
	
	

	 	 	
	

	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	
	 	 	 		

	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	 	 	

	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

October 21, 2020 

Mr. Sam Pournazeri 
Branch Chief, Mobile Source Analysis Branch 
Air Resources Board 
Submitted Electronically to sam.pournazeri@arb.ca.gov 

RE: 2020 Mobile Source Strategy (MSS) Discussion	 Draft 

Dear Mr. Pournazeri, 

On behalf of the members of the California	 Council for Environmental and Economic 
Balance (CCEEB), we provide these comments on the Air Resources Board (ARB) 
discussion draft	 document	 2020 Mobile Source Strategy (2020 MSS). Our comments are 
focused on the process by which the 2020 MSS has been developed, and we hope our 
recommendations can assist	 the ARB in furthering its analytic work in support	 of critical 
air quality and climate planning needed to meet	 the state’s goals. 

Our main concern is that	 the ARB appears to be splitting the MSS into two distinct	 and 
procedurally different	 pieces of analyses – the current	 2020	 MSS, which focuses a	 single 
top-down	 scenario on	long-term “reach” goals for climate change, and what	 we 
presume will be a	 subsequent	 2021 MSS, which would look at	 what	 could actually be 
done using 	cost-effective and technologically feasible measures aligned with attainment	 
plans and assessments of advanced technology commercialization rates.	 

The reason for our 	concern	 is multifold. First, we do not	 believe this approach satisfies 
the simple language or legislative intent	 of SB 44. Second, we believe that	 the 2020 MSS 
could be misleading to decision makers at	 ARB and in the Legislature if it	 lacks the 
underpinning of feasibility and commercialization analyses. That	 is, a	 scenario based on 
what	 staff hopes could happen in some perfect	 economic future is by itself inadequate 
and incomplete for planning purposes.	Third, the rush to completion means that	 several 
important	 strategies have been omitted from the single-scenario view	 put	 forward in 
the 2020 MSS, providing a	 less than “comprehensive” vision of how California	 could 
meet	 its air quality and climate goals. Fourth, we believe more flexibility is needed in the 
scenario development	 in terms of technology mixes available to meet	 state goals. A 
single scenario based almost	 wholly on the market	 penetration of battery electric 
vehicles is too narrow to envision technology pathways likely to be available by 2030 
and 2050. Indeed, an overly prescriptive strategy today could have the unintended 
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consequence of stifling research and investment	 in other technology pathways that	 will 
also be needed in the mid- and long-term planning horizons. 

Our	overall 	recommendation 	is	to re-integrate planning efforts	 into	 a	 single process,	 
using the current work	 as a starting point. Ideally, ARB would take its goal-based 
scenario and compare it	 to a	 comprehensive strategy that	 includes measures with 
analysis of feasibility and market	 penetration factors. Such a	 comparison could then 
inform what mix of options best	 achieves the maximum emissions reductions at	 
different	 milestones, as well as what research and investment	 is needed to close the 
emissions gaps between the aspirational goal-based scenario and the comprehensive 
strategy. Moving forward, we ask ARB to commit	 to an extended public process in order 
to develop a	 comprehensive 2021 MSS. 

SB 44 amended the Health and Safety Code (H&SC) to provide clear direction for the 
MSS 2020 update. We cite specific sections to help frame and explain our 	concerns.	We 
also offer recommendations about	 how the strategy and public process could be 
improved to meet	 statutory requirements and address shortcomings in the discussion 
draft.	[Emphasis added below.] 

H&SC	 Section (§) 43024.2(a)(1) 

ARB “shall update the state board’s	 2016 mobile source strategy to include a	 
comprehensive strategy for the deployment	 of medium duty and heavy-duty 
vehicles…for the purpose of bringing the state into compliance with federal 
ambient	 air quality standards and reducing motor vehicle greenhouse gas 
emissions…” 

The 	current	 MSS 2020 seems to be a	 standalone plan, and not	 one that	 builds off the 
2016 MSS. This means it	 is missing significant	 statewide measures from the 2016 MSS	 
that	 have not	 been fully implemented and may be failed policies, if further ignored. For 
example, the 2016 MSS included statewide measures for “further deployment	 of clean 
technologies” for on-road and off-road sources. Together, these measures were to 
achieve 64 tons per day (tpd) of NOx emission reductions by 2031, or about	 61 percent	 
of	 new NOx reductions identified in the 2016 MSS. For medium- and heavy-duty vehicles,	 
the 2016 MSS envisioned having 100,000 to 150,000 trucks meet	 or exceed the optional	 
low-NOx standard of 0.02 g/bhp-hr by 	2023. However, these “further deployment” 
measures do not	 appear to have been included in either the MSS 2020 emissions 
baseline or as part	 of the proposed or alternative scenarios. 

Similarly, in 2018, ARB adopted a	 San Joaquin Valley supplement	 to the 2016	 State 
Implementation Plan (SIP), which calls for the turnover of approximately 33,000 heavy-
duty vehicles to the optional low-NOx standard,	 which would achieve eight	 tpd of NOx 
reductions by 2024. This, too, appears to have been omitted from the 2020 MSS. 
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In short, Table 1 of the 2020 MSS misses many of the core measures from the 2016 MSS 
and SIP, and does not	 show what	 progress has been made (or what	 gaps remain)	 
towards “completing” the 2016 measures. If ARB intends to shelve the 2016 strategy 
and start	 afresh with its 2020/2021 plan, then this calls into question the state’s SIP 
commitments,	 which incorporate the 2016 MSS measures. 

ARB shall update the 2016 MSS “in consultation with the Department	 of 
Transportation [Caltrans], the State Energy Resources Conservation and 
Development	 Commission [CEC], and the Governor’s Office of Business and	 
Economic Development	 [GO-Biz] and in collaboration with relevant	 
stakeholders…” 

The discussion draft	 2020 MSS does not	 address what	 consultation was provided by 
outside agencies. CCEEB does not	 believe that	 simply citing Caltrans, CEC, or GO-Biz	 
documents meets the intention of consultation set	 forth in SB 44. 

ARB shall “recommend reasonable and achievable goals for 	reducing emissions 
from	medium- and heavy-duty vehicles by 2030 and 2050…” 

No analysis in the 2020 MSS has been made to test	 whether scenario targets would 	be	 
“reasonable and achievable.” Instead, staff took reach goals from various executive 
orders as the starting point, but	 never actually assessed whether these goals could be 
achieved in practice. CCEEB notes that, in general, executive order (EO)	 goals do not	 
carry the same weight	 as those passed by the Legislature and chaptered into state code.	 
For example, EO	 B-48-18 called for five million electric and plug-in	 hybrid	vehicles by 
2030, yet, as the 2020 MSS points outs, only half of that	 goal will be met.	 

The comprehensive strategy shall be based on factors including “technological	 
feasibility” and “cost-effectiveness.” 

ARB staff has stated that	 neither technological feasibility nor cost	 effectiveness will 	be 
considered in the 2020 MSS update. Instead, staff has indicated this work will be done 
through future rulemaking and planning processes. This is perhaps our biggest	 sticking 
point	 and why we question the ultimate utility of the 2020 MSS – a	 strategy not	 
grounded in reality can do little on its own to inform decision makers who must	 decide 
how state goals can best	 be met. 

H&SC	 §	 43024.2(a)(2)(A) and (B) 

Analysis of “policies that	 provide adequate advantage to fleets	 that	 reduce 
[GHG] emissions earlier than required by law” 

Because no measures are included in the 2020 MSS, the plan fails to describe any 
specific policy or suite of policies that	 provide advantages to early adopters. Moreover, 
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ARB staff at	 recent	 public meetings has called into question whether the agency 
supports continued incentives for heavy-duty vehicles beyond 2024, as sales targets for 
zero-emission trucks begin to be implemented under the Advanced Clean Trucks rule. 

“Coordination of plans	 for the attainment of federal ambient	 air quality 
standards with relevant	 [GHG] emissions reduction goals” 

As we described above, the 2020 MSS does little to build off the 2016 MSS or SIP. As 
such, there	 seems to have been insufficient coordination between the South Coast	 and 
San Joaquin Valley attainment	 plans and the 2020 MSS. 

H&SC	 §	 43024.2(b)(1) to (6) 

In developing the strategy, ARB shall “[s]eek to maximize 	the 	reduction 	of 
criteria	 pollutants.” 

Both the proposed scenario and the alternative scenario result	 in similar NOx reductions. 
However, CCEEB assumes that	 accelerating near-term turnover of medium- and heavy-
duty vehicles that	 meet	 the 0.02 g/bhp-hr standard would achieve greater NOx 
reductions at	 least	 through 2030 (and would be more consistent	 with the 2016 MSS and 
SIP) yet this alternative pathway does not	 appear to have been included in the scenarios. 

ARB shall “identify regulation that	 could improve market	 acceptance, spur 
technology 	advancements, reduce technology costs, and support	 the 
commercialization and deployment	 of medium duty and heavy-duty vehicles 
that	 reduce emissions of [GHGs]” 

Nothing in the 2020 MSS addresses support	 for commercialization, even for the 
preferred scenario based on battery electric vehicle (BEV) penetration. In addition to 
BEVs,	 a	 comprehensive analysis should be done to determine what	 support	 is needed for 
commercialization of ultra	 low-NOx engines,	 fuel cell electric vehicles,	 low-carbon and 
renewable fuels, and other advanced technologies that	 can reduce criteria	 and 
greenhouse gas emissions from mobile sources. Here, our concern is not	 merely 
satisfying SB 44 requirements; a	 “one-size-fits-all” scenario based only on BEV 
penetration could send unintended market	 signals that	 chill investment	 in other needed	 
areas. Moreover, it	 fails to account	 for the significant	 market	 shift	 California	 is already 
experiencing. For example, two of the Bay Area’s five refineries have announced plans 
to shift	 to 100 percent	 renewable fuels, yet	 the impact	 of this major change to refining 
capacity has not	 been addressed in the 2020 MSS. 

ARB shall “[i]dentify research needs	 to address any data	 gaps.” 

The 2020 MSS fails to address research needs at	 all. 
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ARB shall “identify benefits to low-income communities and communities 
disproportionately impacted by diesel pollution.” 

CCEEB does not	 believe that	 referencing AB 1550 and AB 617 in general terms is 
sufficient	 analysis of the differing level of benefits possible under various strategy and 
scenario options available to ARB. A key focus should be assessment	 of which measures 
can maximize criteria	 pollutant	 reductions as soon as possible in impacted communities. 

ARB shall “identify policies that	 provide advantages to 	fleets that reduce [GHG] 
emissions early.” 

This topic was covered previously in our comments. 

Other Legal Requirements that May Apply to	 the	 MSS 2020/2021 

Unlike the current	 work, the 2016 MSS included an assessment	 of the economic benefits 
and costs of the plan, as well as descriptions of proposed statewide and regional 
emissions reduction measures, including measures related to renewable and low-
emission fuels. As the 2016 MSS was incorporated in the South Coast	 and San Joaquin 
Valley attainment	 plans, further analysis was done on technological feasibility, cost	 
effectiveness, and environmental impacts, as required by the California	 Environmental 
Quality Act	 (CEQA). These analyses were included as the 2016 MSS was incorporated 
into the 2016 SIP. The 2020 MSS, on the other hand, appears disconnected from 
regional attainment	 plans and the statewide SIP, and no similar impact analyses have 
been done, despite the SB 44 requirements cited above. As ARB moves into formal 
planning and rulemaking processes meant	 to flesh out the 2020 MSS, there is a	 strong 
likelihood that	 the required impact	 analyses could fundamentally alter ARB’s proposed	 
scenario and challenge the validity of its core assumptions. Again, CCEEB strongly 
recommends that	 the process be re-integrated so that	 planning scenarios are based on 
appropriate technological feasibility, economic impact, and environmental analyses, 
which ARB will eventually need to conduct	 to meet	 CEQA and Administrative Procedure 
Act	 requirements. 

In many ways, the 2020 MSS is more consistent with the Vision Tool, which was first	 
released in 2012 to prompt	 discussions in support	 of the 2016 MSS development. ARB 
subsequently updated the Vision Tool in 2014 and 2016, based on public input. In 
between 2012 and 2016, ARB and its partner air districts in the South Coast	 and San 
Joaquin Valley held numerous public workshops and working group meetings to vet	 the 
Vision Tool and the 2016 MSS, and to refine ARB modeling and planning strategies. In 
comparison, ARB has held only two public workshops (March and October) on the 2020 
MSS, with a	 beta	 version of the underlying Mobile Emissions Toolkit	 Analysis released in 
August. This short	 window for public input	 – basically amounting to four months instead 
of four years – was made even more challenging	by	work-from-home orders and the 
shift	 to online meetings at	 ARB,	 which are often over-subscribed and hard for individuals 
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to engage with staff in meaningful and deliberative ways. While CCEEB understands the 
desire to meet	 the January 1, 2021 deadline to	report to the Legislature, we do not	 
believe that timeliness should come at	 a	 sacrifice to the quality of ARB’s work	 or the 
adequacy of its public participation process. If more time is needed, more time should 
be taken. 

A	 Note	 on COVID-19	 Impacts 

The 	2020 MSS rightfully acknowledges the severe impact	 that	 the COVID-19 pandemic 
has had on the State budget, as well as risks to individuals suffering from existing 
respiratory illnesses. However, it	 fails to mention the economic impact	 to California	 
businesses and families, who ultimately bear the costs of accelerated turnover to BEVs 
and zero-emission equipment, as well as the associated and significant	 costs of 
revamping the state’s transportation and energy systems to support	 electric vehicle 
charging and fueling. For the purposes of the MSS 2020, CCEEB believes these missing 
economic factors will play a	 bigger role in assessing the plan’s feasibility than the State 
budget, and as such, should be addressed. We also ask ARB to be mindful of the 
economic pain Californians are feeling at	 this time, and acknowledge the numerous 
challenges businesses are facing in terms of capital and resource constraints, including 
significant	 job losses, as the economy struggles to recover. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment. Should you have questions about	 our 
comments or wish to discuss anything in greater detail, please contact	 me at	 
janetw@cceeb.org or 	(415)	512-7890 ext. 111. 

Sincerely, 

Janet	 Whittick 
CCEEB Policy Director 

cc: David Edwards, ARB 
Michael Benjamin, ARB 
Kurt	 Karperos, ARB 
Steve Cliff, ARB 
Richard Corey, ARB 
Senator Nancy Skinner 
Senator Jim Beall, Senate Committee on Transportation 
Assemblymember Jim Frazier, Assembly Committee on Transportation 
Ross Brown, Legislative Analysts Office 
Samir Sheikh, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
Wayne Nastri, South Coast	 Air Quality Management	 District 
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