
Air board to grow by four 
Valley district members to include a doctor. 
By E.J. Schultz / Bee Capitol Bureau 
Fresno Bee, Monday, Oct. 15, 2007 

SACRAMENTO -- Gov. Schwarzenegger on Sunday signed a bill to add more city and public health 
representation to the Valley air pollution board -- a big victory for environmentalists who have been 
pushing for the changes for years.  

Senate Bill 719 adds two city appointees to the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. It also 
requires the governor to appoint two medical experts, a major priority for air quality activists.  

"We've been asking for a long time now for there to be a focus on public health," said Liza Bolaños, 
Fresno-based coordinator for the Central Valley Air Quality Coalition. "We're confident with a doctor on 
board, that that's going to occur more often."  

The bill, by Sen. Mike Machado, D-Linden, takes effect Jan. 1.  

The medical appointees will include a physician who has a focus on the health effects of air pollution, and 
another public member with medical or scientific expertise in air pollution. Both members must live in the 
district.  

Board membership will grow to 15, up from the current 11, which includes eight county appointees and 
three city appointees.  

Farm groups opposed SB 719 and lobbied heavily against it, saying the current board has made 
substantial progress.  

"Adding board members is not going to clean up the air," said Manuel Cunha Jr., president of the Nisei 
Farmers League. "The district is doing one heck of a job with the members they have."  

The Valley just finished its cleanest smog season since federal officials started counting bad-air days 30 
years ago. But the region is still one of the worst air basins in the country.  

Schwarzenegger injected himself into the debate on Valley air earlier this year when he criticized the 
board's decision to delay smog cleanup. The extension to 2024 moves the target date more than a 
decade beyond the initial deadline set by the federal government.  

Air district officials say much of the air will be cleaned before then. But environmentalists say more could 
be done sooner with more aggressive regulations -- such as banning the use of older, polluting diesel 
engines on the worst-air days.  

Under SB 719, there will now be five city appointees: three from cities with a population of less than 
100,000 and two from cities with a population of at least 100,000. The bill ensures representation from 
each area of the district.  

Though the bill will likely give environmentalists a bigger voice on the board, it is unclear if there will be 
enough new members to push through major changes. If all four new members were to side with 
environmentalists, their voting bloc would likely top out at six votes, two short of a majority.  

Even so, Bolaños said the changes will lead to more lively debate.  

"When you stop grouping people that think alike, and you start adding more people to the mixture, you get 
more of a healthy dialogue," she said.  

The governor also signed a bill aimed at replacing 200 gross-polluting cars in the San Joaquin Valley.  

Under the plan, residents whose cars fail the state smog check can apply for a car donated by someone 
else. Priority will be given to low-income residents. SB 23 was authored by Sen. Dave Cogdill, R-
Modesto.  
 
Governor signs bill boosting membership of Valley air pollution board 
By E.J. SCHULTZ - The Fresno Bee 



In the Merced Sun-Star, Monday, October 15, 2007 

SACRAMENTO -- Gov. Schwarzenegger on Sunday signed a bill to add more city and public health 
representation to the Valley air pollution board -- a big victory for environmentalists who have been 
pushing for the changes for years. 

Senate Bill 719 adds two city appointees to the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. It also 
requires the governor to appoint two medical experts, a major priority for air quality activists. 

"We've been asking for a long time now for there to be a focus on public health," said Liza Bolanos, 
Fresno-based coordinator for the Central Valley Air Quality Coalition. "We're confident with a doctor on 
board, that that's going to occur more often." 

The bill, by Sen. Mike Machado, D-Linden, takes effect Jan. 1. 

The medical appointees will include a physician who has a focus on the health effects of air pollution, and 
another public member with medical or scientific expertise in air pollution. Both members must live in the 
district. 

Board membership will grow to 15, up from the current 11, which includes eight county appointees and 
three city appointees.  

Farm groups opposed SB 719 and lobbied heavily against it, saying the current board has made 
substantial progress. 

"Adding board members is not going to clean up the air," said Manuel Cunha Jr., president of the Nisei 
Farmers League. "The district is doing one heck of a job with the members they have." 

The Valley just finished its cleanest smog season since federal officials started counting bad-air days 30 
years ago. But the region is still one of the worst air basins in the country. 

Schwarzenegger injected himself into the debate on Valley air earlier this year when he criticized the 
board's decision to delay smog cleanup. The extension to 2024 moves the target date more than a 
decade beyond the initial deadline set by the federal government.  

Air district officials say much of the air will be cleaned before then. But environmentalists say more could 
be done sooner with more aggressive regulations -- such as banning the use of older, polluting diesel 
engines on the worst-air days. 

Under SB 719, there will now be five city appointees: three from cities with a population of less than 
100,000 and two from cities with a population of at least 100,000. The bill ensures representation from 
each area of the district. 

Though the bill will likely give environmentalists a bigger voice on the board, it is unclear if there will be 
enough new members to push through major changes. If all four new members were to side with 
environmentalists, their voting bloc would likely top out at six votes, two short of a majority.  
 
Offset credits for emissions ignite boom 
Valley may cash in on industry created by global warming fight. 
By Jim Downing and Dale Kasler - Bee Staff Writers 
Sacramento Bee, Sunday, October 14, 2007 

ATWATER -- Carl Morris wasn't trying to save the planet when he spread a 7-acre sheet of black vinyl 
over Joseph Farms' new cow manure lagoon in 2004. His goal was to capture methane to generate 
electricity. 

To his surprise, he found he could do both -- and get paid for it. 

"As soon as we started generating, I got a cold call," he said.  



The dairy farm became a supplier of "offsets," marketable credits purchased by companies or others 
trying to compensate for the amount of carbon dioxide, methane or other greenhouse gases they emit. 
His manure-digesting system has generated a stash of greenhouse gas offsets -- some of which Morris 
has sold, some of which he's keeping -- worth nearly $250,000 at current market prices. 

Joseph Farms is on the front end of a boom. Offsets are a lucrative if somewhat controversial industry, a 
$5 billion-a-year global business spawned by the fight against global warming. 

By purchasing offsets, individuals or companies unable to reduce their own "carbon footprint" are paying 
others that can. One glamorous example: To compensate for the carbon exhaust from his private jet, 
Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger has donated money to a North Coast forest that has restricted its logging 
activities. Voila: His jet travel becomes "carbon neutral." 

There are scores of other offsets. Cattle ranchers in North Dakota and corn growers in Iowa earn credits 
by managing their land in a way that promotes carbon storage in the soil. Wind farms from China to 
Solano County register as offset providers. And sources of methane -- from manure, old coal mines or the 
decaying garbage in a landfill -- are being hunted down, burned up and cashed in. 

Offsets could become a new source of income for Central Valley agriculture. Farm industry groups and 
University of California researchers are working to pin down ways farmers can cut emissions and earn 
offsets. Yolo County tomato farmers could generate offsets by switching to organic fertilizers. Lodi grape 
growers might qualify by planting carbon-trapping cover crops between rows of vines. 

"We're not ready for prime time, but we are working on it. And there is huge interest," said Cynthia Cory, 
director of environmental affairs for the California Farm Bureau Federation. 

Customers pay anywhere from $3 to $15 per ton of carbon dioxide or its equivalent for offsets. When 
House Speaker Nancy Pelosi led a delegation to Europe last spring, she personally paid $529.94 to the 
Fred van Eck Forest, the same forest favored by Schwarzenegger, to offset the trip's carbon footprint. 

Who else is buying offsets these days? A growing list of corporations and individuals. Google Inc., 
Safeway Inc. and FedEx Kinko's, to name a few. The Vatican is putting money into a tree-planting 
program in Hungary. The Cincinnati Reds went to bat for a wind farm in India, buying enough credits to 
offset the carbon emitted at a single home game. 

Why are they buying? Largely to placate customers, shareholders and employees who are nudging them 
to get serious about global warming. 

Some companies are getting customers directly involved: Pacific Gas and Electric Co. has begun a 
program enabling ratepayers to tack an extra $4 or so a month onto their bills to help offset the utility's 
carbon footprint. The Sacramento Municipal Utility District is starting a similar program later this fall. 

The new "Earth Rewards" credit card from General Electric lets cardholders designate up to 1 percent of 
their purchases to offsets. On San Francisco-based TerraPass Inc.'s Web site, customers can calculate 
the carbon footprint of a wedding -- the impact of guests driving and flying in -- and then buy enough 
offsets to compensate. A small wedding will cost about $200, which goes to support a wind farm or cow-
manure project. 

For now, the vast majority of offsets are bought and sold overseas as corporations struggle to comply 
with the Kyoto treaty on global warming. In the United States, which refused to sign the treaty, offsetting 
one's carbon footprint remains a voluntary pursuit, one that generated a mere $50 million in revenue last 
year. But the sales volume is growing. And once mandatory carbon ceilings take hold -- like in California, 
whose global warming law takes effect in 2012 -- the scramble for offsets will begin in earnest. 

 
Warming enters planning mix 
Climate change becomes factor for S.J. agencies 
By Alex Breitler, Record Staff Writer 
Stockton Record, Sunday, October 14, 2007 

When officials in San Joaquin County circulated a $9.9 billion transportation plan earlier this year, the 
state Attorney General's Office whipped out its red pen and started scribbling. 



Widening roads and highways over the next two decades could cause "significant increases" in 
greenhouse gas emissions, the state officials said in an 11-page critique. 

They charged that the Council of Governments skirted environmental laws requiring agencies to consider 
global warming - just like they would noise, traffic or endangered species - before moving forward with a 
project or plan. 

Consider climate change 

Global warming has become a planning issue in San Joaquin County: 

• Conservationists sued in 2006 to stop the River Islands development project in Lathrop, claiming that 
the state Reclamation Board did not consider rising sea levels when it approved the project. A judge 
sided with the board in April. 

• Activists say Stockton's proposed 2035 General Plan does not adequately address global warming. 

• The state Attorney General's Office in May criticized the San Joaquin Council of Governments' 
regional transportation plan, saying it could significantly contribute to global warming. 

Increasingly, local agencies are under pressure to consider climate change. But air-quality officials are 
still crafting details of a plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and to date 
they have issued no hard numbers or guidelines. 

"That's the problem," said San Francisco attorney Michael Zischke, who represented San Bernardino 
County after it was sued by the state earlier this year for allegedly failing to consider global warming in its 
General Plan. 

"What I think is difficult is the claim that every city in any planning document has to quantify global climate 
change," Zischke said. "There just isn't a method" to do so. 

The state Air Resources Board is expected to come up with baseline emission numbers at its meeting in 
December, a spokesman said. 

There is no need for cities or counties to wait, said Gary Patton, director of the environmental group 
Planning and Conservation League. State environmental law requires global warming be considered now, 
Patton said. 

"We don't have very long, if we have any time at all, to start taking it seriously," he said. 

Last year, conservationists sued over the River Islands development project in Lathrop. They claimed that 
the state Reclamation Board should have considered rising sea levels before approving 11,000 homes on 
flood-prone Stewart Tract. 

A judge ruled mostly against the environmentalists in that case. 

Stockton city officials are working on a 2035 General Plan. Critics say the plan does not adequately 
address global warming. 

The General Plan says that the city will monitor the state's efforts and consider adopting new measures in 
the future. Not good enough, said retired engineer Stan Thomas, who became interested in global 
warming after watching Al Gore's "An Inconvenient Truth" last year. 

Thomas sides with a suggestion by the Campaign for Common Ground that at least 10 percent of all new 
residential developments be equipped with solar heating and water systems. 

"Nothing practical is happening" with the city's plan, Thomas said. "We need practical answers." 

The city says that although it cannot quantify how much Stockton's expansion might increase global 
warming - the proposed General Plan allows up to 580,000 residents - existing strategies should slow the 
increase in emissions. These include supporting alternative means of transportation and the use of 
electric or alternative-fuel vehicles. 

Council of Governments officials say their transportation plan, which includes widening roadways and 
promoting rail, bicycle and pedestrian travel, will reduce greenhouse gas emissions compared with taking 



no action at all. Emissions will still be higher than today, with more residents driving more miles, their plan 
says. 

"We had made at least an attempt to quantify some of the emissions reductions that would go toward 
global warming," council Executive Director Andrew Chesley said. "But quantifying your impact is 
exceptionally difficult." 
 
Motorist fee increases signed by governor 
Registration costs will go up $3 per year for all vehicles and a smog abatement charge on new 
cars will jump from $12 to $20 a year. 
By Patrick McGreevy, Los Angeles Times Staff Writer  
Los Angeles Times, Monday, Oct. 15, 2007  

SACRAMENTO - Acting on the last batch of bills from what experts called a disappointing regular 
legislative year, Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger on Sunday signed into law a controversial increase in 
motorists' fees that is intended to raise millions to develop alternative fuel and clean-air technology. 

Consumer advocates condemned the bill for putting the costs on the backs of motorists rather than oil 
companies. 

Schwarzenegger also signed what became known as the "toxic toys" bill, which makes California the first 
state to prohibit the use of chemical compounds called phthalates in products designed for children under 
3 years old. 

Making his way through the final 153 bills, the governor vetoed legislation proposed by state Senate 
President Pro Tem Don Perata (D-Oakland) that would have allocated $611 million to work on solving the 
state's water problems. 

Schwarzenegger also vetoed a bill allowing the distribution of condoms to inmates in all state prisons, but 
said he would allow a pilot program at one lockup to see if it helps reduce the spread of HIV. 

He also signed a widely criticized measure allowing the owners of Staples Center in Los Angeles to 
access millions of state dollars earmarked for affordable housing-related programs in order to improve 
streets near the sports facility. 

The governor's last signatures before Sunday's midnight deadline provided an anticlimactic end to a 
rather fallow year for the executive and the Legislature, some political observers said. 

"It was a not particularly productive year," said Raphael J. Sonenshein, a political scientist at Cal State 
Fullerton. 

He noted that the Republican governor and the Legislature have failed so far to reach agreement on what 
the leaders agreed were the two most pressing matters: healthcare reform and a comprehensive plan to 
upgrade the state's over-stressed water system. 

The governor has called a special session on both matters, but no consensus has been reached. 

Indeed, one of the governor's last actions Sunday was to veto SB 1002, which sought to address part of 
the water system problems by providing $611 million in bond money to fund water-related projects, 
particularly in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. 

Perata called the bill vital to starting to address the water issue. 

Sonenshein said the governor's embarrassing inability to get his fellow Republican legislators to support 
his initial budget -- which led to a 51-day stalemate -- may spur Schwarzenegger next year to simply 
negotiate with the Democratic majority on big-ticket issues and go directly to the ballot with any financial 
matters requiring the elusive two-thirds vote of the Legislature. 

Assembly Speaker Fabian Nuñez (D-Los Angeles) was already talking Sunday about getting more done 
next year. 

"Legislative sessions are not one-year cycles. They are two-year cycles," he said. "People want to judge 
this legislative session, but you have to wait until the end of 2008." 



There were indications this month that, without the support of lawmakers from his own party on key 
issues, the governor is moving more and more to accommodation with the Democrats. 

He vetoed a little under 22% of the 965 bills sent to him this year by the Democratic-controlled 
Legislature, a 2% lower rejection rate than in his first two years in office. Last year, he vetoed 22% of the 
1,172 bills sent his way. 

One of his signatures late Sunday went to one of the most controversial bills of the year, AB 118, which 
increases the fees charged to car owners in order to raise $210 million for new energy subsidies and 
clean-air programs. 

The governor denied through a representative that he was being inconsistent in approving increases in 
the smog abatement and vehicle registration fees after initially winning election on a vow to kill an 
increase in the vehicle license fee. 

The bill follows the 2006 passage of AB 32, which requires the state to cut the emission of carbon dioxide 
and other planet-warming gases by 25% by 2020. 

"AB 118 provides significant funding for air-quality improvements, and to further the goals of AB 32 and 
the low carbon fuel standard by investing in alternative fuels and technologies," said Gena Grebitus, a 
spokeswoman for Schwarzenegger, who confirmed that the bill was signed. 

Some consumer advocates accused Nuñez of slipping the bill through in the waning hours of the 
legislative session to let oil companies -- big campaign contributors in Sacramento -- off the hook 
financially for the cost of meeting clean-air and alternative fuel goals. 

"Instead of going to the deep pockets of big oil, this bill goes to the much shallower pockets of the 
average consumer," said Judy Dugan, research director for the Foundation for Taxpayer and Consumer 
Rights. "It's business as usual in the Capitol." 

The bill was pushed through by Democrats in the Legislature. But even some Democratic lawmakers said 
a large share of the money could end up going to oil companies to fund pollution reduction measures 
already required by law, something the bill's proponents dispute. 

The bill calls for the state, starting in mid-2008, to increase the smog abatement fee charged to new 
vehicle purchasers for the first six years of ownership, from $12 to $20 annually. The measure also 
increases the vehicle registration fee by $3 per year for all vehicles. 

With its increase in consumer costs, the bill divided the Legislature along party lines. No Republican in 
the Assembly and only one in the Senate voted for the bill, making the Republican governor's signature a 
telling sign of the divide that has opened. 

Among its provisions, the legislation creates an account to compensate vehicle owners who voluntarily 
retire or replace passenger cars or light-duty trucks that are high polluters. 

Nuñez said the governor's approval of the bill "means we're closer to the day when fewer children will 
have to start their mornings by taking a hit from asthma inhalers." 

The governor also signed AB 1053, a last-minute measure that allows a company headed by billionaire 
Philip Anschutz, who owns Staples Center, to tap millions of dollars in state housing funds to improve the 
streets near the downtown arena and the company's $2.5-billion L.A. Live development. 

The bill would allow Anschutz's firm, through a business improvement district in the area, to partner with 
the city to apply for tens of millions of dollars earmarked for street improvements to support affordable 
housing. 

Companies affiliated with the Denver businessman have donated $225,000 in the last three years to 
Schwarzenegger's California Recovery Team. 

Gilda Haas, executive director of Strategic Actions for a Just Economy, which works to advocate for 
tenants in the downtown area, called the governor's decision to sign the bill "very disappointing." 

She said business improvement districts such as the one involving the Staples owners are not primarily 
concerned with providing affordable housing. 



"They are being given a competitive advantage to obtain money for a narrow purpose," she said. 

Another last-minute, controversial measure signed by the governor is SB 976, which allows the 
consolidation of several Bay Area cities' ferry lines and puts all operations under control of a new five-
member authority. 

In vetoing for the second time in as many years legislation that would have authorized the distribution of 
condoms to inmates in state prison, Schwarzenegger said it conflicts with rules prohibiting sexual activity 
in prisons. 

He said in his veto message, however, that he would designate one prison for a pilot program to 
"determine the risk and viability of such a program." 

Earlier in the day, the governor signed the bill prohibiting the use of phthalates in toys and child-care 
products designed for children under age 3. 

Although the chemical industry had produced government testing reports indicating the compounds used 
to soften plastics are safe, Schwarzenegger said the bill was a prudent step to take for the health of 
infants and toddlers prone to chewing on plastic toys. 

"These chemicals threaten the health and safety of our children at critical stages of their development," he 
said. 

The governor also made good on a long-standing promise and signed a bill requiring California's 
multibillion-dollar state pension funds to divest from companies that have specified energy- or defense-
related operations in Iran. 

Schwarzenegger said he signed AB 221 by Assemblyman Joel Anderson (R-San Diego) as part of an 
effort "to prevent terrorism." 
 
Donor-backed bills challenge governor 
Both were written at the last minute, both could hike taxes and both fly in the face of 
Schwarzenegger's campaign promises. 
By Evan Halper, Los Angeles Times Staff Writer  
Los Angeles Times, Friday, Oct. 12, 2007  

SACRAMENTO -- There is a pair of bills on Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger's desk that puts him on the 
spot: 

They would cost taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars, including a hike in the "car tax" that 
Schwarzenegger vilified in his first campaign for office. And signing them would belie his self-styled image 
as a reformer who won't stand for business as usual in the Capitol, because they were forged in classic 
under-the-radar deal-making. 

The measures as passed were not publicly debated. They received little vetting by policy experts. They 
were not fully written until the clock had almost run out on lawmakers preparing to adjourn and get out of 
town last month. And key provisions were shaped by a small group of big campaign contributors. 

The bills could raise taxes on consumers to fund subsidies available to oil companies and would lay the 
groundwork for a controversial expansion of ferry service in the Bay Area. 

The causes were advanced by key donors to Assembly Speaker Fabian Nuñez (D-Los Angeles) and 
Senate leader Don Perata (D-Oakland), who pushed the proposals through. 

"They do these things at the last minute, so nobody knows about them and there is nobody to say, 'Hold 
on here. Wait a minute,' " said Robert Fellmeth, Price professor of public interest law at the University of 
San Diego. "When you are in the dark, bad things happen."  

The two measures were not the only donor-driven bills to gain sudden late momentum. A last-minute bill 
that would allow Anschutz Entertainment Group, a major political contributor and owner of Staples 
Center, to tap millions of dollars in public money also sits on the governor's desk. And a surprise bid by 
the politically powerful prison guards union to win a backdoor pay hike -- a raise it has failed to achieve 
through collective bargaining -- nearly squeaked by.  



Nuñez and Perata denied jamming pet programs through the Legislature in the dead of night. The leaders 
said the rushed rewrites of the bills they championed were common-sense compromises to build support 
among stakeholders.  

"We had to take amendments to satisfy concerns that the administration had," Nuñez said.  

Perata said he thought all relevant parties had been told by the nonprofit business group Bay Area 
Council, a proponent of the measure, about the last-minute changes in his ferry bill: "I just assumed the 
Bay Area Council had been doing all that work." 

Opponents of the measures are dubious.  

"It is just not the way I want to do business," said Alan Lowenthal (D-Long Beach), chairman of the 
Senate Transportation and Housing Committee, who voted against Nuñez's bill, a clean energy measure. 
"Many people who voted for this held their nose when they did."  

The Nuñez bill, AB 118, would raise taxes on consumers to fund $210 million in new energy subsidies 
and clean-air programs. Lowenthal is among a group of environmental policy experts in the Senate who 
says a large share of the money could end up going to oil companies to fund pollution-reduction 
measures already required by law.  

By the time the final version of the bill reached the Senate, Lowenthal said, there was no time left to 
amend it to preclude that scenario.  

The subsidies would be paid for with increased vehicle registration fees; the "car taxes" Schwarzenegger 
once promised were off the table. The legislation would increase the fee by as much as $11 and tack new 
fees on boat and trailer owners.  

Anti-tax groups and others are demanding a veto. Administration officials say the governor has not 
decided whether to sign the bill.  

Nuñez said the text of the bill does not allow oil companies to cash in, a reading shared by the California 
Energy Commission, which would be involved in setting grant distribution guidelines. 

Environmentalists are split on the measure, with some groups joining oil companies, car manufacturers 
and green technology firms to support the plan and others denouncing it as a sham.  

"This is not a giveaway," Nuñez said. "I don't see anywhere in the bill where it says oil companies can 
draw down these dollars. That interpretation is a stretch." 

But Senate staffers who reviewed the bill say oil companies, which lobbied aggressively for the measure, 
would benefit. The staff's analysis of the legislation called the subsidies "simply a grant program to private 
sector fuels and energy companies paid for by the public." 
 
Schwarzenegger signs toxic toy bill as deadline hits 
Governor also signs and vetoes doezens of other bills. 
By SAMANTHA YOUNG , Associated Press Writer 
In the Modesto Bee and Orange County Register, Monday, Oct. 15, 12007 

SACRAMENTO – Toys and baby products that contain more than a trace amount of a chemical that 
scientists have linked to developmental problems would be banned in California under legislation Gov. 
Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Sunday. 

The phthalate chemical ban was among 80 bills the governor signed Sunday to meet a midnight deadline, 
giving his approval for new laws that include opening housing bond funds to developer-backed business 
districts and allowing tax dollars to be spent on clean needle programs for HIV patients. 

He vetoed 72 bills, including measures that would have allowed condoms in prisons, made it easier for 
unions to organize farm workers and required restaurant chains to list nutritional information on their 
menus. 

Schwarzenegger's endorsement of the phthalate ban makes California the first state to impose severe 
limits on a chemical that is widely used in plastics products such as baby bottles, soft baby books, 



teething rings, plastic bath ducks and other toys, said Assemblywoman Fiona Ma, D-San Francisco, the 
bill's author. 

“I think parents will be comforted that when they buy one of these chewy products it will be safe,” Ma told 
The Associated Press Sunday. 

Phthalates have been banned by the European Union and at least 14 other countries after studies found 
that the chemical interferes with hormones and might lead to early puberty, reproduction defects and 
other health problems. But, the toy industry and other opponents have said more scientific research is 
needed. 

Although Schwarzenegger signed the phthalate ban, he said in a signing statement that he did not 
believe a “product by product” ban was the most effective way to craft state chemical policy. 

Beginning in 2009, any product made for young children that contains more than one tenth of one percent 
of phthalates cannot be made, sold or distributed in California. 

Other bills signed by the governor include: 

SMOG FEE – Californians will pay higher smog and vehichle and boat registration fees next year to pay 
for state research of alternative fuels and clean-air initiatives. The bill by Assembly Speaker Fabian 
Nunez, D-Los Angeles, will raise vehicle registration fees from $31 to $34. Most boat registration fees will 
double to $20. Smog fees will go up to by $8 to $20. 

BOND FUNDS – Special business districts spearheading redevelopment projects could team up with 
local governments and compete for an $850 million pot of money authorized by Proposition 1C for so-
called infill projects. The bill, by Assembly Speaker Fabian Nunez, would benefit Anschutz Entertainment 
Group, the company that is building a $5.6 million square-foot retail and entertainment complex in 
Nunez's downtown Los Angeles district. 

CLEAN NEEDLES – Legislation that would allow state and local government to use money to buy clean 
needles for HIV patients. 

Bills vetoed by the governor include: 

FARM WORKERS – Unions would be able to organize farm workers by collecting signed membership 
cards instead of holding an election with secret ballots. Supporters said the change would deter 
intimidation by growers and could help boost union ranks. Farmers predicted it would have the opposite 
effect and allow coercion by union organizers. The United Farm Workers union has stopped trying to 
organize laborers while it waits to see if the bill becomes law, union president Arturo Rodriguez said. 

CALORIE COUNTS – A bill that would have required restaurant chains to list the calories, fats, 
carbohydrates and salt in their standard menu items. In his veto message, Schwarzenegger described 
the bill as impractical, saying many restaurants already are providing nutritional information to patrons in 
fliers, online and in other ways. 

PRISON CONDOMS – Public health agencies and nonprofit groups will not be allowed to distribute 
condoms to inmates in all state prisons. Schwarzenegger vetoed similar legislation last year, saying it 
conflicted with current laws that ban inmates from engaging in sexual activity. However, in his veto 
message, the governor said he was directing the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
to launch a pilot program at one state prison to assess the risks and viability of such a program in 
preventing the spread of HIV and other sexually transmitted diseases. 

STORE REBATES – A bill that would have required retailers to give consumers the rebates 
manufacturers offer so they do not have to mail in their receipts. 

HPV VACCINE – A bill that would have required health insurance companies that pay for cervical cancer 
treatment to also provide coverage for women who want to be vaccinated against the human 
papillomavirus virus. In his veto message, Schwarzenegger described the mandate as unnecessary and 
said it might lead to higher premiums. 



FOOD STAMPS – A bill that would have allowed the state to give food stamps to felons convicted of a 
drug-related offense. In his veto message, Schwarzenegger endorsed existing requirements that felons 
must first participate in a drug treatment program or provide evidence they have stopped using drugs. 

RECYCLING – For the third time, Schwarzenegger vetoed legislation that would have required apartment 
complexes to offer recycling to their residents. The governor said recycling ordinances should be carried 
out by local governments. 

GREEN BUILDINGS – Schwarzenegger vetoed a pair of bills that would have required new energy 
efficiency standards for new residential and commercial buildings. He said the measures would have 
discriminated against wood as a building material and put Californians at risk by being in conflict with 
safety standards. Schwarzenegger said he has directed the California Building Standards Commission to 
set so-called green building standards for new residential, commercial and public buildings by 2010. 

CLEAN FUEL – Schwarzenegger vetoed legislation that would have codified one of his executive orders 
– a low-carbon fuels standard. The governor said the bill was not necessary because the state Air 
Resources Board is working to develop and administer a program that will reduce the carbon content 
from transportation fuels refined and sold in California by 10 percent by 2020. 

BOTTLED WATER – A bill that would have required vendors of bottle water to submit a report to the 
state California Department of Public Health revealing the source of the water. 
 
Clovis cautious on retail proposal 
Some on council wary of 24-hour Wal-Mart, want to hear more. 
By Marc Benjamin  
The Fresno Bee, Sunday, Oct. 14, 2007 

Clovis officials are telling City Council members that the city's environmental documents are solid and that 
they can vote tonight on a shopping center anchored by a Wal-Mart Supercenter.  

Council members received documentation 31/2 inches thick from city staff and environmental consultants 
Friday that detailed the adequacy of the city's environmental reports.  

The 4-year-old proposal sparked six hours of testimony and debate at a council meeting last month.  

But council members polled last week said they still want to hear from more people before they vote.  

Wal-Mart Supercenter is the anchor of a proposed 492,000-square-foot shopping center between 
Highway 168 and Herndon Avenue.  

Council members will be asked to approve an environmental impact report to allow the shopping center, 
which includes a Kohl's, Petco, Ross and Old Navy.  

The shopping center is proposed on 40 acres along Herndon between Clovis and Sunnyside avenues. 
The land is zoned for a large commercial center.  

More than 250 residents showed up at the council meeting last month, many opposed to Wal-Mart 
because of concerns including noise, light, traffic and air pollution. Besides hearing citizen complaints 
then, the council also heard from police officials opposed to Wal-Mart's request to be open 24 hours.  

Developer David Paynter says he has answers for many of the complaints voiced last month:  

Paynter said he will help pay for more than 700 feet of masonry noise wall along Sunnyside Avenue.  

Paynter will pay a share of traffic improvements to Herndon and Sunnyside avenues, along Highway 168 
and for the intersection of Villa and Herndon avenues.  

Paynter will pay $278,000 into a San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District fund for clean-air 
projects.  

"We've brought a quality project to the property, and I believe it's in the best interest of the community as 
a whole and it's in the best interest of the city for it to go forward," Paynter said.  



Lawyer questions project  

But, a letter filed by a lawyer representing Clovis Crossroads shopping center said the city failed to meet 
some state guidelines in its environmental document. The Crossroads, at Bullard and Minnewawa 
avenues, is anchored by a Save Mart supermarket.  

Lawyer Natalie Weber said the city should reopen its comment period because the shopping center's 
cumulative size -- including an established, adjacent commercial area -- will be more than 500,000 square 
feet.  

That is the state threshold that requires the city to assess water supply for the shopping center.  

David Fey, deputy city planner for Clovis, said the city updated its water-management plan two years ago 
and water management is referenced in the environmental report.  

He said the 500,000-square-foot threshold for water supply was put into law because many communities 
were approving shopping centers on their edges in places where they were not linked to the water 
purveyor and the community.  

But the city of Clovis is the purveyor in this situation.  

Fey also said the adjacent 10-year-old shopping area is not part of the project being considered tonight.  

Another issue brought up in Weber's letter is the lack of public health information about ailments that 
could be caused by added pollution.  

But Fey said: "We stand by the air quality impact section of the report. No new information or perspective 
was provided" in Weber's letter.  

To reopen the comment period and make changes to the environmental report would cause about a four-
month delay, Fey said.  

Council members' concerns  

City Council members say they cannot vote against a particular store but can consider whether 
something is wrong with the zoning or environmental impacts.  

Council Member Harry Armstrong said he worries whether Wal-Mart will close its existing Clovis store. 
Wal-Mart has purchased the Shaw Avenue store, and officials say they'll keep it open, but Armstrong said 
he is not convinced.  

"There are so many things with this that kind of bothers me because I don't think they are going to keep 
the old Wal-Mart open for more than a couple years," he said.  

While he has not made a decision, Armstrong said he will not be swayed by $950,000 in annual sales tax 
revenue an economist has estimated the city will reap from the project.  

Other council members said they did not think the Wal-Mart should be allowed to stay open 24 hours.  

Council Member Nathan Magsig said, "I am going to be asking about the need for operating 24 hours, 
who they are serving and why it's necessary."  

He said he wants to be sure the project's impacts are reduced as much as possible.  

"This is not about whether Wal-Mart is good or bad, it's about whether the environmental report is solid 
and if the project conforms with the city's general plan," Magsig said. "I haven't ruled out adding more 
conditions."  

Council Member Lynne Ashbeck said she is against a 24-hour store, too, but does not rule out a condition 
that could allow the store to eventually be open 24 hours if it's managed to city standards.  

Curtailing the hours, she said, is "one thing I can use to manage the impact" on neighbors.  

She said letters and e-mails she has received are in favor of a shopping center, but split on Wal-Mart as 
the anchor tenant.  



Council Member Jose Flores said the issue for him is proper land use, not Wal-Mart. He also said he will 
consider the findings of police when making a decision about operating hours.  

Mayor Bob Whalen said the council needs to weigh property rights against environmental impacts.  

"The development does appear to be consistent with the highway commercial zoning and, at this point, 
it's whether the environmental impacts are too much," he said. "On the hours of operation, I will be 
listening closely to what the police have to say."  
 
Scientists gauge greenhouse gases above S.F. in warming experiment 
Jane Kay, Chronicle Environment Writer 
S.F. Chronicle, Monday, Oct. 15, 2007 

In a first-of-its kind experiment, a group of university and government scientists has begun to monitor 
greenhouse gases in the air above San Francisco. 

With probes stuck high on Sutro Tower, they are trying to understand whether the state's aggressive anti-
warming laws are working. They also want to judge how accurately air experts have estimated emissions 
from power plants, farms, factories and cars and trucks. 

The results could help nations make sure that enough is being done to avoid the worst effects of global 
warming, scientists say. Scrutiny of greenhouse gases, the primary cause of global warming, is even 
more crucial as Congress considers mandatory controls on industries. 

The California Greenhouse Gas Emissions Project, a pilot program known as CALGEM, is the brainchild 
of scientists at the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. They determined in 2003 that the greenhouse 
gases produced from burning fossil fuels could be measured regionally, a feat that would help sort out 
how much of the pollution can be blamed on humans. 

Until now, monitoring sites operated by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and other 
institutions - including some in the United States, Europe and Asia - were specifically designed to ignore 
local emissions and instead focus on global patterns. In this experiment, the scientists have to figure how 
much of the greenhouse gases are coming in from as near as Oregon and as far away as Asia. 

"This is the first time that the complete suite of greenhouse gases from a mixture of urban, suburban and 
rural areas will be monitored in a systematic fashion," said physicist Marc Fischer, leader of the lab's 
Environmental Energy Technologies Division. 

"California is a big player in total greenhouse gas emissions," said Fischer, who submitted a proposal to 
the California Energy Commission five years ago. The agency granted $700,000 toward the research. 

"If California is successful in reducing its emissions, that has a correspondingly significant effect on U.S. 
emissions," he said. 

California emits about 400 million tons of greenhouse gases a year, the most of any state and one-fourth 
of the U.S. total. California has the world's eighth-largest economy and about one-eighth of the U.S. 
population. 

By 2020, California must cut its greenhouse gas emissions to the levels emitted in 1990, a reduction of 25 
percent. State law says that by 2050, carbon emissions must be reduced to 80 percent below 1990 
levels. 

If successful, scientists say the worst effects of global warming -- such as dangerous sea level rise, the 
loss of thousands of species, intense hurricanes, drought and disease -- could be avoided. Under the 
state's law, the first group of gas-cutting regulations should be in force by 2010. 

Today and Tuesday, Lawrence Berkeley lab and its partners are showing off the regional monitoring 
program at Sutro Tower as well as at the Richland Tower in Walnut Grove (Sacramento County), where 
probes have been placed 1,500 feet above the ground. 

Eventually, the scientists would like to have the measuring devices at about 10 California sites, which 
would cost an estimated $10 million to set up and $2 million a year to operate. 



The partners contributing money and research include NOAA's Earth System Research Lab in Boulder 
and the California Energy Commission. Collaborating on models and other research are University of 
California campuses, NASA Ames Research Center and Harvard and Purdue universities. 

Earlier research by these scientists has been used by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 
the U.N. group that won the Nobel Peace Prize on Friday along with former Vice President Al Gore. 

Carbon dioxide is the most abundant of greenhouse gases, followed by methane, which is mostly gas 
produced by livestock and decomposing organic waste in landfills or in the soil. Natural gas is 
predominantly methane. Some of the other greenhouse gases include fluorocarbons and sulfur 
hexafluoride. 

At Sutro Tower and the second site in Walnut Grove, scientists are sampling all of the greenhouse gases 
twice a day. In Walnut Grove, they also are measuring some of the gases continuously. The San 
Francisco spot was chosen to measure oceanic air, and the inland site will allow experts to measure air 
that is heavily influenced by the urban and rural areas. 

The equipment sucks in air, which travels down a tube to the ground where carbon dioxide and methane 
are analyzed. In addition, air-filled glass flasks are sent to the NOAA lab in Boulder for further analysis, 
including measurement of the other greenhouse gases. 

Last month, a crew installed the monitoring probes at heights of 760 feet and 400 feet on Sutro Tower. 
Now, they change the flasks every week and ship them to NOAA. 

"This is a unique situation for us," said Gene Zastrow, vice president and general manager of Sutro Tower 
Inc., the company that owns the tower, which is predominantly used for TV and radio signals. 

"We're very happy to participate. We think it's an important research project, and we want to do our part in 
helping to provide information," he said. 

The expectation is that the amount of greenhouse gases will drop as the new anti-warming law goes into 
effect, Zastrow said. Baseline data collected today will help the scientists judge how the level of gases 
changes over time, he said. 

Part of the challenge is to determine how much of the gases are human-created and how much are a 
result of natural fluctuations as ecosystems take up and release the gases. Seasonally, gases fluctuate 
as deciduous trees lose leaves, crops are harvested and grasses brown - and the effect of 
photosynthesis slows.  

Scientists can use the molecular properties of the gases to help determine what is caused by humans -- 
for example, increases in carbon dioxide and carbon monoxide are likely to be blamed on combustion, 
perhaps from power plants or traffic. But increases in carbon dioxide alone probably would be linked to 
the decay of vegetation. 

Here's the tricky part: Once the scientists have measured the concentrations in the atmosphere, they start 
figuring out what proportion is coming from human-induced pollution. They take current estimates of 
greenhouse gas emissions and use complicated models and the monitoring data to determine if those 
estimates are correct.  

That's important because it can help to make sure that future regulations to cut greenhouse gases are 
focused on the right sources.  
 
Edwards, McCain win enviro endorsements 
By HOLLY RAMER , Associated Press Writer 
Modesto Bee, Monday, October 15, 2007 

CONCORD, N.H. - Democrat John Edwards and Republican John McCain picked up separate 
endorsements Sunday from two national environmental groups that highlighted their commitment to 
ending global warming. 



Edwards won the backing of Friends of the Earth Action, the San Francisco-based political arm of Friends 
of the Earth. Republicans for Environmental Protection endorsed McCain for the second time. The group 
also backed his 2000 campaign. 

In endorsing Edwards, the president of Friends of the Earth Action said he was particularly impressed by 
how early in the campaign Edwards laid out proposals to reduce carbon emissions by 80 percent by 
2050, push for a global climate change treaty and create 1 million new jobs by investing in clean, 
renewable energy. 

In doing so, Edwards has pushed other candidates to either match or improve upon his ideas, said Brent 
Blackwelder, who announced the endorsement with Edwards at a house party in Dover. 

"That leadership right away suggested to us that he had a distinguishing feature," Blackwelder said. 

At a house party in Dover, Edwards said he would make fighting climate change a central part of his 
environmental agenda. 

"It is a crisis by any possible measure," he said. The 2004 vice-presidential nominee also praised former 
Vice President Al Gore, who was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize last week for his work on global 
warming. 

"It's not as hard today to be an advocate on this issue because of his leadership," Edwards said of Gore. 

Friends of the Earth Action also noted that unlike rivals Sens. Hillary Rodham Clinton and Barack Obama, 
Edwards opposes building new nuclear power plants. The final factor was Edwards' courage to stand up 
to corporate lobbyists and special interests that have driven environmental policy in the Bush 
administration, he said. 

Edwards, who does not take money from lobbyists, on Saturday proposed barring all candidates for 
federal office from accepting campaign contributions from lobbyists. 

In Concord, the president of Republicans for Environmental Protection toured the New Hampshire 
Audubon Society with McCain before announcing the endorsement. Martha Marks said the Arizona 
senator was the only Republican candidate who understands the connection between conservative 
values and environmental stewardship. 

"Senator McCain knows reducing our carbon pollution will improve our security, create jobs in profitable 
new industries, help farmers and clean up the air in our cities," she said. "More than any other Republican 
candidate, Senator McCain knows that the fight against climate change is a conservative cause." 

McCain said he was honored to receive the endorsement and that he aspires to be as great a 
conservationist as his role model and fellow Republican, Theodore Roosevelt. 

"We Republicans have to restore that reputation of being the lead party in conservation and preservation 
of our great national treasures," he said. 

He said he has seen the effects of global warming firsthand in his travels to the Arctic circle and 
elsewhere. 

"There's no doubt in my mind of the urgency of the issue of climate change," said McCain, who also 
supports a cap and trade system to lower emissions. 
 
Obama links faith to environmentalism 
By AMY LORENTZEN , Associated Press Writer 
Modesto Bee, Sunday, October 14, 2007 

DES MOINES, Iowa - Democrat presidential candidate Barack Obama said Sunday that his religious 
beliefs influence his plans for how to protect the environment. 

Speaking before religious leaders and others at what he called an "interfaith forum on climate change," 
the Illinois senator said God has entrusted humans with the responsibility of caring for the earth, and "we 
are not acting as good stewards of God's earth when our bottom line puts the size of our profits before the 
future of our planet." 



"It is our responsibility to ensure that this planet remains clean and safe and livable for our children and 
for all of God's children," he told about 200 people gathered at the downtown public library. "But in recent 
years, science has made it undeniably clear that our generation is not living up to this responsibility. 
Global warming is not a someday problem, it is now." 

Last week, Obama released a plan to combat global warming that calls for an 80 percent reduction in 
U.S. carbon emissions by 2050. 

Obama said he would force industries and power companies to clean up their operations. He would 
institute a "cap and trade" approach that would require polluters to buy allowances, essentially putting a 
price on pollution and creating an incentive to cut emissions. 

He said $150 billion from the sale of allowances could help drive the development of environmentally 
friendly technologies, including the next generation of biofuels, expansion of a delivery infrastructure and 
fuel-efficient vehicles. 

"We've heard promises about energy independence from every single president since Richard Nixon, but 
we are actually more dependent on oil today than ever before," he said. 

Obama said many of his rivals have talked about the issue but "have taken a pass on it in years in 
Washington." 

He said he would ask the biggest carbon-emitting nations join the U.S. in creating a global energy forum 
to develop climate protocols. He would also share clean energy technologies with all nations. 

Obama also challenged individuals to do their part to help the environment, and he called for making 
government, businesses and homes 50 percent more energy efficient by 2030. He said he wants all 
federal government buildings carbon neutral by 2025. 

Among other White House hopefuls, New York Sen. Hillary Rodham Clinton has said she is intrigued by a 
carbon auction system but has stopped short of endorsing it. Sen. Chris Dodd of Connecticut has 
proposed taxing polluters for their carbon emissions. Former North Carolina Sen. John Edwards, who has 
pledged to have a carbon neutral campaign, also proposes a "cap and trade" system that aims to reach 
the 80 percent reduction in carbon emissions by 2050. 

On Sunday, Edwards and Sen. John McCain picked up environmental endorsements from Friends of the 
Earth Action and Republicans for Environmental Protection, respectively. 

Meeting the threat of global climate change will take hard work and faith, Obama said. 

"Not a blind faith, not a faith of mere words, not a faith that ignores science, but an active searching faith," 
said Obama, a member of the United Church of Christ. "It's a faith that does not look at the hardship and 
pain and suffering in the world and use it all as an excuse for inaction or cynicism, but one that accepts 
the fact that although we are not going to solve every problem here on earth, we can make a difference." 

Despite the event's environmental focus, Obama also addressed the Iraq War and a House proposal for a 
tax to cover war spending. He said he agrees there's no such thing as a free lunch and that tax cuts and 
war spending can't coexist for ever. 

"The only reason we haven't been feeling the pinch is because China and South Korea and Mexico have 
lent us money," Obama said. "I believe in the basic principle that you pay for what you've initiated. I would 
say that the idea of a war tax is probably a little late. I would have liked to have seen that suggestion 
before we spent $600 billion." 

 
Chevron, AC Transit team Agency works with energy company on alternative 
fuels 
By George Avalos, BUSINESS WRITER 
Tri-Valley Herald, Saturday, October 13, 2007 

OAKLAND - Diesel fuels derived from soybeans and natural gas will propel a number of East Bay buses 
through a test that Chevron Corp. and AC Transit are jointly conducting.  



The energy giant and the transit agency want to find out whether the alternative fuels could be a viable 
alternative that might replace conventional diesel. San Ramon-based Chevron said the test is just part of 
a multi-pronged quest it has undertaken to harvest new sources of alternative and renewable energy.  

"There is a gap between energy demand and energy supplies," said Shariq Yosufzai, president, Global 
Marketing with Chevron. "Our job is to fill that gap."  

AC Transit is attempting to determine what other fuels it can use instead of the time-worndiesel that now 
goes in the tank for the vast majority of its buses. Plus, the agency figures its actions can bolster the 
environment.  

"We think we are world leaders in adopting alternative energy programs," said Jaimie Levin, an AC 
Transit official. "We want to develop a more sustainable footprint."  

To accomplish this, the transit agency also seeks fuels that will bolster its overall operations and service.  

"When we use a clean fuel, we need to know what it does for our emissions, what is the impact on engine 
performance and how reliable it is," said Levin, the agency's director of marketing & alternative fuels 
policy. The program is scheduled to be formally unveiled before the end of October.  

The need to determine alternative fuels' reliability and effectiveness are why AC Transit turned to 
Chevron.  

"We have the assurance of working with a large company like Chevron that has a great reputation," Levin 
said. "Chevron has stepped up in a way we have not seen elsewhere."  

Chevron won't specify how much it is spending on the AC Transit test project. But what does seem 
certain is the company has intensified its efforts to bolster a variety of projects linked to alternative and 
renewable energy technologies.  

Geothermal, hydrogen, biofuels and solar energy are the primary sectors that have caught Chevron's 
attention.  

From 2002 through 2006, Chevron spent $2 billion, or an average of $400 million a year, on these 
alternative and renewable energy initiatives. The company projects that it will spend $2.5 billion over from 
2007 to 2009. That's an average of $833 million a year.  

Testing on buses  

Chevron and AC Transit will test the alternative fuels in 18 buses, said Rajesh Paulose, global product 
line manager for biofuels. The buses primarily will run along major AC Transit routes in the East Bay and 
on the system's transbay routes across the Bay Bridge.  

Both of the fuels involved will use a blend of conventional diesel with an alternative fuel. The soybeans in 
the biodiesel come from the Midwest and the natural gas for the synthetic diesel are produced by a 
Chevron joint venture with a South Africa energy company, Paulose said. About 20 percent of the blend 
will be an alternative fuel.  

Despite the company's efforts, an official with the Sierra Club was skeptical that the biodiesel would be 
very effective in reducing pollution.  

Fairly polluting  

"Biodiesel is in some ways more environmentally friendly because it is not oil, but there are still problems 
with it," said David Willett, a spokesman for the Sierra Club. "But any kind of biodiesel is actually fairly 
polluting at the tail pipe. And any kind of diesel has a lot of particulate matter and does contribute to haze 
and smog."  

Chevron officials belive it is important to at least begin the research into the potential upside for a variety 
of biofuels.  

"You can sit there and say that this is only marginally better than regular diesel, and say it competes 
against growing food," Pau lose said. "But if you accept all of that and do nothing, you are not going to 
make any progress."  



The company also maintains that the soybean-based biofuel will definitely benefit the environment.  

"The bulk of the published literature does indicate that soybean and things such as that are slightly better 
from a greenhouse gas perspective," Paulose said.  

AC Transit and Chevron are already working on an alternative energy project. In 2006, the two 
organizations unveiled a mini-fleet of buses that were powered by hydrogen fuel supplied by Chevron.  

Still, AC Transit's efforts over the years to use buses running on hydrogen fuel cells have encountered 
more than a few speed bumps. No question, the project demonstrated that the hydrogen fuel works and 
cuts pollution. But the buses are pretty costly, although the two organizations have figured out how to 
reduce those expenses.  

The first group of hydrogen fueled buses cost $3 million. The next group cost $2.2 million each. The most 
recent batch had a price tag of $2 million, Levin said. The problem is a conventional diesel-fueled bus 
costs $350,000.  

"Hydrogen is a very popular vehicle technology but there are a lot of challenges to make this 
commercially viable," Levin said.  

Executives at Chevron believe the company has little choice but to march ahead with these sorts of 
initiatives.  

"As energy demand in China, India and the United States continues to grow, we need to have the ability 
to use the entire diversity of fuels," Yosufzai said. "We need to get our hands on every energy molecule 
that we can."  

 

Bay Area smog season ends on a positive note 
Region enjoyed one of the best-air-quality summers on record 
By Paul Rogers, MEDIANEWS STAFF 
Tri-Valley Herald, Friday, October 12, 2007 

Did the air seem cleaner this summer?  

No, you didn't have too many margaritas at the neighborhood pool party. It really was.  

The Bay Area's summer smog season, which began June 1, ends today. And the verdict is good: 2007 
finished up as one of the least-smoggy years ever recorded.  

There was only one day this summer when air quality in the nine-county Bay Area exceeded federal 
health standards. By comparison, there were 12 such days last summer, after a scorching heat wave in 
July cooked emissions into a brown haze.  

This year, the heat waves never came.  

"This year was a very clean year. Air quality was very good in our region," said Karen Schkolnick, 
spokeswoman for the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.  

Because of mild temperatures, sea breezes, strict environmental rules, a lack of smog-trapping mountains 
and relatively low levels of heavy industry, the Bay Area has the cleanest air of any major metropolitan 
area in the nation. While the Bay Area had one unhealthful air day this summer, Los Angeles had 78.  

During the past 40 years, even though the nation's population has grown dramatically, smog levels in the 
Bay Area, as in many U.S. cities, have fallen at a steady clip.  

Tough state and federal laws have required scrubbers on factory smokestacks. Other relentless 
regulations since the early 1970s have cut emissions from industry dramatically. Meanwhile, leaded 
gasoline has been banned. Further clearing the air are mandatory smog tests for automobiles, cleaner 
blends of fuels and vehicle emissions equipment like catalytic converters.  

As a result, new passenger vehicles sold this year in the United States - even sport-utility vehicles - 
produce 2 percent or less of the smog that a 1970s-model car does. As older cars go to the junkyard, the 
overall air quality trend continues to improve.  



California air quality regulators and climate scientists, however, fear that as global warming continues to 
heat the Earth, it could mean more extremely hot summer days, eventually causing smog levels to 
increase year-over-year.  

"When you put everything together, we have less air pollution in the Bay Area than we did 50 years ago," 
Schkolnick said. "But we need to do more to meet the challenges of climate change."  

Smog levels were so low this summer that the air district called only two "Spare the Air" advisory days - 
meaning it pays for free rides on BART, on ferries and on buses. The district budgeted $8.5 million for the 
program this year, but was left with $4 million that will now go to other smog-reduction efforts, Schkolnick 
said.  

The average daily high temperature in San Jose this summer during June, July and August was 78.8 
degrees, according to the National Weather Service. That's 4.5 degrees lower than the 30-year average 
of 83.4 degrees.  

Why was it so much cooler?  

During very hot summer days, high pressure zones in the upper atmosphere essentially hold heat over 
the ground and block ocean breezes. The Bay Area had very few of those this summer, and plenty of low-
pressure troughs, which can boost cooling sea breezes.  

Meteorologists don't know for sure when high-pressure zones will come and go. They do know the trends 
are driven by changes in ocean water temperatures, storms in the tropics, and the behavior of the jet 
stream, said Jan Null, an adjunct professor of meteorology at San Francisco State University.  

"Troughs happen," he joked.  

But how can this summer be cooler than the summer before if global warming is underway?  

An anomaly. One cooler year doesn't mean, overall, that things aren't heating up, scientists say, just as 
one down day for the stock market doesn't mean we're in the middle of a downturn.  

The 10 hottest years since modern climate records were first kept in the 1880s have all occurred since 
1990, according to the National Climatic Data Center, a federal government agency in North Carolina.  

And carbon dioxide, which is generated from the burning of fossil fuels and traps heat in the atmosphere 
like a greenhouse, is at the highest levels measured on Earth in more than 650,000 years, according to 
studies of air bubbles in polar ice.  

"Over the long haul, there are very convincing arguments that we are in a global warming scenario," said 
Bob Benjamin, observation program leader for the National Weather Service in Monterey.  

"But it's not a straight upward trend," he added. "Temperatures go up and down, day-to-day and month-
to-month."  

So, until next summer, enjoy the view.  

 
Award Underlines Danger of Climate Change  
By ELISABETH ROSENTHAL  
N.Y. Times, Saturday, Oct. 13, 2007 

The Nobel Peace Prize committee made a powerful statement today that the consequences of increasing 
carbon emissions could be as dangerous as the ravages of war. 

The award to Al Gore and the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change reflects a 
growing conviction on the part of scientists, politicians and economists that emissions and the global 
warming they produce will lead not only to more pollution but could also create economic mayhem, social 
upheaval and conflicts between nations or groups trying to survive in an increasingly hostile natural 
environment. 

“This prize is an indication of the degree to which we’ve realized in the past few years that what happens 
in the environment is not just about natural resources but has so many different dimensions,” said Achim 



Steiner, executive director of the United Nations Environment Program, which helped found the 
intergovernmental panel. 

“It recognizes that changes in the environment are likely to manifest themselves in tensions and conflicts.” 

Indeed, the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, which has for years maintained a “Doomsday Clock” to monitor 
the risk of global disaster from nuclear weapons, this year increased its warning level for the first time not 
because of weaponry but because of the threat posed by global warming. 

Some scholars believe that climate-related conflict is already upon us. “I believe there are many places 
that are in, or on the edge of, conflict because of climate change already, and this prize is a warning that 
on our current trajectory of climate change the risk will get a lot worse - these will be the conflicts of the 
21st century,” said Jeffrey D. Sachs, director of the Earth Institute at Columbia University in New York. 

He said that climate change had already helped ignite conflicts and wars in a swath of the world that 
extends from the Sudan in Africa, through the Middle East and to Afghanistan. “All of these are in dry 
lands that have had significant environmental stress, which is probably related to climate change,” he 
said. 

A recent United Nations report concluded that land degradation and desertification in the Darfur region of 
Sudan helped set the stage for the devastating tribal and ethnic conflicts of the last few years as poor 
people increasingly competed for depleted resources. “But for the environmental stress, I doubt this 
would have exploded,” Mr. Sachs said. 

Large-scale migrations from Africa to Europe are already on the increase at least in part because climate 
change has made traditional livelihoods, from farming to fishing less viable, experts say. 

If global warming continues on its current course, the Himalayan glaciers will melt, according to the most 
recent I.P.C.C. report, ultimately reducing the water supply of hundreds of millions of people in India, 
Pakistan, and Bangladesh. “It does not take a lot of imagination to see that this will have drastic economic 
and social effects and lead to conflicts,” Mr. Steiner said. 

But the potential for conflict spawned by climate change is not limited to the poor countries of the world. 
Already, as polar ice melts, countries are scrambling to claim newly accessible waterways and resources.  

The United Nations panel and Mr. Gore have in their separate ways insisted that the world to find a global 
strategy for limiting climate change and adapting to climate shifts that are already inevitable. Many others 
have joined forcefully in the mantra that peace and prosperity depend on the success in this quest - 
including former President Bill Clinton, under whom Mr. Gore was vice president; Sir Nicholas Stern, who 
was the chief economist of the World Bank; and business leaders like Richard Branson. 

In a report prepared for the British government and released last December, Sir Nicholas suggested that 
projected climate change could shrink the global economy by 20 percent and plunge the world into 
recession. 

At a conference in New York earlier this month, Mr. Clinton noted that the world population was expected 
to rise from 6.5 billion to 9 billion in the next 43 years, a period in which further warming is projected, even 
if emissions were brought under control. 

“Most of those people are going to be born in countries not able to support their current populations, 
which gives a certain quaint air to the illegal immigration debate in Congress.” 

Those conditions will make 2007 “look like a Sunday afternoon picnic,” Mr. Clinton said. 

 
Sacramento Bee, Commentary, Sunday, Oct. 14, 2007: 
Daniel Weintraub: Ports' growth, environment collide in Los Angeles 

Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger may be torn over what to do about the future of Southern California's 
booming ports, but the ports' managers are preparing to tackle the congestion and pollution in their midst 
without him. 



Although the ports are probably an afterthought to most of the state's 38 million residents, the adjacent 
harbors of Los Angeles and Long Beach are like a beating heart through which much of California's 
economic lifeblood flows. 

The ports are the two busiest container seaports in the United States, accounting for more than 40 
percent of all containerized cargo moving into and out of the country. Taken together, the two ports are 
the fifth-busiest in the world. More than $260 billion a year in trade moves through their docks.  

They are also growing rapidly. Since 2001, the number of cargo containers moving through the ports has 
nearly doubled, and this year will probably reach 10 million for the first time, measured in the equivalent of 
20-foot containers, the international standard. Business is expected to double again by 2020. 

All of that trade generates jobs and wealth, not only for those who work in the ports but for people 
throughout California who import or export goods. But there is a downside. 

Those goods must travel by train, truck and ship, and they must be moved around the ports with heavy 
equipment. The resulting traffic and air pollution are literally choking the ports' neighbors. The ports 
produce nearly 2,000 tons of diesel particulate matter every year, and 35,000 tons of nitrogen-oxide, 
accounting for roughly 10 percent of the region's air pollution. A study by the California Air Resources 
Board last year concluded that pollution from the state's ports, including Oakland, causes 2,400 
premature deaths annually. 

This is a classic economic problem. Absent regulation, the people and firms that use the ports have little 
incentive to buy cleaner trucks or spend money to reduce emissions from the ships idling at port or the 
cranes that lift the containers on the docks. Their only interest is in moving as many containers into and 
out of the ports as quickly as possible. The nearby residents, and residents throughout the region, suffer 
the consequences. 

"The people of Wilmington and San Pedro are subsidizing the goods movement with their lungs, and they 
are sick and tired of it," says S. David Freeman, president of the Los Angeles Harbor Board of 
Commissioners. 

The ports have adopted a plan to clean up their act. If successful, it will reduce port-related pollution by 
about 50 percent in five years. But it will be neither easy nor cheap. 

The plan calls for the elimination of older, "dirty" diesel trucks from the ports within five years. It envisions 
the electrification of cargo and cruise ship terminals so that vessels can shut down their diesel engines 
while at berth. All cargo-handling equipment will have to be replaced or modified to meet the strictest U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency standards for new equipment. 

But the plan depends on two controversial measures. One is a rule that would essentially end the port's 
dependence on thousands of owner-operated trucks, many of them driven by recent immigrants who 
cannot afford to upgrade their equipment to meet the new standards. They would be replaced by bigger 
trucking companies using employee-drivers, at a potential increase of 80 percent in the cost of truck 
transportation, according to an economic study commissioned by the ports. 

The other measure is a proposed, $30 fee on each loaded container moving through the ports. This 
would produce about $300 million a year in new revenue that the ports would use to upgrade their 
infrastructure and help private operators acquire cleaner equipment. 

The idea behind the fee is to force the people who benefit from trade to pay a portion of the 
environmental costs that their business generates. 

But business interests oppose the fee, saying it violates the U.S. Constitution's commerce clause and 
would drive trade traffic to other states and to Mexico. 

Schwarzenegger last year vetoed a bill that would have enacted the $30 container fee, and he threatened 
to veto a similar measure this year. But now he says he will sign such a bill in 2008 after negotiations with 
the sponsors to determine the best way to spend the new money. 

It might not matter, though. Freeman and Bob Foster, the mayor of Long Beach, believe the ports have 
the authority to levy a fee without a new state law. And they are prepared to do so. Without it, they say, 



the surrounding communities will simply not allow the kind of expansion the ports need to serve the 
state's booming trade traffic. 

"One way or another, we are going to have the funds to pay for cleanup and infrastructure," Foster says. 
"We have a program here that will clean the air and allow us to grow. If you don't do that, this thing is 
done." 

It's a tough problem with high stakes. The economy of the state, the future of thousands of employees 
and small firms, and the health of hundreds of thousands of Southern Californians will swing on how it is 
resolved. 
 
L.A. Times editorial, Monday, Oct. 15, 2007:  
Killer cow emissions 
Livestock are a leading source of greenhouse gases. Why isn't anyone raising a stink? 

It's a silent but deadly source of greenhouse gases that contributes more to global warming than the 
entire world transportation sector, yet politicians almost never discuss it, and environmental lobbyists and 
other green activist groups seem unaware of its existence. 

That may be because it's tough to take cow flatulence seriously. But livestock emissions are no joke. 

Most of the national debate about global warming centers on carbon dioxide, the world's most abundant 
greenhouse gas, and its major sources -- fossil fuels. Seldom mentioned is that cows and other 
ruminants, such as sheep and goats, are walking gas factories that take in fodder and put out methane 
and nitrous oxide, two greenhouse gases that are far more efficient at trapping heat than carbon dioxide. 
Methane, with 21 times the warming potential of CO2, comes from both ends of a cow, but mostly the 
front. Frat boys have nothing on bovines, as it's estimated that a single cow can belch out anywhere from 
25 to 130 gallons of methane a day. 

It isn't just the gas they pass that makes livestock troublesome. A report from the United Nations Food 
and Agriculture Organization identified livestock as one of the two or three top contributors to the world's 
most serious environmental problems, including water pollution and species loss. In terms of climate 
change, livestock are a threat not only because of the gases coming from their stomachs and manure but 
because of deforestation, as land is cleared to make way for pastures, and the amount of energy needed 
to produce the crops that feed the animals. 

All told, livestock are responsible for 18% of greenhouse-gas emissions worldwide, according to the U.N. 
-- more than all the planes, trains and automobiles on the planet. And it's going to get a lot worse. As 
living standards rise in the developing world, so does its fondness for meat and dairy. Annual per-capita 
meat consumption in developing countries doubled from 31 pounds in 1980 to 62 pounds in 2002, 
according to the Food and Agriculture Organization, which expects global meat production to more than 
double by 2050. That means the environmental damage of ranching would have to be cut in half just to 
keep emissions at their current, dangerous level. 

It isn't enough to improve mileage standards or crack down on diesel truck emissions, as politicians at 
both the state and national levels are working to do. Eventually, the United States and other countries are 
going to have to clean up their agricultural practices, while consumers can do their part by cutting back on 
red meat. 

Manure, methane and McGovern 

In a Web forum for presidential candidates in September, TV talk-show host Bill Maher asked former Sen. 
John Edwards a snarky question: Because Edwards had suggested that people trade in their SUVs to 
benefit the environment, and cattle generate more greenhouse gases than SUVs, "You want to take a 
shot at meat?" Maher asked. 

Edwards wisely dodged the question. It is extremely hazardous for politicians to take on the U.S. beef 
industry, a lesson learned by Sen. George McGovern in the late 1970s when his Select Committee on 
Nutrition dared to recommend that Americans cut down on red meat and fatty dairy products for health 
reasons. After a ferocious lobbying blitz from meat and dairy interests, the committee rewrote its 
guidelines to suggest diners simply choose lean meats that "will reduce saturated fat intake." McGovern 



was voted out of office in 1980, in part because of opposition from cattlemen in his home state of South 
Dakota. 

Beyond the dangers of taking on the beef bloc, legislating food choices is an unpopular and nearly 
impossible task, so it's unlikely any candidate will endorse a national vegetarian movement to fight global 
warming any time soon. There are other approaches, though. 

Cows and other ruminants have four stomachs, the first of which, called the rumen, is where the trouble 
lies; bacteria in the rumen produce methane. Scientists -- mostly in Australia, New Zealand and Britain, 
where the problem is taken a lot more seriously than it is here -- are working on a variety of technical 
solutions, including a kind of bovine Alka-Seltzer. Scientists are also trying to develop new varieties of 
feed grasses that are more energy efficient and thus generate less methane, and they are experimenting 
with targeted breeding to produce a less-gassy strain of cattle. 

But it's not just about the belching. Livestock manure also emits methane (especially when it's stored in 
lagoons) and nitrous oxide, better known as laughing gas. There's nothing funny about this gas: It has 
296 times the warming potential of carbon dioxide, and livestock are its leading anthropogenic (human-
caused) source. The best way to reduce these gases is to better manage the manure; storage methods 
and temperature can make a big difference. The California Air Resources Board is studying manure-
management practices as part of a sweeping effort to identify ways of cutting greenhouse-gas emissions, 
work that by the end of next year might lead to regulation of the state's ranches and dairies. Other states 
should do the same. 

There are also smart ways of treating or converting animal waste. Manure lagoons can be covered, 
capturing gases that can be used to generate power or simply be burned away (burning the gases 
converts most of the emissions to CO2, which is far less destructive than methane). That's the strategy 
being pursued by American Electric Power Co., a gigantic utility based in Columbus, Ohio, whose coal-
fired power plants make it the nation's biggest emitter of carbon dioxide. This summer, the company 
began putting tarps on waste lagoons at farms and ranches and sending the gases they capture to flares. 

American Electric is under heavy regulatory pressure. Last week, it was on the wrong end of the biggest 
environmental settlement in U.S. history and agreed to spend up to $4.6 billion to clean up its 
smokestacks. Its work on manure is part of an experiment in carbon offsets; the company anticipates that 
someday Congress will cap the amount of carbon dioxide that can be emitted and allow polluters to trade 
pollution credits. As a previous installment of this series noted, that's a less effective way to combat global 
warming than carbon taxes, but the American Electric example shows that it would also direct the 
economic might of industrial polluters toward solving off-the-beaten-path problems such as livestock 
waste. 

Other possible solutions include providing more aid to ranchers in places like Brazil, where forests are 
rapidly disappearing, to make cattle operations more efficient and thus decrease the need to cut down 
trees. Changes in farming practices on fields used to grow livestock feed could help capture more carbon. 
And U.S. agricultural policy is overdue for changes. Subsidies on crops such as corn and soybeans have 
traditionally kept the price of meat artificially low because these are key feedstocks. 

Broccoli: It's what's for dinner 

Such policy shifts and new technologies would help, but probably not enough. A recent report in the 
Lancet led by Australian National University professor Anthony J. McMichael posits that available 
technologies applied universally could reduce non-carbon dioxide emissions from livestock by less than 
20%. The authors advocate another, fringe approach that has long been embraced by dietitians and 
vegans but is a long way from going mainstream in the United States: eating less meat. 

Americans love beef. According to the 2000 census, the U.S. ranks No. 3 in the world in per-capita 
consumption of beef and veal (after Argentina and Uruguay), gorging on 100 pounds per year. We're also 
among the leaders in obesity, heart disease and colorectal cancer, and there is a connection -- fatty red 
meat has been linked to all of these conditions. 

McMichael's idea isn't likely to gain much traction outside Australia; he proposes that developed countries 
lower their daily intake of meat from about 250 grams to 90 grams, with no more than 50 grams coming 
from ruminant animals -- that's less than 2 ounces, or half a McDonald's Quarter-Pounder. 



Still, as evidence mounts that cutting back on beef would both improve our health and help stave off 
global warming, a campaign urging people to do so is clearly in order. It's understandable why political 
candidates are wary of bashing beef, but less understandable why environmental leaders with nothing to 
lose are reluctant to raise the issue. They would be more credible in targeting polluters if they were 
equally assertive in pointing out what all Americans can do to fight global warming, and at the very top of 
that list -- way ahead of more commonly mentioned approaches such as buying fluorescent lightbulbs or 
energy-efficient appliances -- would be eating less red meat. 

A University of Chicago study examined the average American diet and found that all the various energy 
inputs and livestock emissions involved in its production pump an extra 1.5 tons of CO2 into the air over 
the course of a year, which would be avoided by a vegetarian diet. Thus, the researchers found, cutting 
out meat would do more to reduce greenhouse gas emissions than trading in a gas guzzler for a hybrid 
car. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture assesses ranchers, dairymen and producers of other commodities to 
pay for marketing campaigns to promote their products, raising millions of dollars a year and turning such 
slogans as "Got Milk?" and "Beef: It's What's for Dinner" into national catchphrases. This isn't quite 
tantamount to a government-mandated campaign to promote cigarette smoking, but it's close. The 
government should not only get out of the business of promoting unhealthful and environmentally 
destructive foods, it should be actively discouraging them. 

 
N.Y. Times editorial, Monday, Oct. 15, 2007: 
Temporary Victory on Clean Air  

Last week’s record-breaking consent decree requiring American Electric Power, the nation’s largest utility, 
to pay $4.6 billion to clean up its act represents a satisfying, if delayed victory for the Clinton 
administration and other plaintiffs who brought the suit eight years ago. More than anything, though, it is a 
victory for millions of people downwind of the company’s plants who have been forced to breathe dirty air. 

But before people start jumping for joy, they should know that the Bush administration, while claiming 
some credit for this settlement, is still actively trying to undermine the very law on which it was based. 

The law in question is a key provision in the Clean Air Act called “new source review.” It says that 
companies that significantly upgrade a plant in order to generate more power must also install state-of-
the-art controls to deal with the increased pollution. The utilities have long resented this law, which 
requires costly investments, and Vice President Dick Cheney targeted it for extinction in his infamous 
energy report in 2001.  

Various courts, including the Supreme Court, have upheld the law. Even so, the administration has paid 
little attention and is still doing everything it can to torpedo the law by administrative means. The most 
recent assault is a proposed rule that would exempt plants from having to install new controls as long as 
their hourly rate of emissions does not increase as a result of any plant upgrade - even if total emissions 
skyrocket because the upgrades enable a plant to run longer and harder. 

The A.E.P. settlement stems from an enforcement action brought in 1999 by the Clinton administration 
and nine state attorneys general, including New York’s Eliot Spitzer, against A.E.P. and six other utilities 
in the Midwest and South. The case was joined by 13 advocacy groups. Under the settlement, the 
company, which bitterly resisted the original suit, has agreed to install $4.6 billion in new pollution-control 
measures at 16 existing plants. The investments will sharply reduce the company’s emissions of sulfur 
dioxide, which causes acid rain, and nitrogen oxide, which contributes to urban smog. 

A.E.P. can well afford the settlement, which gives the company a generous time frame in which to meet 
its responsibilities. Indeed, the company had already committed much of the money in anticipation of the 
settlement as well as investments that will be required under other clean air laws.  

The agreement also includes a covenant that effectively shields the company from further government 
action while it installs the new controls. Some environmental groups warn that this covenant, which the 
Clinton administration inserted in similar agreements, only creates more room for mischief-making by the 
company.  



But far more worrisome are the proposed changes to the underlying new source review provision. These 
changes would have made it almost impossible to bring the case against A.E.P. in the first place, much 
less win it.  
 
Letters to the Fresno Bee, Monday, Oct. 15, 2007: 
'Better' air is not good enough for the Valley 

The Oct. 3 front-page headline, "Valley air best in three decades" sent a shiver of fear down my spine -- 
or deep into my lungs. News like this can cause community leaders, citizens and businesses to become 
complacent in the fight for better air quality. Not only must we keep our guard up, we have to stay on the 
offensive.  

The article reports "only" 64 bad air days this summer. I consider summer three months long, so 64 is 
two-thirds of the days! This is not enough progress. Furthermore, the article reports only ozone violations, 
but says nothing about particulate pollution.  

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Web site reports that there have been 106 
"unofficial" violations of state standards for PM10, the small, harmful particles that can cause asthma and 
emphysema exacerbations, angina and heart attacks.  

As a pulmonary physician, I see patients every day with symptoms I must attribute to poor air quality. 
Some are disabled, some must move out of the Valley, but most live on with a reduced quality of life. A 
report that our air is getting better doesn't help my patients; we all have to breathe this air. Let's keep up 
the battle for better air through programs highlighted in The Bee article and by requiring pollution 
abatement measures for housing and business development, dairy expansion and agricultural operations. 
Breathing is part of everyday life, and so must be pollution control!  

John Gasman, M.D., Clovis  
 
'Global dimming' 

What Roxanna Moser [letter Sept. 29] may be referring to is emission particulates that join in cloud 
formation and have indeed been reflecting sunlight away causing what is now referred to as "global 
dimming."  

This effect has been somewhat counter balancing the effect of greenhouse gases that are fostering 
"global warming." As we reduce particulate emissions to diminish related health problems the effects of 
green house gasses is going to increase. That's the truth, not drivel!  

Mike Hobbs, Hanford  
 
Modesto Bee, Letter to the Editor, Sunday, Oct. 14, 2007: 
We need more help to clean the air 
Wouldn't it be nice to have clean air? No fighting about how we're going to get it, or how soon, or the 
technicalities that are forced down our throats as excuses to why we can't have it now. 

Well, I think I know a solution that will lead us in the right direction, and I know the person who can do it. 
Mr. Governor, please sign Senate Bill 719 to add public health voices to our Valley Air Board! The board 
is a public health agency and needs this expertise to solve one of the hardest problems our valley is 
facing today. Between the economic and health consequences that bad air causes, we cannot afford a 
delay. These additional voices can only help, and we need all the help we can get. 

Think of all the coughing and wheezing you'll end with one stroke of a pen. 

DALE ERWIN, Modesto 
 
Merced Sun-Star, Friday, Oct. 12, 2007: 
Letter to the Editor: Call for action on asthma 



Editor: Just think of all the wonderful things the governor could accomplish and how many people will 
thank him for signing SB 719. He would have a 100 percent approval rating from all the people with 
asthma, heart disease, and any parent who is concerned about the health and well-being of their children 
growing up here. 

This bill would add the health expertise that our Valley Air Board so desperately needs. It may not cure all 
our problems but it would sure be a step in the right direction. What would hurt us more is to do nothing 
and continue down this path of asthma and economic devastation. We can't afford to wait for incremental 
change. We need political will now and with his leadership on this issue he can show us that he is willing 
to give us what he promised in his state of the state address. This could be his call to action on asthma in 
the Valley! 

ALICIA BOHLKE, Merced 


