewhat better air quality.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And that’s statewide, though, right?

MR. CACKETTE:  That was the Valley.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  That was Central Valley.

MR. CACKETTE:  So, I wanted to get into those two questions now to wrap up here.  The first one has to do with old vehicles.  And what is shown here is the emissions of old versus new.  And we’ve basically split the fleet.  Half’s new and half’s old under this and you can see that 79 percent of the emissions are from the “older vehicles” or the older half of the vehicles, and only 21 for the new.  And you might ask why that is, and there’s probably two answers.  One is we probably haven’t done enough to try to clean up old vehicles.  On the other hand, we’ve been very successful in cleaning up the new ones.  So that part of the pie is shrinking.  

Here’s the trucks and it’s a little different, but it’s still generally true that the older trucks (LAPSE IN TAPE) this 40 percent being the half that are newer.  And we’ll build on that in just a second here.  

First let me talk about how we’re tackling this problem of the existing fleet.  One of the most important things is cleaner burning gasoline, because when we reformulated gasoline, it’s not just the new vehicles, but it affects every single vehicle on the road.  So, big reductions in emissions from that.  We have been pushing durability of vehicles so there’s less chance of having gross polluters and worn out cars.  The warranty extends now on some cars through almost the lifetime of the vehicle.  The cars don’t require much more than oil change now until something breaks.  We have diagnostic systems on cars to tell the owner when it does break.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  So durability would lengthen the useful life of the car, or is it—

MR. CACKETTE:  It has that down side.  (INAUDIBLE) 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Somebody still driving—

MR. CACKETTE:  It will stay cleaner, but in fact the average age of a vehicle's been creeping up to from six to eight or nine years now, so that’s the down side.  It slows the fleet turnover.  But, I think it’s more important that we don’t have those fender flappers and the gross polluters running on the roads, and this helps stop that.  Of course, an important thing is Smog Check.  It’s been improved several times and it was expanded here in the valley to include a large number of other areas, and now being expanded in the Bay Area to deal with transport issue.  

On trucks, we also have cleaner burning fuel in this case.  Diesel fuel which provides substantial emission reductions to all the trucks on the road—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Is that fuel bought in California or is that fuel bought in Nevada?

MR. CACKETTE:  The majority is—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I mean, trucks make long, long hauls.  

MR. CACKETTE:  The majority of it is bought in California.  Yes, there are trucks that come in and I guess go back out without buying fuel and—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  It’s less cleaner burning.

MR. CACKETTE:  Yeah, but in general there’s not that significant a difference.  There is a cost difference and part of it’s our sales tax, part of it’s the cost of the fuel, but it is, you know, most people either buy it anyway or they have to because their travel distance is a long distance, size of the tanks.

And then there’s the Moyer-like funding which has been very successful in reducing NOx emissions and we’re trying to move this program towards reducing PM emissions, as well.  And then finally the retrofits I talked about, this program’s just starting, but if we can get this retrofit program successfully implemented between now and 2010, we can cut particulate emissions by 75 percent.  So on the PM side, we can basically solve that turnover problem by being able to apply this equipment to the existing fleets, at least for PM.  We don’t have the technology for NOx.  But—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Can you hold that slide for a moment?  In terms of the smoke inspection program, how does that work and where is it implemented?

MR. CACKETTE:   We have two different programs, both authorized by the Legislature.  One is what we all a roadside program.  It principally began at the way stations so we stopped trucks coming in.  It catches Mexican trucks, out-of-state trucks.  If you’re smoking, you get a very large penalty and it’s been very effective in being a deterrent to having smoky trucks.  The number of smoky trucks dropped from around 35 percent ten years ago.  It’s now down to, I think, six percent.  Unfortunately, our eyes always see the dirty ones and not the clean ones, so we still see it, but it’s been a big reduction.

We also then have for any California-based fleet that is two trucks or more, they have to do their own annual inspections, either measure the smoke themselves or go to a dealership that has the equipment and then keep a record of it that shows that they’re maintaining it.  It’s a Smog Check-like program for the California based fleets. 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and in terms of the diesel particulate retrofit requirements—how is that funded now in terms of getting to that particular standard, _____ requirements?

MR. CACKETTE:  The regulatory program requires the user to fund it.

SENATOR FLOREZ:   The user.  Okay.  And how is that going?

MR. CACKETTE:  Well, we’ve done it for buses.  As I indicated, they’re putting the filters on all the buses right now, and that’s been very successful.  We’re just starting—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Buses are public and private transit?

MR. CACKETTE:  It’s public transit.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Public transit.

MR. CACKETTE:  Transit buses, yeah, and so to some extent, they’re government funded and makes that a little bit easier.  The next one is garbage trucks which ____ board will be considering in July.  And that program is a combination of the filters and where those don’t work, turning the older vehicles over faster to be replaced with newer vehicles.  And in general, other than sort of who pays the public versus private on that one, the industry is supportive of this type of effort.  We’ll be doing gasoline cargo tanks, the one that haul the gasoline to the station next.  Then public fleets, on road fleets, and then public off-road fleets, and then private fleets.  And the last one is agricultural and construction equipment.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Why is private and agricultural last?

MR. CACKETTE:  Principally because this technology cannot be bolted onto just any piece of equipment.  Doesn’t work on the older stuff.  They have too much soot coming through.  It has to be tailored to the piece of equipment.  The case of garbage trucks, we got, you know,  thousands of them that all look the same.  And in the case of farm equipment, you know, we might have ten here or only 100 sold in the state or maybe only a few hundred even existing in the state, and the idea that we can get the equipment and the engineering done to tailor it is, the private sector’s not gonna do it for 100 vehicles.  There’s not enough return on investments.  So it’s--

SENATOR FLOREZ:  They’re not going to do it because they’re not required to do it, or they’re not gonna do it if we ask them to do it voluntarily?

MR. CACKETTE:  They’re not gonna do it because there’s not a return on investments.  So, if they can custom tailor one of those pieces of equipment and then sell, you know, a thousand of them, that gives them a return on investment.  If they can only get 50—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  When we take our car as consumers as everyone, most folks sitting here today, to get smog checked, well that’s probably not a good return on our investment, either, in terms of our money coming out of our pockets.  So I’m just kind of wondering why we would, as consumers, be asked to do that, and you have private fleets and some of these folks don’t—

MR. CACKETTE:  I think I mislead you a bit.  The reason why it may not work on all is that the technology providers would not make the investment to make it available for these very small niches.  If it’s available, then under these rules the user would have to put it on.  And there are different technologies and then there’s the opportunity to just modernize the—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I gotcha.  So it’s mostly from the technology point of view.

MR. CACKETTE:  But, for trucks, you know, there’s lots of them the same for farm and construction equipment.  Many of it’s specialized pieces of equipment, and, you know, it’s probably not that many cotton ginners or things like that around and it has to be tailored to the type of engine.  They have different engines.  So, it’s more difficult.  So by putting it at the end, we're more likely to get a larger array of equipment that will work on those, having been tailored for the trucks and other pieces of equipment like that.  And then that sort of makes sense ____.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And just a hypothetical—if you were in business in terms of making these particular types of retrofits, meaning the manufacturer as you mentioned, would you be more incentivized to move on that quicker and those different types of products if California were to require that these fleets have this, meaning that there would be, seem to be, you’d create a market and therefore, wouldn’t just kinda phase in.  I seem like, would people rush to, rush quicker?

MR. CACKETTE:  I don’t think, you know, there’s, the biggest uncertainty would be a market where there’s not a requirement to use it, because people are not gonna, this equipment is not inexpensive.  I mean, we’re talking about $5,000.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  If there wasn’t a requirement to use it, would there be a market for that? 

MR. CACKETTE:  Definitely there would be a bigger market, still, maybe not enough to generate the supply of one to fit every type of engine, but certainly a bigger market.  As we again, putting the farm/construction at the end, as the volume goes up, the cost is gonna go down on this equipment, and so it will perhaps be more cost effective somewhat downstream.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  What does downstream mean?  How long?

MR. CACKETTE:  Well, we’re planning on doing all of this, adopting the regulations no later than the end of 2005.  We’re doing it sequentially.  And typically there’s a, at least based on the earlier ones, there’s a five or six year phase in, so you do some of them ten percent, 25 percent, 50 percent, so they’re targeted, the early ones at least are targeted to be complete by around 2010.  Maybe the farm one would be somewhat later if we don’t adopt it ‘til 2005.  But, each one’s kind of customized to try to minimize the impact on that sector that’s being required—

SENATOR FLOREZ:   Do we have any idea when the farm piece would come up?

MR. CACKETTE:  In ’05.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Oh-five.  And there would be a phase in?

MR. CACKETTE:  Yes, and then it would be phase in, probably be starting in ’06 or seven, phased in over five or six years, so that people don’t have to make the expenditure all at one time.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Right, but the end date would probably be somewhere near 2010?

MR. CACKETTE:  Yeah, or maybe a little longer for that, but it'll be a, before it’s completed, fully completed.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Right.  What would you guess would be the longest end date?

MR. CACKETTE:  Oh, I would guess right now we’re completing the garbage trucks which is one of the first ones, would be completed in 2010.  So, since we’re doing that in ’03, and the farm would be ’05 for adoption, I guess 2012, then.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Twenty-twelve, okay.  

MR. CACKETTE:  Let’s get back and try to answer the question about the oldest cars, now, not just older half, but the oldest.  This is the same chart showing the half that are old and the half that are newer.  And if we look at the real old ones, we can see that the ’66 through ’74 vehicles, which are now exempt from Smog Check, do have a disproportionate impact.  Three percent of the vehicles, 15 percent of the emissions.  So here I’ve divided the pie up again, and you can see this is the really old ones, this is the rest of the half which is now 64 percent.  

And so two key things, one is these vehicles right around 75 under the current smog check program are drifting into this category which are exempt from Smog Check the way the law is right now.  And we think it would be wise to freeze this so that nobody in the future gets out of Smog Check.  In other words, it’s frozen at ’75.  We don’t bring, necessarily bring older cars in, but the newer cars, newer old cars don’t drop back out.  And the population would grow over time.

And then the question is, is there something we can do about these, and we are running a, just starting a program to see if we can use remote sensing to identify the gross polluters out of these really old cars.  But, all of these are emission controlled cars.  They didn’t go back to before ’66, because those didn’t have the pollution controls.  But, if there was some way to get these people that are, because the Legislature has exempted them, still find the gross polluters out of them, that would be a neat way to do.  And we hope this study will give us the technology to do that, but we will ultimately need the Legislature to say that’s a good idea.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Gotcha.  Because in 1975 cars and they just start rolling into the other category.  We just keep going and going—

MR. CACKETTE:  Yeah, they’re in now, and next year the ‘75s will go up here in the next year, the ‘76s will go up there and become exempt from Smog.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  They all become classic cars.

MR. CACKETTE:  They are not all classic cars.  Classic cars are a minority and I would expect that any standard we would either impose in Smog Check or in remote sensing would never catch a classic car that’s running right.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I guess a classic car is in the eyes of the beholder.

MR. CACKETTE:  I think so.  We’re after, as I said, the fender flappers, not the classic cars to do, to try to find those and get them cleaned up.  

And what about the diesel equipment?  This pie again just represents those line graphs where you can see farm equipment is larger than, for smog-forming emissions than construction equipment, and if we look at the split of old and new there, you can see on the left that for construction equipment, it’s just the opposite.  And in this case we’ve got 70 percent of the vehicles are, of the emissions are from newer equipment, and the newer half versus the old half.  And this is in part because we haven’t done that much to the newer engines, so they’re a bigger part.  But that’s changing right now, so, and on the farm equipment it looks, it looks just the same.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Do we allow people in California to utilize engines that don’t meet the federal requirements, clean air requirements?

MR. CACKETTE:  Uh, no.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  We don’t.

MR. CACKETTE:  No, I mean, two things.  We’re aligned with the federal standards right now so that they have fortunately agreed to do ones that are stringent enough to meet our needs, so we have kind of a national program, but I think that if what you’re getting to is the mention of Caterpillar, that’s a, you know, what does is is mean, or something like that, you know.  It’s, they meet, they meet, they all meet federal standards, but there are exceptions and exemptions in federal rules that allow some to be higher emitting than others.  So.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And be it, that’s fed, but California?  We have our own, we can have tougher standards, right?

MR. CACKETTE:  We can, but we’ve chosen for the past since 1988 to be aligned with the federal government, because it, so much inter-state commerce going on and the small volumes of these compared to cars.  It’s harder to leverage it, and fortunately the federal government has adopted very stringent standards, which are enough to meet our needs.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Right, but if we live in the two worst air basins in the nation, as compared to the federal folks, I mean, does it make—I don’t think you can answer this, but does it make sense to agree to the exemptions that our government puts forward given that the two worst air basins are here in California?

MR. CACKETTE:  I think it depends on the extent to which those exemptions are used and whether they, they were designed in almost all cases to be very limited, to be a little safety valves.  I got a problem with one engine grouping, didn’t meet the standard, I’m gonna completely revamp it next year so if I could wait one year, I’ll save a lot of money, put my effort into the new, clean model. Those kind of things.  It was not envisioned to allow widespread exemptions, but I cannot tell you that that hole has been plugged completely.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, yeah.  We’re still looking into that and the remedies and what we do with folks who—

MR. CACKETTE:  I saw your letter.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  --yeah, don’t comply where other engine makers do comply.  And I was just wondering what it is that we do in terms of matching those standards.  If we have no higher standard, we simply try to match the federal standards and even if they’re exemption on the federal level, we’re willing to accept those exemptions in California based on inter-state commerce.  

MR. CACKETTE:  Yes, and because in that example of, for example, with Caterpillar engines, if we didn’t have the exemption, then there wouldn’t be, there wouldn’t be those engines available so you’d have Caterpillar dealerships that would be, obviously, have a concern with that and people who buy those engines would say, gee, I can’t get a Cat engine.  And I don’t know if that’s a show stopper or not, but that’s one of the considerations.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Yeah, but, 20 years from now the farmer who’s asked to comply to some certain clean thresholds, buys a Caterpillar they have to use for 30 years, and that was sold under an exemption that permits a lot more than other engines.  At the end of the day, the manufacturer made the sale, but the farmer has to live with paying the cost of that. 

MR. CACKETTE:  Right.  And I would say that specifically on the Caterpillar issue, the pay of penalty is in lieu of compliance.  That is in federal law.  It’s in a consent decree that we signed with, that California signed as well as the federal government, with the engine manufacturers to provide that provision.  When that consent decree is over which is in the 2004 model year, there is no provision for pay-to-pollute in California law.  So we will become different than the federal government.  And if someone pays to pollute at the federal level, that engine will not come in here after 2004.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  That’s the exact clarification I needed.  Thank you.  I appreciate that.  Do we know the date on 2004 when roughly that decree—

MR. CACKETTE:  Well, that provision expired in law in 1999, but it’s covered under this legal agreement now and it ends at the end of the 2004 model year.  So, I guess January 1, ’05.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Is that provision in our state statutes for the future, or is it just within this agreement?

MR. CACKETTE:  The provision right now is only in the statute, or in the consent decree.  The provision to allow it in state statute was put in by the Legislature in the ‘80s, but it put a sunset on it and it expired in ’99.  So there is not a specific program allowing this, but the consent decrees, it was not _____ either, so under consent decree it was possible to do this, and we, in that case we signed a consent decree that matched the federal government.  This was the thing where the government went after the engine manufacturers for essentially cheating and providing high emissions on—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  What year was that?

MR. CACKETTE:  It was signed in ’98, I think it was, and it covers through the 2004 model year.  And for example, one of the things, positive things coming out of that was there was we collected around $20 million in penalties and that funded Carl Moyer for one year, the Legislature appropriated for that purpose.  So, there have been some positive things, but also higher emissions, unfortunately.  

Okay, and the last question would be this truck traffic issue, and I’m not sure if I have posed the question correctly, but it was my impression at least that there was quite a bit of concern about are the trucks that maybe started Sacramento or to the north end up in L.A. and only use San Joaquin Valley’s air as a dumping ground while they run through.  How much of a problem are they?  And I tried to take a look at here’s some background facts that about 31 percent of the Valley travel, this is cars and trucks, VMT or miles traveled is on those two freeways.  About a quarter of that is trucks and about 40 percent of the trucks are ones that don’t do local commerce, but actually go through.  

When you multiply this all together and convert it to emissions, it ends up about four percent of the smog-forming emissions are from trucks that are starting their trip outside of the Valley ending outside the other end of the Valley, and therefore, just passing through.  I[image: image1.bmp]f you wanted to just look at what is all trucks, it would be about 10 percent.  So, trucks on the freeway.  It is a big source, but it’s not an overwhelming source, by any means.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Gotcha, so that’s very important fact and I’ve never seen this one, because I, you hear a lot about we’re never, ever gonna be able to clean our air because people will always pass through here and therefore we’re just, because of our location, have to be the dumping ground for additional emissions.  This says four percent of smog-forming emissions are from trucks just passing through.

MR. CACKETTE:  Right.  Now, I would have wanted to given you the statistic what about the cars passing through, but I couldn’t, didn’t have the data.  All I can tell you is that is would be smaller than four percent.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  Local trucks and in terms of those not passing through, just doing east-west commerce, if you will, in the Central Valley, what would that be?

MR. CACKETTE:  That would be about, well since it’s 40 percent are thru-truck traffic, that would make about, oh, about six percent of the emissions would be from trucks non-thru.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.

MR. CACKETTE:  And that completes it.  Thank you for the time and the—it actually was very—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Thanks.   Yeah, couple questions if I could.  Just for the record as we build a record for this committee, the ability to monitor mobile sources—who has that duty?

MR. CACKETTE:  We do.  The state is responsible for all the mobile sources plus consumer products in the State of, most consumer products in the State of California. 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And in terms of the fuels, engines, cars and trucks, the Air Board has that particular power?

MR. CACKETTE:  Yes.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And in terms of the issue of smog check, you mentioned, how effective have we been with smog check?

MR. CACKETTE:  Smog check has been perhaps the toughest challenge.  You know, we started this program in its current form as back in ’84, and it’s been a continual effort to make it better, better, better and try to achieve its stated goals.  We're probably somewhere around 90 percent of what we expect we can get out it.  There’s still 10 percent we’re kind of working on.  So, it’s getting a lot better, and you know, it had a big impact on the Valley when the local air district here decided to expand it.  I think there were two, 300,00 more cars added to the program.  They had to go through the treadmill test instead of the idle test and that has a big impact.  And there’ll be a big impact from the Bay Area doing the same on at least the Northern San Joaquin Valley.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And on that Bay Area smog check program, what do we figure is going to be the impact of that on the lower part of the Valley here?

MR. CACKETTE:  Well, I think on the lower part of the Valley it’s certainly gonna be less than on the upper part where emissions drift by into the Stockton area, for example, and Tracy.  And where there’s a lot of traffic between the Bay Area and those areas.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Do we have an idea what percentage, you know, reductions are going to happen given the Bay Area’s implementation of that?

MR. CACKETTE:  I don’t.  The Palm Pilot will answer here in a second.  I think we have the statistics.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Yeah, just roughly.  And let me, while Rob’s looking at that, in terms of the ALRB inspecting and regulating large diesel trucks’ emissions, you mentioned the smoke inspection program.  Is that correct?

MR. CACKETTE:  Right.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  How’s that going and is it funded well enough or in this year’s budget, what does it look like just in general?

MR. CACKETTE:  Yeah, I think it’s been extremely successful.  When we, this is a bit of background.  When we first started it, we went to the CHP and since this program is based on people paying fines, the concern was they wouldn’t pay them.  And the CHP which does safety inspections and issues tickets reported to us that there was not, you know, a lot of people were gonna skip out on this.  We’ve been very successful.  I think we recovered the vast majority of the fines that are issued.  Most the people provide, it’s a two-stage fine.  You pay $800 if when you get caught, and if you show that you repaired the vehicle, it drops to $300 and in fact, you know, most of this comes back with repairs done.  We have not found many repeat offenders, because on a repeat offense in a year, it costs you $1,800 and on a multiple-repeat offense, the truck’s taken off the road by the CHP and we’ve had almost none of that.  We’ve had, you know, NAFTA Mexican trucks pay up.  We’ve had out-of-state trucks pay up.  I think it’s been very successful.  

And what’s happening now is because the newer trucks essentially don’t smoke, we moved the activity more towards where the older trucks are.  Things like in L.A., at least, at the ports, and areas like that.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and why L.A. and the ports?

MR. CACKETTE:  Well, just because there’s, a lot of the traffic hauling short hauls out of the ports is done with older trucks, where the new ones tend to be on the road where they can go the, you know, from here to Nebraska, for example, and are reliable.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  What kind of enforcement activity takes place at the ports?

MR. CACKETTE:  What we do is we just have a CHP officer with it and when we see a smoky truck, we pull it over on the side of the road, and we run this quick test that measures its smoke emissions, and if it’s smoky, you get the ticket.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And do we do that here in the Central Valley as well as we do—

MR. CACKETTE:  Yes, we do it all over the state, but it is, unlike smog check, it’s a deterrent program, and we have a—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Fix-it ticket.

MR. CACKETTE:  --five or six teams of people can only do five or six places in the whole state at a time.  They move around.  But, it seems to have a good deterrent effect, so—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Why don’t we just get, given that our area is as impacted as Los Angeles, are we getting our fair share of enforcement?  I know most folks don’t like enforcement, but I was just wondering if you were to compare it, what—

MR. CACKETTE:  Well, I know we do, we have places we enforce down here.  I’m gonna have to get back to you with maybe something more factual based.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Maybe some statistics, yeah, would be good to see, just in terms of this particular area.  We have a lot of short haulers, obviously.  I’m sure we have a lot of older trucks here, as well, just to kind of compare to see exactly what that looks like.

MR. CACKETTE:  Right, especially things like during the agricultural season, a lot of the trucks are sit around for nine months and their old ones and they’re used for three, so.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  That would be good.  And you were gonna get some smog check two, Bay Area drift statistics.  You got those yet?

MR. CACKETTE:  Yeah, I could give you numbers in tons per day, but I'm not sure that’s meaningful.  I think you were probably looking for something more like percentage or—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Tons per day would be fine.

MR. ROB OGLESBY:  (INAUDIBLE) –but, primarily, in going to Smog Check I and Smog Check II, _____, and 10 tons ROG and 15 tons of NOx with portions would be contributing to the Bay Area _____.

MR. CACKETTE:  I think what we can’t tell you is of those tons, how many of them end up in Stockton.  I think we, I’ll try to see if we can give you some percentage characterization of that, but I don’t have that with us, I don’t think.

SENATOR FLOREZ:   That would be great, maybe future hearings we could kind of focus in on that a little bit.

(OFF MIKE) (INAUDIBLE) 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Twenty-six percent?

MR. CACKETTE:  That was all pollution, though, from including the _____.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Maybe we can get those for _____.  In August we have a hearing in Stockton I think on just this subject, so maybe we can get those ready, as well.

MR. CACKETTE:  Okay, we’ll work, get to work on that right away.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Again, to the fuel standards, is it possible that a truck coming from Arizona or it mentioned Nevada, coming through our particular valley using dirtier fuel?  Did we look at that at all or?

MR. CACKETTE:  Yes, it’s possible.  It certainly does occur, but when we looked at it, it’s been a minority of the equipment.  We even looked at trains, because in the Central Valley locomotives are a fairly large source of emissions, and it turns out that they do use quite a bit of California fuel.  And they have the choice of using on or off-road fuel at the federal and there’s ten times more particulate-related pollution in that fuel, that off-road fuel.  And it turns out they only use the on-road, so some people have tried to use the cleaner fuel.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And the fleet program—can you explain how that program works?

MR. CACKETTE:  The fleet being the inspection program, smoke inspection?  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Yes.

MR. CACKETTE:  If it’s on the trucks we’re talking about?

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Yes.

MR. CACKETTE:  Yeah, the, well there’s the roadside one that I discussed before, and then for the California-based fleets, there’s a requirement that they go obtain a smoke test once a year, keep a record, and then we come around and audit the records so make sure they do it.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And that’s going pretty well?

MR. CACKETTE:  Uh, yeah.  We’ve been struggling with compliance, but we’re putting some effort in to try to get the compliance up.  I think we’re only at about around half to two-thirds of the fleets are in compliance.  But, we're working on it.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, thank you very much.

MR. CACKETTE:  Alright, thank you.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, we have Dave Jones, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.

MR. DAVE JONES:  Dave Jones, planning director from the San Joaquin Valley Air District.  And I want to apologize for not bringing a Power Point presentation, but I spent all week up until 3:30 yesterday working on the PM10 plan to get approved.  Didn’t have a whole lot of time to put this together.  

What I was asked to bring today was to talk a little bit about some of the programs we have that address motor vehicles.  And I’m sure most people here are aware our agency is primarily responsible for stationary sources.  That includes some of the area sources and we do have (LAPSE IN TAPE) special allocation to the San Joaquin Valley school bus funds.  Money from the DMV fees that go to the district.  We call it our Remove Program.  And I just wanted to talk about some of those programs real quickly and what we’ve done.  

Under the heavy duty engine emission reduction program which use mostly V-Cap and Carl Moyer funds, we have funded 571 on-road engines, 599 off-road engines, and over 2,000 ag pumps, ____ like pumps.  This program is estimated when these pumps are all completed, to result in over 21,000 tons of emissions of NOx reduced.  

Right now, for some of the types of projects we have for on-road and heavy duty, generally these are re-powers.  We’d love to see the retrofits really become available, because it would be much more cost effective.  They’re not really available right now, at least not for the major engine groups.  So most of what we’ve done has been re-power, replace engines with newer engines in existing vehicles.  

Some of the examples is UPS—we replaced, put 99 CNG engines into their vehicles in Fresno and Bakersfield.  City of Fresno has received funding for a total of 68 engines including 27 Fresno Area Express CNG buses, 30 CNG refuse vehicles, and 11 NOx diesel retrofits.  And we have, are looking at putting in a liquid natural gas, compressed natural gas station.  

Harris Ranch received 26 LNG, liquefied natural gas trucks.  For off-road, most of the off-road has gone into things like some of the farm engines.  One of the examples is one of the harvesting companies received 12 diesel tractor engine replacements.  But, most of the money, like I said, has gone into agricultural engines, and as you’re aware, that’s a problem because a lot of the farmers in the last five to ten years have replaced their old electric engines with the diesel engines.  They usually replace them with an older diesel engine.

So, we found out when we surveyed five years ago, or six years ago, that there were over 2,800 of these engines in the Valley.  We now estimate that there’s about 4,500 of these engines in the Valley.  They range in size from pretty small all the way up to a couple hundred horsepower with the average being about 160, 170 horsepower.  

So these were a big source of NOx and for the Valley, NOx is very key pollutant.  We are not a _____, I guess we should have started with that—we are not a ____ for ozone, both the eight-hour federal.  We haven’t been designated for that yet, but we will be.  And we do exceed a number of days that L.A. has for that standard.  We’re not ___ for the state one-hour ozone federal standard.  We have less days in L.A. for that.  We’re not ____ of the state one-hour standard.  For the particulate matter, PM-10, we’re not ____ for both the 24-hour and the annual average for state and federal purposes.  We are ____ for carbon monoxide and all the other criteria pollutants.

So we got a lot of work to do, but one of the emissions that crosses both the ozone and PM10 pollution problems is NOx.  NOx is a precursor to both ozone and to particulate matter.  The other one for particulate matter that reacts with the NOx  is ammonia.  In our valley, in the research we’ve done and with the study agency that works with ARB that did the study in the Valley last ten years, it indicates that we are ammonia rich and NOx limited.  So, our control strategy for particulate matter is NOx, just like it is for ozone.  Ozone we knew both ROG, reactive organics and NOx.  So, NOx is one of the things we want to reduce.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And ammonia is not an issue then?

MR. JONES:  Ammonia is an issue.  Ammonia is not the controlling precursor, but it is a contributing precursor.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Is NOx as bad in this valley without ammonia being present?  If we were ammonia rich and NOx limited.

MR. JONES:  You are ammonia rich.  I mean, we have—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I know, but I’m just saying it’s two sides of an equation, right?  We’re just working on one half and not the other?

MR. JONES:  Well, what we did, it’s kind of like something we did for ozone.  We started out controlling for ROG.  And what we found out is that we were really at the time back in the early ‘90s, we needed to control for NOx.  We have adopted a lot more NOx rules than we have ROG.  We are now back in the situation where we need to control both.  Both of them make equal reductions.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Both?

MR. JONES:  Of ROG and NOx.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, that’s an example.  How about ammonia and NOx?

MR. JONES:  Ammonia, we, everywhere we sampled, we have so much surplus ammonia that a 50 percent reduction in ammonia would not really reduce any of the nitrate formation.  And how we could get a 50 percent ammonia reduction from existing, not counting what’s coming in, very difficult, where a 50 percent NOx reduction does make a substantial reduction in the nitrates.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  So, a 25 percent decrease in ammonia and a 25 percent decrease in NOx, that’s not gonna make a difference?

MR. JONES:  Well, what we have since the results of some of the IMS-95 studies—we’re waiting for the 2000 study results.  But, the IMS-95 study showed that a 50 percent nitrate reduction and a 50 percent ammonia reduction—I’m sorry, NOx reduction and 50 percent ammonia reduction got no more nitrate reduction than just the 50 percent reduction by itself.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Yeah, so we’re not gonna do anything with ammonia.

MR. JONES:  We are planning on doing something with ammonia once we understand the whole process.  One of the things South Coast has done is they’re talking about controlling their lagoons.  Well, the don't really have lagoons.  They use a different system down there.  They basically haul it all the way.  So, they’re gonna control now and mandate that it be hauled away in a certain time frame.  Both _____ up here do use lagoons.  Problem with ammonia is most of your ammonia is released before the material ever gets to the lagoon.  So, controlling, even if we just controlled lagoon, we’d lose the majority of the ammonia.  So we need to find out what you do, you change the fee, you do something else to keep that ammonia from being released immediately.  So that’s one of the problems with controlling ammonia.  And for ammonia inventory, you’ll see that confined animals are the 80-plus percent of the inventory.

So, how do you do that?  And there’s no proven technology of how you control it once it leaves the animal before it gets to the lagoon.  Once it gets to the lagoon, you can probably put controls on it that haven’t been proven yet and haven’t been demonstrated yet.  But, we’re losing most of the ammonia before it gets there.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Yeah, and you say there’s no way to do that then?

MR. JONES:  We’re looking at it.  We’re studying it.  Can’t base a control strategy on it if you don’t know how ____.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  How about measuring it?

MR. JONES:  That’s what we’re studying, how to measure it.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, we’re studying how to measure it, too.  Okay. 

MR. JONES:  You look at dairy and you have a lot of different emission points.  You have the barn, you have the paddock where they’re stored, the lagoon.  If they’re collecting the manure and spreading it on their fields, that’s another emission point.  Need to know how to find out how much is coming _____.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Is ammonia, I mean I guess, you know, is ammonia, should it be part of our, even our emission inventory at all then?  Should we just ignore it?

MR. JONES:  We didn’t even have an emission inventory, a good, even a halfway decent emission inventory until about a year ago.

MR. JONES:  Yeah, but it should be a part of it or not?

MR. JONES:  It should be part of it.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  It should.  Okay.

MR. JONES:  It is a precursor.  Once it’s a precursor, we have to know where it’s coming from, how much is coming off, and once we know where it’s coming from, not just coming from cows, where in the process is it coming from the cows.  Because that’s key.  And if it turns out that you got to control it as it first drops—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And the Air Board’s trying to figure that out.

MR. JONES:  We’re trying to figure it out, the EPA is trying to figure it out, and the Air Resources—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Yeah, well, I’m just wondering.  I'm getting so much heck for including ammonia in as a precursor and part of our inventory in Sacramento from the industry when all we’re doing is including it so you, the Air Board, at some point in time would figure out when it’s important enough to include.  It seems like we’re probably on the same page, then.

MR. JONES:  We are.  I think everybody’s woken to the fact that we need to know more about ammonia.  I will say one more about the ____ inventory.  The first one we really had was about a year ago we got from Air Resources Board.  Putting that into some ____ and running, comparing it against actual measured samples, what we’re finding out is that underestimates ammonia in the cities.  And so-- 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Hmm.  It’s interesting.

MR. JONES:  --when we do modeling based on that inventory, it’s underestimating the ammonia fraction in the city.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I gotcha.  But, there are some in Sacramento that would argue that we should not include it whatsoever at all in any form because the studies aren’t done. 

MR. JONES:  Well, you have to have an inventory.  Inventories are always imprecise.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Right.

MR. JONES:  And things like this make them get better.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Right.  Okay.  That’s good to have it on the record.  In terms of the mobile sources, the proposed fleet rule, could you explain that and how it works and—

MR. JONES:  Okay, well, basically what we did, is we’re looking at doing something similar what South Coast did.  And they addressed anything from refuge vehicles which the state has already looking at both city-owned and those that are contracted, school buses, transit buses, street sweepers, heavy duty vehicle fleets, dump trucks.  Also, we may look at light and medium duty, although what we could do with light and medium duty is there’s a lot of good choices already out there for the fleets that they can pick up.  We’re gonna concentrate mostly on the heavier vehicles where possible.  

We just completed a survey of the public vehicle fleets.  And what we found is that the great majority of heavy vehicles for public fleets are school buses.  And those vehicles are some of the oldest out there, especially in the Valley.  So they have very dirty engines.  Now the problem is, how do we fix that.  You know, state doesn’t have money, the school districts don’t have money.  We’ve gotta find some way to replace those engines in those buses.  So that’s one of the ones we’re looking at.  How do we design a rule that gonna help the schools fix those engines and that’ll make a big improvement, because you’re looking not only at the NOx coming off and the particulates coming off, but diesel exhaust is the primary carcinogen that everybody’s exposed to.  So, that’s something we really want to work on.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And in terms of the part of the additional fleet rule, you have a proposal for cleaner vehicles in terms of replacement equipment?  Is that part of the parcel of when they replace?

MR. JONES:  Yeah, we have, the incentive money to help them replace with cleaner vehicle.  Right now we’ll do retrofits.  We could also, the differential cost between say, a CNG bus versus a diesel bus.  We can pay that differential.  We may be able to help them with some of the fueling costs.  There’s also some new money from the feds through USDA called Equip for the farmers.  And we’re pushing to get more of that next year and we’re coordinating our effort with the federal agencies that are awarding that money so that we don’t duplicate and that we can, you know, supplement each other, make sure the thing happens.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  And in terms of the heavy-duty engine incentive program, how much money’s been moving through that program and—

MR. JONES:  The heavy-duty engine program alone since 1997, I have the number here, has committed $45 million.  So, it’s more than just Carl Moyer.  We had other funds to do that with.  And that doesn’t mean all those projects are done yet.  We still have probably in that program right now, we’re trying to spend all the first money from the B-Cap grant that we’ve got, so there’s still window to get a little bit of the other.  It hasn’t all been pulled back yet.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  And in terms of cleaner diesel or alternative fuels, what are you folks doing regarding those issues?  What’s the district doing to increase the usage of cleaner diesel fuels?  You guys do anything on that at all?

MR. JONES:  Right now—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Alternative fuels.

MR. JONES:  We haven’t required the use of, say, low ____, low sulfur diesel.  That’s one I think we could look at in these rules.  If our commitment in the plan was to address fleets in any of the methods we can.  One of the things we can do is if we identify fleets that could use alternative, low-sulfur fuels, we could look at doing that.  

Some of the things we also talked about is that South Coast has a MOU with the EPA and the railroads that the railroads agree to use their cleaner equipment in the South Coast Air District.  We’ve asked EPA to try and facilitate discussions at San Joaquin Valley to that MOU, so that not only would they be using their clean equipment down in the South Coast, but they’d commit to using their cleaner equipment in the San Joaquin Valley.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And how’s that gone?

MR. JONES:  There hasn’t been much interest expressed by the railroad companies.  Open that up again.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  How about our 56 members of Congress?  They done anything on it?

MR. JONES:  We haven’t followed up on that. 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  We will.  I just want to know kinda what’s been taking place thus far.  Because it seems to me that it makes sense on the MOU to be included in that given our area and given our statistics, so.

MR. JONES:  One of the reasons I think, and I'm speaking—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Make sure we do that.

MR. JONES:  --without direct knowledge ___ railroad companies, but once they commit to doing something in the Valley, they basically anything coming into California would have to be ____ MOU, because everything going to the coast either comes through us or through South Coast.  So, basically they’d be expanding this MOU to almost all of California if they committed with us. 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, I gotcha.  Alright, Larkin corrected me.  There’s 54 members of Congress.  I guess we include our President and Vice President as members of the California delegation, so.  In terms of, in terms of the emission programs that have the authority to move into, what do you expect those types of powers to give you if you move into the mobile sources?  I know we have a bill to expand the authorities, as you well aware, you testified, 709.  Your thoughts, helpful, not helpful?

MR. JONES:  Well, it’s helpful.  We thought that under the existing law we did have some authority.  It was not clear.  It was not as clear as  South Coast.  But, there’s other sections of the law that imply we did have similar authority.  But, our name’s not specifically mentioned.  This way with this legislation does become specifically mentioned in.  We were looking at anything we can’t control which is like I said basically anything that’s operational.  If it’s something operational we could probably somehow come up with something that will affect it.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  And you are aware that our proposal does not include the additional members.  That’s Senator Machado’s proposal, right?  

MR. JONES:  Correct.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  Just wanted to make sure Tony heard that, because he talked to me about that earlier, and Eileen.  And that is now dead in the committee I understand, so, and trying to be revived next week, so, that is it.  That’s all the questions I have.  Thank you very much.

MR. JONES:  I wanted to add one thing to the four percent passenger trips, or pollution coming from passenger trips.  One of the things we should remember is that right now the San Joaquin Valley especially in the north end and the south end is becoming the home for all the distribution centers ____.  So, a lot of trucks are coming into distribution centers in the Tracy/Stockton area.  They’re not really serving the Tracy/Stockton area, but then they’re passing back out again.  And the same’s happening down in Kern County.  We have several distribution centers.  And we have other ones through the Valley, but, you really have to look at those numbers.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Well, we are, as you probably know, I live about six miles away from the new Target Center in Shafter, and so we’re very well aware of the amount of truck traffic and you know, as much as we have introduced the package on air quality in terms of agriculture and mobile sources, I’ll give you a preview.  Next year we plan to really look at development growth and area wide sources which we are now talking about in SB 709, but for the future, I think it’s something we really have to talk about—these distribution centers, what they bring in, the fees that they pay and where the fees go.  Whether it’s in an account that just a few folks without any public input or any sort of controls distribute, or whether it goes to the Air Board in a way that they can distribute it and hopefully, some of that will come back to some of the sources and some of the places that actually create it.  

And so, we’re working diligently, I think, even in the next couple weeks to put a bill in motion that will begin the discussion on that.  It won’t be a bill for this year.  We’ve got a lot on our plate for this year, but as we go forward, the development issues, and I think you hit it right on the head.  The Targets, the IKIAs, the Tehone Ranches continue to bring larger—nothing wrong with that, but we also have to measure it in terms of some sort of pollution mitigation fee or issue and that the Air Board looks at and somehow we think about that from a statewide perspective as well, so it’s not just the Central Valley and how much we can garner from that.  So, we’ll probably need your help on that, as well.

MR. JONES:  And I had one other quick point.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Sure.

MR. JONES:  And I wish I had brought my own slide, but Mr. Cackette had some really good ones.  On the slide that show the diesel and the heavy duty, I need diesel in the off-road, and a farm equipment emissions, they all do go down after 2005 substantially, but what’s interesting and we’ve been watching for years is that the 1990-2005 on-road diesel emissions were increasing when everything else was going down.  And that’s been the biggest problem for us.  One of the reasons we couldn’t demonstrate attainment in 2005 for the ozone standard is diesel emissions for NOx was still going up.  And it isn’t until after 2005 that they even start that.  And that was critical, the controls now are off schedule.  They will get tremendous reductions, it’s just they’ve been late for this valley.  And that’s just one of the points I wanted to make.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  Thank you, Dave.  Appreciate it very much.  Let’s move on to our next panel--where’s the agenda?—which is diesel emissions.  We’re gonna have representative from Caterpillar Engine.  Anyone here?  I just want to make sure lobbyist representative, anybody drive a Cat truck out there, tractor?  Okay.  I guess then we, Staci Heaton from the California Trucking Association.  Staci, is that—come on in.  Where’d you travel from?

MS. STACI HEATON:  Sacramento.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Sacramento.  Okay. Thank you.  I’m glad you could show up at the minimum, because as you probably know, I know the California Trucking Association is not a multi-billion dollar corporation, unable to send one person to Hanford today, but we appreciate you coming down from Sacramento.

MS. HEATON:  Well, with the way the economy is right now, too, we’re really not a multi-million dollar organization.

SENATOR FLOREZ:   Well, some are and some don’t want to come answer some questions, but that’s fine.

MS. HEATON:  Okay, well I appreciate the opportunity to be here this morning.  The California Trucking Association has been greatly instrumental in helping to reduce air quality emissions within our industry.  We, I started working at CTA seven years ago.  And at the time, one of the things that I noticed is not a whole lot of the truckers cared that much about air quality.  One of our focuses was to get the word out to educate to get the truckers to care about emissions, about what our trucks are doing to the environment.  And to just generally raise the bar on what we try to do be to proactive in the industry.

The Trucking Association has four things that we can do to help that, and that is we can educate our members, we can encourage them to use what’s available, we can advocate for them, and we can participate in those programs in those organizations that look to technology, look to bettering air quality emissions through the things that we use and that are available to us.  

The Central Valley has very unique, as you know, problem here.  And a few, in 2001 we started working on a study with the Coordinating Research Council and with CARB to check and test actual trucks for actual emissions.  And one of the things that we did as we got ready to do the study, is we conducted a survey of our membership to find out model years  of truck engines and the distribution of those model years throughout the state.  And one of the things that we found out was in the Central Valley on average, you have the oldest trucks in the state.  The average model year on the trucks was somewhere around 1991-’91.  

And as we looked at this, we know that agricultural trucks are a good portion of what run in this area of the state.  We know that a lot of those trucks run seasonally and therefore, don’t get as much wear and tear as trucks in the other areas of the state, and therefore, can be extended out and used longer than trucks in other areas of the state.  

And CTA, one of the things that we advocate for and one of the things that we encourage our members to do is to buy newer trucks.  We encourage truck turnover, we encourage those that use older trucks to buy newer trucks.  Truck owners are now becoming aware their air quality is important.  Our environmental policy committee for our organization is one of our most successful committees that we have and one of the most well attended and one of the most largely participatory in state agencies and with the things that are going on regulatorily.  In the past few years, CTA has jumped into the regulatory arena.  We have, we were one of the largest and most outspoken advocates for the engine standards that are coming in 2007.  We always support technology forcing standards, because we want the technology there for us to buy, for us to use so that our trucks will be cleaner and the cleanest possible.  

We also were one of the largest advocates of the National Fuel Standard that’s going to come in 2006.  We want to see everyone using cleaner fuel nationwide.  Fifteen part per million sulfur standard was something that we worked on for the greater portion of 2001 and we made several trips to Washington, D.C., and we advocated and we wrote letters.  We got our members behind us.  And we are very happy that these changes are coming through regulatorily so that things are more widely available.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  Can I stop you and ask you some questions?

MS. HEATON:  Absolutely.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  You talk about the regulatory, supportive, trying to work in that framework.  Then what would be your position on the California Air Resources Board to regulate retrofits?

MS. HEATON:  Retrofit is a tough issue for us.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  But, you just were saying how much you support the regulated environments.

MS. HEATON:  We absolutely do.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Why wouldn’t we do that given the statistics we just heard in terms of the Board.

MS. HEATON:  Financially, retrofit’s a tough area for us.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, so you don’t support that regulation.

MS. HEATON:  We don’t support that regulation as it stands.  There are issues that need to be worked out with warranties. As of right now, we don’t know how the warranty issues are gonna unfold.  There’s a potential for things like engine failure from the retrofit devices.  The retrofit companies won’t cover the engine failure.  The engine manufacturers won’t cover it, because they consider it tampering.  We have a lot of issues that still need to be resolved there before we can get behind that regulation and support it and encourage our members to get on board with the retrofit.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  So, is your, then association, thinking we can get to clean air through a regulatory method or voluntary method?  Which one’s faster or which one’s better from your perspective?

MS. HEATON:  Well, I think it’s a combination of both.  The way the economic climate is right now, mandating things that are expensive for us is really tough for us to sell it to our members.  And we know that air quality agencies have the best of intentions behind retrofit and other mandates, but as of right now, our industry is—and I don’t want to sound melodramatic, but we’re struggling.  We’re suffering.  And even some of the largest companies are struggling right now.  

We definitely support incentive programs.  One of the programs that’s going on right now in South Coast Air Quality Management District is the Gateway Cities program.  They’re helping those—someone mentioned earlier the port operators have very old trucks that go in and out of the ports.  They’re helping the one truck owner/operators that contract with the companies to go in and out of the ports to buy newer trucks and to turn in their older diesels.  They’re running 1974 and 1975 model year trucks down there, and they’re trading those in for 1999-2009-2001.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Would you support a similar-type program for Air Board if they were giving the ability and the money to do such?

MS. HEATON:  Absolutely.  Absolutely.  And we always encourage our members and try to work with those programs to get the word out to get their fliers out, to educate our members to go and use these programs.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Yeah, we have a lot of older trucks here in the Central Valley, and I’m wondering, you know, given our Air Board situation, and our ability to raise additional dollars.  You know, right now we have, for example, in one of our bills a one dollar increase in terms of the vehicle license fee registration for our Air Board.  That produces about a million dollars—two million?—$2 million just for our Air Board alone.  And I’m just wondering whether or not we might be able to increase that, even though it’s not a popular thing, but try to look at that for additional types of retrofits for our older trucks here as well.  Do you thing that would be a program that would be welcome in terms of additional money from the  Air Board?

MS. HEATON:  I think it’s something that we would definitely look at and be interested in getting involved in, absolutely.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and then you mentioned there was a bill, AB 2650 by Assemblyman Lowenthal that talks about idling trucks at the ports.  Is that correct?  And can you give us what that does in a nutshell and your position on that?

MS. HEATON:  Absolutely, in a nutshell, I’m also the manager of the intermodal policy for CTA, so I know a lot about this.  In a nutshell, AB 2650 seeks to limit idling at the ports outside of the port gates to 30 minutes or less.  The neighborhoods around the ports, obviously see us as the bad guy because we have trucks sitting out there for an hour, two hours, three, four sometimes when the busy season arrives.  And we were very proactive in that and originally we advocated for 15 minute idling limit--

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  Have you done any sort of scan or the Air Board, anyone in terms of idling trucks within the Central Valley during harvest time, season time?  Do we have a lot of idling trucks here that would be of similar value to Mr. Lowenthal's bill that you would support?

MS. HEATON:  We have not investigated that, but I would assume as with anywhere, at warehouses and locations where trucks are loading and unloading.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  So, if Mr. Lowenthal’s bill came to the Senate Transportation Committee, which I’m a member of, and I wanted to load his bill up with Central Valley ____ as well, would you be supportive of it as well or not?  I know it’s hard for you to make that decision here, but I would like you to look at that, because I know this bill is coming to the Senate Transportation Committee and I’m just wondering if there’s some value, and maybe I would ask some of our Air Board folks to tell us the ramifications before we just do that.  In other words, maybe that’s something that has to be done for product freshness and other issues we would not maybe want to tread into that, but if there’s some reason we would look at idling trucks here, we have a lot of warehouses.  We, I mentioned Target, IKEA, and I’m not sure how sensitive furniture is in terms of, you know, the kind of spoiling issues that produce would have, but those are different types of places as compared to, you know, other places that need in many cases refrigeration and other type issues.  

Could you look at that, into that issue for us and Air Board, could we find out, or representatives, just what the number is of idling trucks, if possible, known in the Central Valley, because if Assemblyman Low—he’s running for Senate, so ____ calling him Senator, if Assemblymember Lowenthal is proposing such a thing at the port, I’m wondering what the practicality would be here in the Central Valley.

MS. HEATON:  Absolutely.  And we do support idling restrictions as long as they’re not passed back upon the trucker over something that’s out of our control.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, well that’s what I’d like you to tell me.  And as you know, I have a very good working relationship with CTA, so I’m gonna ask you to look at that first as we start to look at it.  But, obviously, anything we can do would be helpful here.

The other question I would have in terms of the engine retrofit issue, then your position is you want to look at that.  You’re still looking at it trying to figure out how it’s ____.

MS. HEATON:  Yes, right now we’re taking an oppose position to the retrofit just from the standpoint of the warranty issues, is our main concern right now.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And the warranty issue is?

MS. HEATON:  We don’t know who’s going to cover in case of an engine failure. 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and there are many engine failures in terms of retrofits at this point from your perspective?

MS. HEATON:  
Not necessarily many, but it is a possibility of something that is, has been listed as something that may happen.  And if that happens, we don’t know who’s going to be responsible for that at this point.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And the last thing I would request from you, I would very much like sometime in the next three months to have a summit with truckers and some of our large warehouse folks to talk about innovative ways that we could try to cut down and think about different trip modules and those types of things, so maybe you can help us pull that together?

MS. HEATON:  Sure, sure, absolutely.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Thank you very much, appreciate it.

MS. HEATON:  Alright, thank you.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Thanks for coming down, as well.  Kirk Hunter, Southwest Transportation.

MR. KIRK HUNTER:  Good morning, Senator, staff.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  How you doing?   Okay, maybe you can just tell us, number one, Southwest Transportation Agency, what is it, what school districts comprise the group, and then who funds you.

MR. HUNTER:  Great.  Southwest Transportation is a public agency formed by five member school districts through the joint powers authority, and we provide home-to-school transportation and turnkey transportation services for 13 school districts in southwest Fresno.  We move 7,000 children a day over a million miles a year.  We’ve been in operation since 1988.  We are in control of approximately 100 school buses if you encompass all 13 school districts.  And we currently run 19 compressed natural gas school buses and have been involved in the compressed natural gas end of transportation since 1991.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And who funds you?

MR. HUNTER:  We’re funded by the State of California through the home-to-school transportation apportionment. 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and how does that look in this year’s budget?

MR. HUNTER:  With the deferrals coming back, great.  But, with the one-tenth or the one last payment deferral, we’re still not sure what’s gonna happen with that.  We’re waiting with bated breath to see if that’s gonna be apportioned.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and I guess just a general question.  Why should we be looking to move away from diesel school buses, just for the record, so we have that?

MR. HUNTER:  Well, in the San Joaquin Valley in particular, a lot of people like to consider, I hear from my colleagues, you live in Hooterville, you know.  Where is, you know, Riverdale, or whatever they like to say.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Shafter.

MR. HUNTER:  Shafter, yeah, right.  But, I have to say, I’m somewhat proud of the San Joaquin Valley in its efforts in compressed natural gas.  We have probably one of the largest infrastructures of compressed natural gas fueling stations for school buses, probably in the state.  We, you know, unofficial numbers that I have, we, 16 school districts operating 767 buses, of that 197 are compressed natural gas.  So, to move away from diesel in the Central Valley is a natural, because we have the infrastructure in place.  It is not, it shouldn’t be 100 percent, because we have a lot of small school districts that do not have access to natural gas, or it would be a cost burden to them to put one bus in a fleet of three.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Gotcha.  And in terms of the trying to increase your efforts in the Central Valley, what do we need to do?  Is it all about money?  Is it additional dollars?

MR. HUNTER:  All about money.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, but the infrastructure’s here, then.  It’s just about money.

MR. HUNTER:  We have a very, we have a good infrastructure.  It could always increase, but it is all about the money.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and you’re aware that even though there’s a hold on bonds, part of one of our bills is to try to increase that substantially, so that would probably help you guys quite a bit.

MR. HUNTER:  We would appreciate it very much.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  And what’s the price difference between a diesel bus and a bus running your kind of system and what’s ______. 

MR. HUNTER:  About 35 to $40,000.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Thirty-five to $40,000.  And do you take advantage of the Carl Moyer program?

MR. HUNTER:  Yes, we do.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, explain your perspective in terms of its effectiveness.

MR. HUNTER:  Well, Carl Moyer is a great program if you already have compressed natural gas buses and your district has money to buy buses, because it’s just strictly a buy-down on the differential.  You still have to have the $100,000 to buy the piece of equipment.  Southwest Transportation has used Carl Moyer on three buses.  And we received a USDA grant from one of my small cities and we purchased a bus.  USDA funded two-thirds.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Two-thirds.  Okay.  

MR. HUNTER:  That was a specific program that you had—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Any other money out there that’s available other than Moyer and the program you just mentioned?  Anything—

MR. HUNTER:  A couple years ago the Governor had some money available for school buses and in 1996 we had some money available, but it’s spotty and it’s not consistent.  There is a school bus replacement program for small school districts that the Governor funds annually.  It’s been in for about 12 years, but it only represents about $4.2 million and it's a statewide program.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and given that we have been talking about new technologies, do you have any idea how old our bus fleet is in terms of today in the Central Valley?

MR. HUNTER:  Well, we, the Central Valley is the proud owner of 25 percent of the pre-’77 school buses in the State of California.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Wow.  Okay.

MR. HUNTER:  And that has to do with the rural schools, the large number of rural schools.  there are still today—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  But, the rural schools were actually taking longer trips per, versus say, Los Angeles that maybe is traveling up and down Wilshire five blocks and then they’re dropped off or something like that.  

MR. HUNTER:  No question.  Well, it—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  What do you think about that?  I mean, how do we, is that just, how do we reverse that given that the smaller rural schools have the older buses and we saw the statistics on the older cars and diesel engines, etc., how would we create a program that would be more targeted at these rural, longer-trip schools where we have the most severe air problems as compared to other districts, let’s say up north?

MR. HUNTER:  The most important piece is get the pre-’77 buses off the road first.  Any bus replacement money at all that is spent needs to replace pre-’77 buses first. The oldest bus first.  That gets, number one, your biggest polluter off the road, number two, you’re less safe bus off the road.  Pre-’77 buses do not have rollover standards and such.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  So would you say that if the, you know, in order to access bond funds that that should be one of the standards.

MR. HUNTER:  That should be the primary standard.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Primary standard.  Okay.  That’s very helpful.  Thank you.  In terms of the ideal use of monies directed towards improving bus emissions, where would you say that should go?  How do we prioritize that?

MR. HUNTER:  Well, I think you would look at your infrastructure and your larger fleets with infrastructure and target those.  South Coast Air Quality Management District went into one school district in Southern California called Jarupa, and they just went in and offered to replace their entire fleet with natural gas buses and they came in and purchased 40 buses for them, put in the infrastructure.  They took all the diesel buses out.  Unfortunately, or fortunately, whatever, they sold them all, so other school districts are operating them, but some of the older ones are being scrapped and some of the newer ones with newer diesel technology are being used, but we need to do something significant in that way where you go into an area and you target an area and you take care of the needs there—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay that is buying just one bus or is that a whole fleet?

MR. HUNTER:  Pardon me?

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Is that buying one bus for a whole school district or is that a whole fleet?

MR. HUNTER:  A significant number in a fleet.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, so one isn’t gonna really give you the—

MR. HUNTER:  One is not really the answer. 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, how ‘bout diesel traps?  

MR. HUNTER:  They, all they do is prolong the agony.  They’re a band-aid, barely a band-aid in our industry.  The oldest polluting buses, the pre-‘77s, diesel traps at least through my last information aren’t available, so you can’t put them on and you’re targeting a very small number of buses and fleet years.  We would much rather have that money go to replace equipment.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and if I were to take a trip to a school district in California trying to promote a district that’s done a good job in terms of what you just mentioned, where would I go?

MR. HUNTER:  Well, you could go to Southwest Transportation.  You could go to Clovis, Fresno, Bakersfield High School District, Kern County Office of Education, Sanger, Visalia.  If you wanted to go north, small schools, Merced Falls, McSwain—there are a lot of districts in this valley that have stepped up to the plate in that regard.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Which one’s the best?

MR. HUNTER:  Oh, Southwest Transportation. (LAUGHTER)  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I just wanted to see if—

MR. HUNTER:  For the record.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  You have anything to add?  That’s my questions, but I—

MR. HUNTER:  School districts are ready to step up and continue to step up, but as you know, funding is the issue.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Gotcha.  Thank you very much.  Diane Bailey, Natural Resources Defense Council.  Thank you for joining us.  Thank you.  Good morning. 

MS. DIANE BAILEY:  Good morning.  I had a few technical difficulties.  I want to talk to you about the severe health impacts of diesel exhaust, some control measures that are out there that are effective, and things that local municipalities can do to curb diesel exhaust.  And if I get too much in the details of the health impacts, then just stop me.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  Health impacts were pretty clear, at least from our record of establishing, so if you can kind of go a little quicker on those and a little more on the recommendations, that would be helpful.

MS. BAILEY:   Okay, sure.  This is who we are.  I work for the Natural Resources Defense Council.  We’re a non-profit and we have offices across the country.  So, these are some of the general health impacts of diesel exhaust.  Diesel contains particulates and nitrous oxides which you’ve already heard much about.  It also contains a vast array of toxic air contaminants, many of which are carcinogenic, things like arsenic, dioxins, formaldehyde, and it was listed as a ____  in 1998.  

Diesel exhaust is a major source of fine particulates which are extremely problematic because they’re so small that they travel deep within the lungs and get lodged there.  Many studies have shown that fine particulates impair lung function, they aggravate respiratory problems, and they’re associated with premature mortality. 

Okay, these are just some very detailed things about studies.  I’m not sure if you want me to go in depth into these.  There are also carcinogenic impacts from diesel exhaust.  And most troubling, especially right here in the Central Valley is that diesel is strongly linked to asthma.  Here in the Valley, asthma rates are much higher than the average state levels, as well as national averages, and in Fresno, the levels are about three times the national average and one in six children are afflicted with asthma.  And that made it really troubling to hear from the California Trucking Association that businesses are really having hard times right now, because just yesterday at the district hearing for their ____, we heard from some children that testified and talked about their classmates falling to the floor with asthma attacks, having trouble breathing.  Those are hard times, so.

Okay, NOx also carries its own health impacts.  A lot of times it’s just chalked up to a precursor to ozone, but it can really damage the lungs and impair lung growth.  And it’s even associated with asthma in some instances.  And, I also learned from some U.S. EPA fact sheet that it’s associated with birth defects, as well.

These are just some other environmental problems that NOx contributes to that we don’t normally hear about—acid rain, nutrient overloading, haze, and global warming.  

Though diesels only account for about two percent of on-road vehicles in California, they actually contribute to 30 percent of NOx and 65 percent of particulates from the on-road sector.  While the new diesels are much cleaner than older, dirtier diesels, these older diesels remain in use for decades, and especially in off-road applications which you have already heard about.  

And just one extreme example of an off-road application is ocean-going ships which are particularly dirty and not necessarily an impact in this area, but just to give you an idea of the difference in emissions from off-road sources and on-road.  Just 16 large ocean-going ships are the equivalent of a million cars in terms of their pollutants.  

I want to go through these charts.  I have six charts, real quickly, just to illustrate a few points about control technologies that are available to curb diesel exhaust.  One thing that can be done and is already being done in some areas is cleaner diesel fuel.  When the sulfur levels in diesel are lowered, it can reduce particulates and NOx very quickly.  And this graph just shows different sulfur levels and then the grams per mile emissions of particulates.  And you can see that the higher sulfur level is 500 parts per million and that’s federal diesel.  Here in California we actually use cleaner diesel, but you can see that there’s a significant particulate reduction with the sulfur levels, and then on the far side, you can see that when you add a trap which is a pollution control, it’s actually sitting right over there, you get really dramatic particulate reductions.  

And if you look at a couple other control technologies, you can see that there are other technologies available.  Catalytic converters, that's the bar right in the middle, can also reduce particulates and they’re actually pretty common and fairly cheap control technologies that can be used on both the on and off-road sector, and they have been verified for both uses here in California.  

And the last bar is there to show you diesel particulate filters plus EGR.  EGR is exhaust gas recirculation.  It’s a NOx control and it’s just there to remind us that sometimes there’s a push/pull between NOx and particulate control technologies, that in reducing one pollutant, sometimes we increase the other pollutant, so we need to be careful of that.  

This slide shows the dramatic impacts of using alternative fuels.  You can see the first few bars compared to conventional diesel or bio-diesel and FT stands for fisher tropes.  They’re both synthetic diesels so they work in existing diesel engines without very much maintenance or additions to those engines. 

And then the remaining bars are for alternative fuels, LPG or propane.  CNG is compressed natural gas, and you can see CNG plus as oxcat or an oxidation catalyst, and LNG which is liquefied natural gas.  And all of these truly alternative fuels as opposed to alternative diesel fuels can produce significant particulate reduction.  

So, just to show you on the NOx side, when you lower the sulfur levels in diesel you really don’t get too much of an impact and when you add a trap which is the last bar on the side, sometimes you can actually increase the NOx emissions.  Traps are really effective at removing particulates, but there’s still a lot of work to be done to prevent the NOx increases when we use them.

And this just shows some of the other control technologies.  You can see that a catalyst, the two middle bars, doesn’t really produce any NOx emissions.  And then there’s EGR, the exhaust gas recirculation that’s really the best in terms of NOx controls, and there is one more technology that just recently got verified by ARB which is ___ NOx catalyst, and that's pretty effective at reducing NOx as well, although not as effective as traps on the PM side.  The NOx catalyst gets about 30 percent NOx reductions.  So, the technology still has a ways to go.  

And this just shows alternative fuels, NOx emissions, compared to conventional diesel and you can see bio-diesel, the one synthetic diesel actually increases NOx emissions.  And that’s been a real problem with bio-diesel that folks still haven’t figured out how to overcome.   But, the rest of the truly alternative fuels like the natural gas and propane get significant NOx reduction.

I apologize, because I’m using an older presentation and I had problems transferring it, but there are a lot of things that local municipalities and air districts can do to reduce diesel while they’re waiting for state and federal standards to kick in.  One thing they can do is start using cleaner fuels and they have a lot of options in the way of cleaner fuels.  They can go with low sulfur diesel which is mandated nationally to come into play in 2006.  Local municipalities can adopt this lower sulfur diesel at 15 parts per million sulfur now and get significant reductions right away.  They don’t need to make any changes to engines or equipment to run on this lower sulfur diesel.  So it’s really low-hanging proof.

Another thing that municipalities can do is accelerate vehicle retirement.  A lot of the older equipment out there that’s running is many times more polluting than new equipment.  So one thing that local government can do is incentivize the retirement and should essentially serve as examples by using their fleets as a model and retiring the oldest vehicles and equipment first.

Another thing that local governments can do is impose idling limits.  And a lot of local governments throughout California have idling limits.  One of the main problems is that they don’t enforce them.  And so enforcement is really key in that.

Another thing that local governments should be looking into is fleet rules similar to what’s in place now in the South Coast.  And I think there are a lot of misconceptions with fleet rules that some districts think that they can’t legally pass fleet rules, and that’s really just not true.  It requires a waiver from EPA which is relatively simple to get, and possibly some changes at the state level, but again, it’s simple.  It boils down to some paperwork.  

So, I think this is really key for the San Joaquin pollution control district to look into.  And you already heard about the locomotive MOU that happened in the South Coast, and that’s also very key for the San Joaquin district to look into.

Okay, so in conclusions, despite the large estimated reduction in diesel particulate, ARB still predicts that over 250 excess cancer cases per million residents in California are still gonna come from diesel exhaust in 2020.  So, we still have a long ways to go.  And children and other sensitive populations need special protections from the adverse health effects caused by diesel exhaust.  They really can’t curb their exposure.  They’re gonna be exposed to diesel exhaust no matter what, so what we really need to focus on is reducing the exhaust coming from these engines.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, thank you.  Diane, let me, just a couple questions.  In terms of the issue of off-road and on-road diesel, your priorities—what’s more important?

MS. BAILEY:  Our priorities right now are mixed.  We’re focusing a little bit on off-road right now.  As you probably heard, EPA recently proposed a very strong rule.  The rule is gonna take some time to come into play, so we’re trying to focus on existing equipment, getting it retrofitted, repowered, cleaned up, or retired.  And then on the on-road sector, we’re still focusing on securing enough funding to keep incentive programs like the Moyer program that you’ve already heard about a lot.  And then older school buses.  One thing you may not have heard today is that EPA has recently released a large grant program to clean up old school buses, and so districts should be aware that those funds are available to augment the dwindling state funds.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Great.  I think that’s the questions I have.  Thank you.  Appreciate it.  You’ve covered most of them in your presentation.  

Passenger vehicles.  Okay, we’re gonna move on to the section on passenger vehicle emissions.  We have Linda Urata, San Joaquin Valley Clean Cities Coalition, and Alan Pryor from Fuel Cell Products.  How do you say that?  Hi.

MS. LINDA URATA:  Good afternoon, Senator and ____ staff.  I wanted to, since it’s, my topic is passenger vehicles, I also wanted to bring in some efforts that were done through Project Clean Air.  I was executive director there from 1992 to 2002, and a lot of work there was done with passenger vehicles. They initiated the first state-funded car buy-back incentive program called Car ____ Recycle.  And we also then worked with the Smog Check on their vehicle retirement program for cars. And again, what one of the lessons we learned there was for those programs to be successful, they must be truly incentive programs.  I think Kirk Hunter addressed that with the buy-down cost.  Making it equal doesn’t help with heavy duty.  Likewise, with passenger vehicles, if you’re only offering, you know, $300 a car, you’re not gonna get the cars off the road as if you were offering $700. per car.  

Likewise, our efforts working with passenger vehicles, that helped us get to attainment for carbon monoxide back in 1993, but we quickly realized that NOx is the problem.  And so a lot of the focus has been on heavy-duty engines.  

We also have worked with a group, a task force on ag clean air where we were working with agriculture.  One of the other issues is transportation and land use.  At Project Clean Air, they had a task force that linked the two and I think when you’re talking about local ordinances and local planning, too often they want to look at land use or transportation.  They don’t often want to link the two together.  And I think that’s going to be a major effort needed in our local communities if we’re going to solve our transportation from passenger vehicle emissions is we’re going to have to address some of the land use.

We also have worked a lot with public education on car maintenance, with students, regarding even just walking to school versus having your mom drop you off.  So, there's a lot of things in the public sector that can be done voluntarily to reduce emissions from cold starts.  You know, there was the debate over using drive throughs, not using drive throughs those kinds of emissions from passenger vehicles that really can be addressed with a good public education program that will help bring down emissions for passenger vehicles.

And now with the San Joaquin Valley Clean Cities Coalition, that coalition was founded in 1994 and its individual members, many of them were on your agenda here today.  We’re a true coalition of, you know, Kirk Hunter is one of our stakeholders.  You’ll later hear from Bruce Rudd, from FACTS, they’re a stakeholder.  The Air district is a stake holder.  We have grant writers, training technicians, so it’s a true coalition of groups working together to bring clean air through clean fuels.

As far as the fuels go, the fuels were fuel neutral.  You have a variety of bills that you can choose from.  The fuel of choice in the valley for passenger vehicles as an alternate fuel has been natural gas, so specifically compressed natural gas has been the fuel of choice in the light duty fleet.  We have four chapters in our valley, because we’re so big and spread out, so our coalition has the northern, we’re Stockton chaptered, the Yosemite Chapter, the Central Fresno  Chapter and the Southern Chapter, and that also helps us address issues local, on a more local basis than just by the region.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Let me ask you a couple more, let me ask you some questions and then we can kind of—who benefits if they join your coalition?  Business?  Individuals?  And how much does it cost to join your coalition.

MS. URATA:  Individual memberships start at $50.  And primarily the benefit of the coalition is bringing more funds to the Valley, both so the agencies benefit.  There’s certain federal grant programs through the National Clean Cities Program.  Clean Cities is under the Department of Energy.  And their goal is to have a diversified fuel base and to clean the air.  In our valley, our Clean Cities Coalition was kind of formed flip flop.  It was to clean the air first and reduce energy dependence second.  And so the agencies, whether it’s transit, school buses, school, city fleets, municipal fleets, they benefit from the coalition through education, advocacy, and routine updates and opportunities for networking that help move this process along a lot quicker.  If somebody’s got, you know, troubleshooting, I guess is what I’m trying—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Do you have anything in closing?

MS. URATA:  Yeah, I’d like to note that some of the challenges and things that we need to help move this along, for instance, is capacity.  We have three LNG stations throughout the valley and right now, for instance, at the Harris Ranch site, they’re running 20 trucks a day.  The capacity for that station is 100 trucks.  So we could make a major dent in our pollution if we would just increase the vehicles coming through at the infrastructure.  

There’s going to be new technologies.  For instance,  Fuelmaker this year is introducing a home fueling device called Fill, so we’re working with the building industry to make sure that when they build a development, the specs are there right away so that you can actually fuel your vehicles at home.  There’s any of these, neighborhood electric vehicles are getting to be more popular and passenger fleets, and there’s a lot of ways that communities could be planned for speed limits, for instance, on the local roads, so that any of these can be used in place of gasoline-fueled vehicles.  

So, there’s quite a bit of opportunity out there for us to increase.  Alternate fuel vehicles is a solution to our clean air problem.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  That’s all the questions I have. Thank you.

MS. URATA:  Thank you.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Allen Pryor, Anuvu Fuel Cell Products.  Can I ask you a couple questions, maybe the guide, do you have a presentation or—

MR. PRYOR:  Yes, I’ll breeze through the first slides, because they’re somewhat redundant and get right to the point of it.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, well just in terms of what is fuel cell technology?  Is that covered in this, as well?

MR. PRYOR:  No, I—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Well, why don’t you go ahead and tell us.  What is fuel—

MR. PRYOR:  Fuel cell technology is the ability to use hydrogen as a zero emission fuel.  And they come in a, physically they look very much like a battery.  They’re about the size and weight of a battery.  They can produce electrical energy which you can use in an electric vehicle to make them go.  You use hydrogen and air and absolutely pure water is the only emission from this technology.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and then, obviously, with the benefit of this technology as compared to other clean air solutions?

MR. PRYOR:  You would have a true zero emission vehicle if that were the case.  And if coupled with renewable electrical resources to make the hydrogen, you would have a zero emission from the wellhead to the wheel _____ solution.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And in terms of your company, what do you do?

MR. PRYOR:  We manufacture the fuel cells and we’ve incorporated them into a, what we call a clean urban vehicle which is very low fuel cell cost powered vehicle in contrast to the million dollar vehicles that are now proposed by _____ Japanese manufacturers.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  So, given that  Senator Burton want so ban all SUVs in Sacramento, how much is this gonna cost Sacramento when we go to these types of vehicles?  How much per vehicle is it?

MR. PRYOR:  We have converted our clean urban vehicle.  It was a standard, off-the-shelf Suzuki ____ wagon.  Including the cost of throwing out the engine and transmission, replacing it with an electric motor and motor controller, battery banks and fuel cells, our total cost was about $75,000 for this one vehicle purchasing everything at retail prices.  We think with volume that can be reduced to  $35,000 which would be about a $10,000 premium _____.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, so about 120 legislators want to buy your car, you’re gonna give us a bargain discount?

MR. PRYOR:  Absolutely.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, well good.  Well, you’re on the record.  You know that, right?  (LAUGHTER)  In terms of the option for the average individual not buying in bulk, what does that look like in terms of an individual buying such a vehicle?

MR. PRYOR:  If you’re looking to get the price consistent with ____ vehicle costs, you’re probably seven to eight years out.  We think there’s a real opportunity to stimulate ____ fleet vehicle users primarily because they could afford the hydrogen infrastructure.  You need hydrogen to run these vehicles and you have to put in a hydrogen filling station just like you have a natural gas filling station—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I gotcha.  So for fleets, this is a real, this is kind of you, the target audience at this point in time?

MR. PRYOR:  Absolutely, initially.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and what would help this technology further itself in terms of gaining popularity?  Is this something that would be mandated or is this something—

MR. PRYOR:  Well, we think are a number of them, and I'll cut right to the chase.  We think there should be a vehicular sales tax exemptions for all clean, zero-emission vehicles and a continuation of purchase incentive rebates for clean urban vehicles, or zero-emission vehicles.  There are a number of non-financial incentives that could be implemented.  You could have free public parking spots for these types of vehicles, a commuter lane use exemption for these types of vehicles.  We would like to see a mandated minimum fleet requirement for zero-emission vehicles.  We think the time is now, ripe for cars to actually increase ____ requirements rather than reducing them as has been going on for the past number of years.  And we’d like to see hydrogen infrastructure support including a fuel tax exemption on all hydrogen sold for vehicular use and parking tax exemptions for those hydrogen refilling stations put in place.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  Let me focus on two of those, if I could.  Number four—fuel tax exemption.  How would that work?

MR. PRYOR:  Well, right now, fuels are taxed at a fairly high rate.  We would like to see an exemption going forward for any hydrogen sold for vehicular use.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  So you’re saying that the fuel tax exemption, actually fuel consumption, right?  In other words, by exempting it, more people would head towards this fuel.  

MR. PRYOR:  --make the hydrogen cheaper to use.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Cheaper to use.

MR. PRYOR:  --hydrogen’s relatively expensive because you haven’t developed the infrastructure to make it in volume and distributed on a widespread basis.  If we added an additional fuel tax on top of that, which is _____--

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, I'm just saying as an incentive, that to you works then, in other words--.  

MR. PRYOR:  Absolutely.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  You’re aware we have it in California an exemption on the sale of diesel for farms.  When we had money we decided to do that, and I'm just wondering does that push farmers to buy more diesel than—

MR. PRYOR:  I think it keeps some farmers, not necessarily in business, but it puts a little more beans on the table for them. I’m a farmer myself.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  It would incentivize them to buy more diesel, though?

MR. PRYOR:  I don’t think so.  I think it’s—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  As compared to maybe going to the grid which would be not running it, which is not an option at this point, but in terms of trying to make it competitive—

MR. PRYOR:  We appreciate the diesel fuel tax exemption, because we make precious little on the farm.  We have to use diesel anyhow, though—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Have to.  But, if you could connect to the grid if it was as cost effective, would you, what would you do?

MR. PRYOR:  Oh, I’d connect to the grid, of course.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, so making diesel cheaper, though, it’s gonna, until that option is available, those two things, number one it makes it hard to bring down rates at the PUC level in order to allow farmers to do that.  I think it was mentioned 4,500 pumps currently on diesel in the Central Valley.  And number two, it seems to me that if we’re going to do that, that the exemption actually helps, makes it tougher to bring rates down to compete.

MR. PRYOR:  Well in our case, we actually use electricity off the grid for our pumps. It’s only for tractors that we use diesel.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  You do.  Gotcha, okay, I gotcha.  And in terms of the vehicle sales tax exemption, how would that work?

MR. PRYOR:  We believe there should be a straight exemption on all zero emission vehicles.  No sales tax at all.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, how about no vehicle license fee tax at all?  You buy one, you don’t pay your vehicle license fee, end of the year.

MR. PRYOR:  I realize we all have to have some measure of support.  We have to contribute to the state and we would like to see that minimized as much as possible.  The more we can reduce the cost of bringing on the higher priced vehicles—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I gotcha.  So this is at the front end.  Gotcha.

MR. PRYOR:  ____ bring them up.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, that’s all the questions I have.  Do you have anything I didn’t cover.  Okay, thank you very much.  Okay, let’s move on to clean air solutions.  We have Steve Brisby, California Air Resources Board; Bruce Rudd, Fresno Area Express; Ron Hughes, Kings Area Rapid Transit; and Ron Brummet, Kern Commuter Connection Ride Sharing Program.  Let’s go ahead and start with Steve and then we’ll proceed through this.  I believe it’s our last panel.

UNIDENTIFIED:  That’s right.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, thank you for joining us.

MR. STEVE BRISBY:  Yes, thank you.  My name is Steve Brisby.  I’m the manager of the fuel section of California Air Resources Board, and I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today.  

Very quickly, I’m here to provide an overview of California’s motor vehicle fuel programs.  Very quickly, I’ll go to gasoline, diesel, then discuss some alternatives.  Our Phase Two gasoline regulations once submitted in 1996, one of the more effective regulations because of the way it was implemented.  As Tom Cackette mentioned earlier, over time vehicles phase in, but when we make a fuel change all the vehicles achieve some benefit.  This program was, the implementation of this program was roughly equivalent to removing 3.5 million vehicles from the state’s roads.  They reduce smog-forming emissions from motor vehicles by 15 percent, and reduced potential cancer risk from vehicles by 40 percent.  

The Phase III regulations—they implement the Governor’s executive order to remove MTBE from California’s gasoline by the end of this year.  It helps ethanol be a replacement to MTBE and gains additional, some small additional NOx reductions and some benefits to toxics at the same time.  The Share bill basically prohibited, required that the Phase III fuel not increase benefits over the benefits of the Phase II program.  

Implementation of the Phase III program—right now, about 70 percent of the fuel produced in California is being produced MTBE free, and the vast majority of it is using ethanol.  The rest of the refiners will start to comply with that in November this year when the vapor pressure regulations that limit the vapor pressure of gasoline’s evaporative emissions goes to the ASTM definitions rather than the Air Resources Board definitions.  We expect full compliance by the end of this year consistent with the Governor’s executive order.

Ethanol consumption—today we’re consuming about 650 million gallons of ethanol.  Once MTBE is fully phased out, both our estimates and the California Energy Commission estimates put the consumption in 2004 between 900 million and a billion gallons of ethanol per year.  At this moment, the vast majority of that will be brought in from the midwest either by rail or marine vessels.  

To give you an idea of what we’re talking about, the Renewable Fuels Association at the end of last year in their closing year press release said that it was a banner year for the ethanol industry.  They produced about 2.2 billion gallons of ethanol.  When this is done, basically they’re gonna have to send about half of it to California.  And when the northeast phases out MTBE, they will be sending a significant portion of what’s left over to the north east.  

Now for the diesel fuel programs.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Do we have ethanol in California?  Is that something we can do here?

MR. BRISBY:  Yes, we do.  It is not significant.  The two main ones come to mind are basically waste reclaimers.  One is Cheeseway, and other one is Beverage Products.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, but it’s nothing we can do in terms of increasing production rather than bring it in from the—

MR. BRISBY:  California Energy Commission as part of the Governor’s directive for his initial executive order for the phase out of MTBE, directed them to do a study on the viability of a biomass to ethanol industry in California.  They concluded, one, could exist.  There’s some technology barriers that need to be done, and then some price supports in order to be able to compete with the mid-western ethanol production.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.

MR. BRISBY:  The diesel program—it was adopted in ’88, implemented in 1993, and we, it provides flexibility by allowing certification of equivalent formulations.  It allows each refiner to customize a equivalent benefit fuel to his refinery, so to optimize his production.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Gotcha.

MR. BRISBY:  Brief description of the two regulations, two went in at the same time.  Both the Air Resources Board regulations and the U.S. EPA regulations were implemented in 1999.  The EPA regulations put a cap of 500 parts per million sulfur in place for on-road motor vehicle fuel.  The Air Resources Board put in a 500 parts per million cap for sulfur in diesel fuel for all motor vehicle fuel.  That includes the off-road fuel, also.  At that time, we also implemented a 10 percent aromatics limit that goes directly back to the flexibility issue.  That’s the standard, but if they can demonstrate their formulation is equivalent to that standard, we allow them to produce it.  Small refiners have a small exemption.  There are three small refiners producing diesel fuel.  Two of them are in the Central Valley, San Joaquin, and Kern.  

Benefits—what you’ll see in the sulfur benefits, that’s directly related to the sulfur reduction.  While they’re, both programs have 500 parts per million caps, the average sulfur content of the on-road fuel in outside California is about 330-350.  The average sulfur level of California fuel due to the combination of the sulfur cap and the aromatics reductions required by aromatics limits puts the sulfur levels of California diesel fuel in the neighborhood of 100 parts per million to 150 parts per million today.  

Actually, there’s a significant amount of 15 parts per million diesel fuel being sold right now and that helps contribute to that lower sulfur levels.  That's the sulfur dioxide and part of the particulate matter emissions.  What you'll see is large particulate matter benefit for California and a much larger, well, a NOx benefit for California fuel.  That’s the aromatics ____ reduction.  It achieves roughly a 70 tons per day NOx reduction statewide.  Give you some context to that—if you were to, it’s roughly equivalent to all the NOx produced by all the refineries and all that constant running power plants in the state.  It is a significant program.  As mentioned earlier, you saw the significant amount of NOx that does come from diesel engines.  This puts basically a seven percent reduction versus U.S. EPA fuel and our fuel.  

July 24th, 2003, next month the Air Resources Board will consider a proposal to amend the diesel fuel regulations to adopt a 15 parts per million limit on the sulfur content of diesel fuel both for on-road and off-road applications in the State of California.  That will go in at the same time the U.S. EPA goes into effect.  Starts at the refinery June 1st, 2006.  Then it’s 45 days to the distribution centers, then 45 days to the end users and retail.  Basically, the program is necessary to implement the diesel risk reduction plan.  It is one of the three main points outlined in the diesel _____ reduction plan for its implementation, and it’s also necessary to implement the 2007 emission standards.  

What is also worth noting is that the South Coast Air Quality Management District has adopted a 15 parts per million rule also.  Their rule is such that their rule becomes effective June 1st, 2005, unless the Air Resources Board adopts a rule, which we intend to, or actually, we intend to propose to our board, and if our board adopts a 15 parts per million rule for the time frame we intend to adopt which is the June 2006, they will slide theirs back.  So, there actually are several other programs and the implementation of them are basically hinged on the July 24th board hearing.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  How’s that action by the South Coast going to be implemented?  I mean, how do they implement something like that?

MR. BRISBY:  Well, if they, if the 2006 date for the Air Resources Board gets adopted, they do nothing.  Our regulation goes into effect and it basically puts us in charge of enforcement.  They will do some co-enforcement, but basically, it really defaults to the Air Resources Board program.  One side part to that is they have a 2004 implementation for a low-sulfur diesel fuel for all stationary applications in the districts subject to permits.  And that’s the vast majority of them.

We also propose at the same time, an ATCM, an air toxics control measure, which would require 15 parts per million for stationary engines in coordination with district actions when the Air Resources Board adopts an air toxics control measure.  Basically the vast majority of all the fuel sold in California will be the low-sulfur diesel fuel starting in  2006.  

Alternatives to diesel—as mentioned by other people earlier, I’ll go through these slides fairly quickly, an alternative is compressed natural gas.  Starting from a diesel baseline, it’s not a simple fuel change.  It requires major engine modifications and some infrastructure changes.  There is some emission benefits.  They’ve been presented before.  For 2007, once the heavy duty-diesel standards come in that will have the same standards for both types of engines so that there will not be a benefit one over the other, but people who wish to, who wish to implement or buy the engines will have the flexibility to buy either.

Bio-diesel—someone mentioned earlier about bio-diesel.  Bio-diesel's made from any vegetable oil or animal oils.  Can be used in diesel engines without any modifications.  They lower particulate matter emissions, but they do increase NOx emissions.  And it is more expensive than California diesel fuel.  The National Bio-diesel Board recognizes this and they are working with like the National Renewable Energy Lab to come up with a strategy to reduce that NOx emissions to make it a more viable fuel.  I understand there is a major bio-diesel facility going in down in the Bakersfield area fairly soon.  And that will be very helpful in dealing with the marketing of their fuel.  

Gas to liquid fuels—that’s a synthetic fuel produced from natural gas.  There’s many ways of doing that.  It was originally started back, I think, in the 30s the first time it was done.  It also could be used in a diesel engine.  Typical gas-to-liquid fuels have no sulfur and no aromatics in them.  For a particle trap perspective, it’s a very good fuel.  They lower NOx emissions by a little bit, and they lower particulate matter emissions a little bit more.  But, I think the real key to them is the facilitation of the control technologies.  And they’re probably even more expensive than bio-diesel.

Water emulsion’s become very popular.  It’s basically water emulsified into diesel fuel.  That can be used without modifications to the engines now days.  Reduces NOx by about 15 percent.  Reduces particulate matter by about 60 percent.  Two of the fuels have been through the ARB’s information verification procedure.  Once you’ve been through the informal verification procedure, that’s basically then you can start to look for incentive programs to incentivize the cost different between the fuel.  Twenty sixty-one, the Lowenthal bill, set aside about a half a million dollars and I believe that this verification allows them to participate in the Carl Moyer program, too.  There’s questions about long-term storage, but if a person has significant fuel usage, there should not be any issues with that.  

Alternative diesel fuels which we were just talking about, I’d like to tell you that the, there’s an alternative diesel fuel symposium in Sacramento, August 19th and 20th.  It’s co-sponsored by the California Air Resources  Board and the California Energy Commission.  And the symposium is to discuss alternative diesel fuels as a strategy to address California’s air quality problems.  Thank you.  That is my presentation.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, just a couple questions.  In terms of the bio-diesel fuel, ARB’s supportive of that or?

MR. BRISBY:  The Air Resources Board’s position is fairly, is fuel neutral.  We appreciate anybody who can meet the, our challenging standards, and any fuel that can do that, we support.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and we’re focusing on fuels, but engines are as important in the equation or is it fuels drive engines and engines drive fuels.  How does it work?

MR. BRISBY:  The Air Resources Board’s strategy has been to be synergistic between fuels and engines, and the more different type of fuels you have, you gain opportunities for different control strategies on engines.  So, we appreciate a large number of fuels.  Also, California’s diesel consumption has increased rapidly since the early 90s, much faster than even gasoline.  And some of these alternative fuels will start to provide an option for energy diversity and to help extend the pull of fuel that can be used in diesel engines.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And the reason that it has increased rapidly from your perspective?

MR. BRISBY:  Transportation.  It’s on-road diesel fuel, and there are very few light-duty vehicles left in California for diesel, so it’s heavy duty, off-road, and stationary engines.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Thank you very much.  Bruce Rudd, Fresno Area Express.  Thank you for joining us.

MR. BRUCE RUDD:  Good morning, Senator.  My name is Bruce Rudd.  I am the transit general manager for Fresno Area Express.  Real quickly because of time, I will give you the quick overview or who Fresno Area Express—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  How about it I give you questions and you cover what you don’t—

MR. RUDD:  Okay.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Where does FAX serve?

MR. RUDD:  Well, Fresno Area Express serves the Fresno closed metropolitan area.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and how much does it cost to ride FAX?

MR. RUDD:  Standard fare is a dollar, monthly pass is $35 a month.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and services provided by FAX would be?

MR. RUDD:  Fixed route services on 18 routes.  We provide almost 12 million passenger trips last year.  We also provide Handy Ride or care transit services, which is a complimentary transit service that, for individuals with disabilities.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and your yearly ridership is?

MR. RUDD:  Approximately 12 million.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Twelve million.  And the number of routes served again?

MR. RUDD:  Eighteen.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Eighteen routes.

MR. RUDD:  Put that in perspective, sir, our average hourly passenger rate is approximately 42.09 compared to  Sacramento, give you an idea, RTD which is 34.79 passengers per hour.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and who’s your rider?  What’s the demographics?  What does it look like?

MR. RUDD:  Primarily, our ridership is made up of, and actually I have that.  Our ridership is primarily folks who are going to work, going to school, in fact, 26 percent of our trips are for work, another 21 percent for, to go to school, 65 percent of our riders ride five times a week.  And then 40 percent of our riders are either employed part time, full time, with 30 percent indicating that they’re using it for school as well.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, in that demographic you didn’t mention a person that’s riding it because of air quality.  Are people riding buses because they want to save—

MR. RUDD:  No, most people ride the bus because they are transit dependent.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, they’re not riding it because they want to get on it because of the air quality issues in the Central Valley?

MR. RUDD:  No.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Not a one, or are—

MR. RUDD:  Well, the vast majority of our riders use public transportation because they have no other choice.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and what would you think it would take to change that mind set from your perspective?  Meaning, getting, increasing your ridership in a way that would include people who would find it advantageous to ride it because of air quality issues?

MR. RUDD:  There’s a couple of things we’d have to do.  One, increased frequencies, for example, making service more convenient.  Our buses run every 30 minutes.  That would require additional funding.  Also repackaging how we provide service.  We right, our service right now is more of a social service.  We’re looking at packaging our service a little bit different next year.  For example, we have $100,000 set aside in our budget to look at delivering service in different ways than we have in the past using van pools instead of full-size buses.  Express service is another option.  

We’re going to have to compete with the automobile, and the City of Fresno, for example, you can get from the north end of town to downtown or even from Clovis into downtown in about 15-20 minutes, even during peak commute periods.  That makes it difficult for public transit to compete, especially when you’re also using your public transit organization to provide school transportation, and so during the course of the route, you have to stop and pick kids up to go to school.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I gotcha.  Any marked difference in terms of when someone picks up the Fresno Bee and it says, “spare the air day tomorrow.”  Any increased ridership issues because of that?

MR. RUDD:  No, not really.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  So, nobody’s saying, I’m gonna spare the air, I’m gonna get on a bus?

MR. RUDD:  No, and we’ve actually worked with the air district and provided them free bus passes for folks who participate in Spare the Air program.  And we’ve monitored the utilization of those passes and it’s been very low.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  So you would offer a free bus rides for everyone on Spare the Air Day, what would your ridership look like?

MR. RUDD:  On those days where it’s free, we’ve seen significant increases in ridership.  It wasn’t necessarily for Spare the Air.  What we would have to recover though, is the loss of revenue.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, I gotcha.  And it’s, do employers participate in terms of bad air days and your bus service in terms of providing free, free to the rider, but not free to the employers themselves, any sort of passes or anything of that sort that you’re aware of?

MR. RUDD:  Not yet, but the Department applied for a remove grant to the air district this year and we have $85,000 earmarked to provide subsidized bus passes, so we’re looking to merge that grant with the $100,000 that was set aside in city’s budget or in our budget.  They come up with those different incentives to encourage people to use public transportation.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Do your buses have, are there any spots where people have park and ride lots?  Do you leave from park and ride lots at all?

MR. RUDD:  No.  That’s one of the things we’re looking at, but a recent survey of downtown commuters has indicated that again, because of the amount of travel time or lack thereof, from most of the areas of town, that they don’t believe the commute period is so onerous that they would be willing to drive to a park and ride lot and then get into a bus and then travel into downtown.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  And where do you receive your funding?

MR. RUDD:  Our funding is primarily 21 percent, or 22 percent comes from the federal government, 46 percent from the State of California, about 27 percent comes from our fairs, and about 5.2 from local Measure C.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, 5.2 and Measure C is not passed, that creates a very serious problem for you?

MR. RUDD:  If Measure C does not pass, we will have a very significant problem.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And the, that means what? You raise fees, you cut routes?

MR. RUDD:  That means we have a couple of choices.  We either will reduce service or increase fares.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, one or the other, right?  The challenges, again, to increasing riderships from your perspective?

MR. RUDD:  If we’re looking for choice riders, folks who can afford a car, but choose not to, is being competitive with the automobile providing services that are competitive.  We’re looking at incentives such as, you know, discounting the ride or the fare or actually delivering service different.  For example, van pool, in which we would find a group of folks who live within close proximity to each other, work in the same area, and we will coordinate with the air district in providing them a van through a van pool program.  And we will take lead on that project.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  What’s your thought on the City Council’s thought in terms of free bus passes for city workers and—

MR. RUDD:  That was one of the strategies that we came up with that we proposed to the City Council.  I was actually author of the action.  And that is in, get in line with our remove grant that we received from the air district.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and what you’ve seen this far, the attitudes of folks because of air not resounding in terms of them moving over to public transit.

MR. RUDD:  Well, again, it’s air quality is a number one issue, but this recent survey that we’ve done with downtown commuters, for example, it’s up there, but it’s going to be difficult for them.  They want everybody else to use public transit.  I’ll give you, one of the challenges for us is that a bus pass is $35 a month.  Parking in downtown ranges from free to $20 a month.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I see.

MR. RUDD:  So, and you hear issues or concerns associated with even paying $20 a month for parking.  So, when we talked about increasing the rates of parking to use those funds, for example, to provide better public transportation, a lot of the comments that we got back through the survey were not very positive.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Yeah, and who would raise those parking fees?

MR. RUDD:  Well, that would be one of the things that either the city or the county or you could do, for example, the city could do that, but, you know, again, we were just measuring what it would take to get—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  What do you think the city, given its wish to get people on buses, but yet having maybe to at least equate a higher parking fee.  Do you think they’re gonna do that?

MR. RUDD:  I think we’re gonna look for more carrots ____ sticks.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, alright.  In terms of offering new services, what are you thinking about?  What’s FAX thinking about, in the future, what are you looking at?

MR. RUDD:  As I indicated, we’re looking at doing the van pool or some express type services, again, the combination of the air district and our grant.  Those will be primarily what we’re gonna be focusing on over the next year.  Long term, we’re doing a kind of a pre-major investment study in conjunction with our long-range plan in which we’re gonna be looking at different options ranging from bus rapid transit to light rail and we’re actually pursuing an earmark that once we identify that corridor because there are four corridors in our general plan, to do a major investment study on the cost feasibility associated with one of those technologies. 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and status on the Sky Train?

MR. RUDD:  Uh, Sky Train project has been funded by CalTrans.  We will be and are the grant administrator.  They believe that they will have their results of that study out by sometime around September or October.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, those are my questions.  Any other further comments you may have?

MR. RUDD:  Well, I just wanted to comment real quick since we’re talking about fleet auctions.  I just wanted to share with you as well as the audience some of the things that the City of Fresno, specifically Fresno Air Express, has done to reduce emissions from our fleet.  In fact, FAX was one of the first fleets in California to implement a smoke capacity test.  And to this day, we still do it.  And in fact, our standards are half of what the State of California requires.  

We are the largest user of alternative fuel vehicles and hybrid vehicles in the city fleet.  We are one of the first transit agencies in the country to actually take delivery and put into revenue service two full-size low floor electric hybrid buses.  The only other agency in the country that had done that to that date was New York.  

We’re currently in the process of taking delivery of 25 new compressed natural gas buses.  Over a year ago, we began using ultra-low-sulfur diesel as well as the rest of the city fleet.  That’s allowed us to participate and retrofit our existing diesel engines, and for example, we participated in the field testing of a unit and exhaust treatment or after exhaust treatment unit that reduces both particulate matter and nitrogen oxides.  This unit has been recently served by bi-carb and reduces PM by 85 percent and NOx emissions by 25 percent.  And I’m glad to hear Dave say that he’s willing and able and ready to fund us, because we have an application in.  We put it in about a month ago to retrofit and accelerate the retrofit of our fleet.  

We’re also in the future looking at purchasing trolley replica vehicles.  And we’re looking at either powering those vehicles with CNG, LNG, or even pursuing the use of a capstone micro turbine.  So with that, ends my presentation.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Great.  Thank you very much.  Now, let’s have Ron Hughes, Kings Area Rapid Transit.

MR. HUGHES:  Good afternoon, Senator. 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Let me just ask you some questions, and then what I don’t catch, maybe you can, you can give it to us.  The areas that Kings Area Rapid Transit serves?

MR. HUGHES:  Is all of Kings County and we branch off into Visalia and Fresno. 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and how many people ride KART?

MR. HUGHES:  About 900,000 per year.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And the cost of the ride?

MR. HUGHES:  Anywhere from a dollar and a quarter to four dollars depending on the zone they travel to.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And who is the rider _____?

MR. HUGHES:  Eighty-five percent are transit dependent, have no other choice.  I ditto with FAX.  We mirror them as far the profile of a rider.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  This is 21-35, female, without a car, rides five days a week?

MR. HUGHES:  Yes.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  It sounds like my wife most days during the week, so I don't know if she’s riding buses.

MR. HUGHES:  We’ve tried other, get the choice rider in, but our system’s set up for those people doing things other than going to work.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I guess the question, who would you like to see?  I mean, ideally, what would you like to see in terms of your choice rider?

MR. HUGHES:  We would have to reinvent the system to attract the choice rider.  The system we have right now will not get there from here, so when you say, who would I like to see, we are actually looking at doing other options that get that choice rider in alternate modes of transportation, i.e., van pools, that type of thing.  We cannot spend enough money to attract the choice rider and still provide a system that’s economical. 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and obviously we’re very aware of the buses used in Los Angeles and San Francisco and the transit.  What’s the challenges for the rural bus system, I mean from your perspective?

MR. HUGHES:  Connecting distances that are far apart with people that travel as frequently connecting social services that are usually located in the county seat that are not in the outlying areas that can be 20, 30 miles away that offer services in a Monday, Tuesday, Friday, if it’s 10:00 in the afternoon type schedule.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I gotcha.  So the challenges, then, in providing those types of services are?

MR. HUGHES:  Connecting the people to that service, getting back home again without running a bus empty, still trying to economize your system.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Can you give us an idea of how the van service issue is running from KART, per currently in terms of Corcoran, Avenal, Coalinga?

MR. HUGHES:  We have two van services.  The van service to the prison operates between Visalia, Fresno, and the three prisons: Corcoran, Avenal, and Pleasant Valley.  It’s a self-supporting system that collects enough money from the riders to pay for its cost.  It runs from $900 to $1,400 a month, carries an average of 14 persons in a vehicle.  We have 15 of them out right now.  They’ve been out for a year and a half, up to the year and a half the program’s been going.  We estimate it’s taken about 60 cars a month off the road.  Most vans are running full right now.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  And, so it’s a successful program.

MR. HUGHES:  Right, it’s successful because the prison subsidizes the riders $60 per month or two-thirds of the cost of transportation—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  So ride share program _____.

MR. HUGHES:  Correct.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Do you think our air board, regional air board is given, we’re going to give it additional power over mobile sources, this is, could be a very valuable program with employers?  Because I’ve heard from some and just the other day, in fact, I had a meeting with some saying, oh, we ____ require a ride share or even asking them to consider ride share, or something that would drive businesses out of, you know, _____ California.  Your thoughts?

MR. HUGHES: There has to be a financial carrot, and public transit is 80 percent public funded.  If you take that same application, apply it to a van pool from a private employer and use that same scenario, then there is argument for doing some funding on the private side to augment getting people into van pools.  That's what the state prison’s doing, they’re doing very successfully.

The other element we’re doing is we’re doing the ____ program where we have over 40 vehicles out there right now in the Fresno, Tulare, and Kings County area serving packing houses and fields.  They’re running about 10 persons per vehicle.  They are used because they have no other choice.  And that is one where the goal is self-sufficiency

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Anything I didn’t add you’d like to put on the record?

MR. HUGHES:  No.  Thank you.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Thank you.  Appreciate it.  Ron Brummet, executive director, Kern Commuter Connection ride sharing program.  Can I ask you some questions ____ cover?

MR. RON BRUMMET:  Sure.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  If you can explain to us first what the Kern Commuter Connection does.

MR. BRUMMET:  Basically, it’s the ride share program for all of Kern County.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and in terms of the organization, it’s run by?

MR. BRUMMET:  It’s run by the Kern Council of Government, Kern COG.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And in terms of the funding, maybe just a brief overview of ride sharing funding in general, state funding, etc.

MR. BRUMMET:   There is no state funding involved in the ride sharing program.  The state withdrew its funding for COGs and the ride share program in the mid-90s.  Right now we are operating a minimal ride share program at about $5,000 a year.  Basically we have somebody to answer a telephone and help run match lists, whereas back in the late, mid to late 90s, with the state program funding, we were running over about $250,000 a year.  I had three full-time employees that did employer outreach.  We had a data base of about 2,500 in our data base for matching.  Right now, we’re down to about seven or 800 of which I would even question how many of those are accurate, because we haven’t updated the data base in a while.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay, and in terms of the data base then, do we know then how many participate now as could be, as compared to how many would want to?

MR. BRUMMET:  Participation in our ride share program of all trips is probably about two percent.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.  And other projects that Kern Commuter Connection is involved in?

MR. BRUMMET:  We work in the what’s called the Blue Sky Partners with Golden Empire Transit, the air district, the Lung Association, and the Kern Regional Transit, which is our rural transit provider, and do two promotions a year for one in May and one in October for clean air.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And given the air quality issues that people seem to be concerned with in the Central Valley, do you see some sort of shift in terms of folks using this particular service more if it was funded more thoroughly than $5,000 per year?

MR. BRUMMET:  The big thing that killed off the program in the San Joaquin Valley was the air district had Rule 9001 and the state legislature basically withdrew that as one of our options.  And that was a program, the Rule 9001 was an option where the employers, the 50 employers, 50 employees or more at a work site were required to have a ride share program alternative trip program.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.

MR. BRUMMET:  And once that was taken away from us as an option, basically it just tore the program apart, and everyone in the Valley reduced their ride share program.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  And I think we’re putting that back in in our SB 709 and giving the Air Board, right, the ability to do something like that?  Any other questions, suggestions, things that we should be thinking about, Ron?

MR. BRUMMET:  I would like to point out that beginning in the next fiscal year which is a couple weeks away, Kern COG will be starting a public outreach/public information program running radio ads, t.v. ads and printed ads basically trying to encourage people to take personal responsibility for cleaning up the air.  It’s our feeling that after having fought the battle of ride sharing and as the gentleman from the Fresno Area Express just talked about, trying to get people out of their cars that, and people don’t understand that it’s their problem, it’s not somebody else’s problem.  They just don’t understand that they’re the only ones that can take personal responsibility.  I think the air districts run into that issue with the fireplace standards as well as the, and I think it’s in the auto standards, also, and trip standards.  

So I think we’re gonna try and over the next three years, run a series of public information programs to encourage people one day a week to find an alternate way to get to work, whether it be on a Spare the Air Day or not.  They just figure out a different way they could either right their bicycle, carpool, ride the bus, what ever it is, and to take personal responsibility.  And we’re gonna track this and see if in fact we can have some—if each of us figured out a way to get to work one day a week, that’s 20 percent of the trips that are reduced.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Yeah.  Thank you very much.  Appreciate it.  Thanks for sticking around, as well, for that.  We’re now at a point of public comment.  We have three folks that have signed up for that and, of course, we’d like to hear from all of you.  And Charlie Peters?  And we try to stick to somewhere near three minutes.  It never works, but I like to say it and see if we can get some comments.

MR. CHARLIE PETERS:  Yes, hello, Senator.  Very exciting to be allowed to be here today and to put some input into all of your hard work to trying to coordinate some efforts to improve air quality in the Central Valley.  

It seems as though I must be confused, because I probably shouldn’t be here today, ‘cause I’m not here asking for any money.  That seems to be the basis for this.  Everybody seems to want some money for their jobs or their technology and so on.  But, what I would like to do is provide for you an opinion or two that maybe we can do something that might significantly improve air quality in the Central Valley while improving the lives of the citizens in the Valley and not only by air quality, but improving their relationship with business and government and that sort of thing.

I’m Charlie Peters, Clean Air Performance Professionals, and we’re a coalition of motorists.  Things that we support are, we support a smog check inspection and repair audit, a gasoline oxygen cap for the fuel for gasoline, and elimination of the duel fuel café credit, and those items we believe would cut car impact 50 percent in one year.  

The changes as far as the motorists are concerned that would decrease the amount of illusions or fraud or whatever you want to call it in the smog check program in half in one year, it could potentially cut the failure rate in smog check in half in one year, and it could cut the costs to the motorists in half in one year.  And we believe that that could decrease the car impact 50 percent in one year.

Smog check could cut the toxic impact in half in a year, _____ waiver allowing flexibility on the fuel which virtually every stakeholder in the State of California has stated that they support would save a $10 billion national refinery welfare program of 52 cents a gallon for the ethanol use.  That’s one small portion of the incentives for the ethanol use.  Ethanol gets less gas mileage, produces more NOx, costs more money, plus the taxes in the incentives.  And about a third of the total gasoline use in the new vehicles is generated from a credit, a café credit which the car manufacturer can produce a car that can run as an example on E85 and gasoline and the credit for the café amounts to about a third of the fuel used in the current cars in California, the new car.  So we believe that somehow or another if that credit was eliminated first of all, the cost of doing that’s about $900 per car is our understanding.  _____ significantly reduce the price of the cars.  And significantly improve the amount of fuel being used in the fleet.

I have in front of you, hopefully in have in front of you or can supply to you an article that was in the Daily Breeze indicating that a change in management of smog check from a adversarial complaint-based process which supports fraud and cheating, to a performance-based process that demands changes in behavior, that could significantly improve how the public’s being treated.  

One of the things that you’ve been supporting is a, to do some smoke testing of cars.  The California Smog Check program does not allow any provider in the State of California to fail a car for smoking.  I would suggest the possibility of incorporating the ability of a Smog Check provider to fail a car for smoking.  And to fix it.  That would get you 10 million smoke tests a year at no charge.  You don’t have to pay extra money to all the police in the state to go out and give people fines and give that money to the Bureau of Automotive Repair to create more welfare.  All you got to do is allow the mechanic to do his job.

We have nice little cars running all over the State of California like U-Hauls.  There are tens of thousands of U-Hauls running all over the State of California.  As far as I can find out, there’s not a one of them that has a California plate.  None of them are contributing to the California monies at DMV, and none of them ever get a smog check.  I don’t think that’s fair, Senator.  I think that should be addressed.  

The people who are in the automotive repair trade have solvent that’s supplied by Safety Clean.  Supposed to be a clean air industry.  All those vehicles are registered in Chicago and none of them ever get a smog check.  They got California plates, but they never get a smog check.  

There are huge opportunities to change how the public is being treated.  The relationship between the government and business to better serve the public and significantly improve air quality.  What I have said to you, Senator, is that the air quality in the Central Valley can be cleaned up to meet standards in one year at no cost.  That’s what I said.  We had an approval to do this pilot study of improved management in 1993 to start within 45 days.  We would petition you, sir, to give consideration to this possibility.  This year we have met with Senator Robert Presley, the father of Smog Check.  We have met with the Secretary of State and Consumer Services.  We have met with Senator Torlakson’s staff, with the Air Resources Board, the Department of Consumer Affairs, and the chief of the Bureau of  Automotive Repair, heavily pushing for a possibility of demonstrating the effectiveness of an approved oversight of Smog Check.  Thank you.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Thank you.  Tom Thurman.

MR. TOM THURMAN:  Good afternoon, Senator.  I’ll be very quick.  I’m from Fresno.  Lived in the Valley all my life as has my family.  I represent a company out of Phoenix, Arizona, called Emis Company Control.  And they’re a nationally-known company as far as building mufflers.  They developed a muffler that’s already been tested carb for gas motors.  And they just recently completed a muffler for diesel engines whether it be trucks, farm equipment, pumps, and it’s going to be tested here real very soon at carb.  I just wanted to let you know that there are other companies working on this and the emission reduction on the diesel motors generates up close to 90 percent depending on how new the engine is, so I mean, there are great things happening.  I commend all these people for taking the time out of their day and you, sir, for addressing the issue, so I’ll be very quick.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Thank you.

MR. THURMAN:  Thank you very much.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Appreciate it.  Thanks for the input.  Jim Gandoglia.  Any other folks that would like—this is our last, on the record participant, so if you have any burning wish to speak, just come to this mike and then we will end the hearing.

MR. JIM GANDOGLIA:  Thank you, Senator.  My name’s Jim Gandoglia with Gandoglia Trucking.  I’m a California Trucking Association member and for better or for worse, I am the new chairperson of the Operation Clean Air Transportation Sector task force.  

When last, the last meeting that you had in Fresno, I had mentioned that we just got the task force together and hadn’t had a meeting.  We did yesterday.  You have the minutes of that meeting.  We are gonna try to solve the world’s problems and instead of a national fuel standard, we figured we might as well go all the way and go for a global fuel standard.  If it’s good enough for us here, it’s good enough for us everywhere.  We’re gonna discuss idling, alternative fuels, every conceivable thing that’s out there.  We’d like to invite you to a meeting at some point if you’d like to, if you’d like to join us.  We’ve got a great bunch of guys.  And we will have some ladies there, the fuel industry, anybody that wants to participate—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Now, the ladies are the smart ones there, right?

MR. GANDOGLIA:  I’m sorry?

SENATOR FLOREZ:  The ladies are the smart ones there, right?

MR. GANDOGLIA:  Yeah, that’s right.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Okay.

MR. GANDOGLIA:  And so you have all of that information and my own personal—this is from me as a trucking company owner, I hate retrofitting, because it gives those people that don’t care a leg up on me and I can’t deal with that.  So—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Jim, let me ask you one question before you leave.

MR. GANDOGLIA:  Sure.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  I’ve asked your CTA representative to get back to us, but maybe just your perspective given that you’re local.  Assemblymember Lowenthal has a bill on idling at the ports.  Do we have an idling issue here in the Central Valley or not?

MR. GANDOGLIA:  You're talking about a truck driver who gets in a cab in my yard and starts the truck and sits there and reads a magazine.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Oh, yeah, from your perspective, then they’re gone.  so this would be more at the distribution areas or—

MR. GANDOGLIA:  There’s always gonna problem with that.  

SENATOR FLOREZ:  (INAUDIBLE) 

MR. GANDOGLIA:  Yeah, I mean, I don’t see that there will ever not be a problem with that.  It may be—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Your association’s in support of the Lowenthal bill.

MR. GANDOGLIA:  Yes, I’m pretty sure they are.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Yeah, they are.  They’re in support of that.  They’re back, you know, in support of it, which is, I think, one of the first time’s the California Trucking Association has been in support of such an issue.  It is, I think, believe just local to the port.  I’m just wondering whether or not you believe there would be some value to have that type of thing in the Central Valley.  

MR. GANDOGLIA:  I mean, I would like that, because hopefully, it would keep my drivers to shut the truck off.  But, I think—

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Can I come to your working group and talk about that before we start—I mean—

MR. GANDOGLIA:  Yes, as a matter of fact, that’s one of the issues that we are going to deal with.

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Great, okay, and I would definitely like to come talk to the group and ask their opinion on that and maybe we can get as broad a net as possible on folks and their perspectives on that, because it’s a bill moving through the Legislature and I’m just kinda wondering whether or not there’s support for that this year.  If not, maybe we’ll look at it and study it as different next year.

MR. GANDOGLIA:  Great. 

SENATOR FLOREZ:  Thank you very much.  Appreciate it.  Any other comments and hearing none, I want to thank our supervisors Eileen Taylor and Tony Barber for allowing us to use the facilities, particularly.  And I would like to thank everyone for coming today.  I will let you know that our next hearing of the Senate Select Committee on Air Quality in the Central Valley will be held next Friday, June 27th, in Visalia, at the Tulare Board of Supervisors Chambers, and the topic of that hearing is residents’ role on improving air quality.  So we’ll be start talking about individual resident’s issues and we all encourage, obviously, to come and we look forward to a very good hearing there, as well.  

So with that, I will adjourn the hearing.  I want to thank everyone.  Sorry we went an hour over.  I got very involved in the questioning from our Air Board this morning and the presentation.  I thought it was quite fascinating and this committee’s real first look, and a good look, at the air emission issue from mobile sources which is a good start for this committee.  We’ve been focused on ag and a lot of other issues, but this is a very good start.  Thank you very much.
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