March 6, 2017

Bureau of Air Management

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Comments on the Draft Proposed State of Connecticut Mitigation Plan under the
Volkswagen 2.0L Partial Consent Decree, Appendix D

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written comments on the draft Proposed State of
Connecticut Mitigation Plan under the Volkswagen 2.0L Partial Consent Decree, Appendix D
(“Proposed Plan”). On behalf of the undersigned organizations and our members, we write to
identify key priorities that we support for allocating Connecticut’s share of the VW Mitigation
Trust Funds. We appreciate the state’s leadership in developing the plan in advance of
Volkswagen naming a trustee and in facilitating a transparent public process.

There are many positive aspects of the Proposed Plan that the undersigned organizations
support. First, we fully endorse DEEP’s proposal to allocate 15% of the Environmental
Mitigation Trust (“Trust”) funds, the maximum allowed, to the development of electric vehicle
supply equipment (“‘EVSE”).! As DEEP illustrates in the Proposed Plan, non-diesel light duty
vehicles make up nearly 45% of mobile NOx emissions in the state.? NOx emissions react with
other pollutants to form ground level ozone, which has been demonstrated to impair lung
function and produce many respiratory symptoms. Connecticut’s eight counties all received
failing grades for high ozone days from the American Lung Association.® Increasing charging
infrastructure will help bolster adoption of electric vehicles (“EVs”), which produce no tailpipe
NOx emissions, by providing a charging network that supports long-range and local driving and
visibly promotes EVs across the state.

This coalition also supports DEEP’s plan to pursue eligible mitigation projects that maximize the
funding for EVSE.* Beyond allocating the entire 15% allowed for EVSE, DEEP should also
leverage EVSE from other eligible projects funded through the Trust. For example, charging
stations installed for electric transit buses could be open to public charging when buses are in
use. We appreciate DEEP’s decision not to limit the scope of eligible projects in the Proposed
Plan, but we encourage DEEP to invest the majority of the Trust funds on zero-emission buses
to maximize this opportunity to leverage infrastructure while achieving maximum emissions
reduction.

We support DEEP’s giving funding priority to projects in environmental justice communities and
would like to see investment maximized in urban areas that have suffered the greatest health
impacts from pollution. Zero-emission buses will have a positive impact on air quality in these
priority communities due to their frequent operation.
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We urge Connecticut not to adopt the narrow NOx-per-dollar cost-effectiveness funding priority
suggested in the Proposed Plan.> Such a criterion would be inconsistent with the structure of
the Volkswagen settlement—NOx cost efficacy has already been factored into developing the
list of eligible categories, and thus it is not an appropriate metric for further distinguishing
between the eligible mitigation actions.® Moreover, adopting an overly restrictive NOx-per-dollar
cost-efficacy test could be counterproductive to Connecticut’'s broader environmental, public
health, and climate goals, as it ignores the other air quality and climate benefits of the
investments. For example, replacement of older diesel vehicles with newer models may provide
robust short-term NOXx reductions per dollar, but may be incompatible with the deeper NOx and
greenhouse gas reductions that will be necessary for Connecticut to achieve.

To the extent that costs and benefits are considered, we recommend it should be done
holistically, considering the full range of lifecycle benefits and costs of alternative uses of the
mitigation trust funds. For example, while electric transit buses have a higher purchase price
than diesel buses, recent analysis has shown that their lifecycle costs are about $165,000 less
due to lower fuel, operation, and maintenance costs’—these savings only grow as
environmental, climate, and public health benefits are considered. These savings are passed on
to taxpayers, who in turn reinvest in the local economy.

In addition to cost savings, investment in zero emission vehicles and non-road equipment
instead of diesel or alternative fuel upgrades provides the added benefit of helping to achieve
the state’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions mandates. Connecticut is required by the Global
Warming Solutions Act to reduce GHG emissions in the state to 10% below 1990 levels by 2020
and 80% below 2001 levels by 2050. Yet, GHG emissions in the state have risen 7.5% from a
low in 2012, largely due to increased vehicle use.? As electrification is the only option across the
eligible mitigation projects that results in both zero NOx and GHG tailpipe emissions, we support
DEEP giving funding priority to zero emission vehicle projects based on consistency with state
energy and environmental goals.® Further, to ensure that these benefits are captured in the
Proposed Plan, we suggest the addition of another bullet to section VI. A. Environmental
Benefits.’® The new bullet would state that “Replacement or repowering of any eligible vehicle
or non-road equipment with an all-electric model or engine will provide 100% reduction in
tailpipe NOx emissions.”

In the same vein, it is important that DEEP acknowledge the local economic benefits that zero
emission vehicles and their associated infrastructure will bring to the state. While DEEP
recognizes that eligible mitigation projects may result in “increased sales of both diesel vehicles
and non-road equipment and other eligible equipment,”! it does not explicitly recognize that
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sales of electric vehicles and non-road equipment, EVSE, and fuel cells, will generate state tax
revenue and support local businesses—there are local car dealerships selling EVs, Connecticut
companies manufacturing hydrogen fuel cell technologies, and at least one Connecticut-based
company producing EV charging stations. We request that DEEP revise the language in this
section on “Energy and Economic Benefits” to be more inclusive of technologies beyond diesel
upgrades.

The undersigned also recommend that the Proposed Plan be amended to remove the
commitment to giving funding priority to entities with experience in implementing diesel
reduction projects.'?> While our organizations understand that experience with these projects
can be valuable, it would be counterproductive for funding to be limited to only established
entities. For example, if DEEP also adopts the funding priority of having transformative projects
that consider environmental justice goals (among others), then prioritizing established
applicants could be antithetical to this outcome by limiting projects to traditional ideas and
demographic groups. Further, as new technologies emerge and new companies develop to
support them, it would be unfortunate to limit the competitiveness of these proposals because of
inexperience.

Our organizations appreciate the analytical work that went into developing the emissions charts
in the report. However, we would like to see the most recent data used. It appears that older
data on GHG emissions is used in Figure 2 than in the NOx emissions charts in Figures 1, 3, 4,
and 5. We suggest that the GHG emissions figure be updated using DEEP’s “2013 Connecticut
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory.”3

Finally, we are pleased that DEEP has recognized the potential benefits that EVs and
associated infrastructure may bring to the grid and local electric distribution system.'* There are
multiple load management benefits that EVs and their associated infrastructure can generate,
including integration of variable generation and use of off-peak resources.*® The state should
consider these benefits in their planning efforts, especially as the Trust funds enable greater
adoption of these technologies.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. We look forward to engaging with
you on future versions of the State of Connecticut Mitigation Plan, DEEP’s actions to deploy the
Trust funds, and other actions related to the Volkswagen Settlement.

Respectfully submitted,

Emily Lewis O’Brient
Acadia Center*

Mustafa S. Salahuddin
Amalgamated Transit Union, Local 1336
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Ruth Canovi
American Lung Association in Connecticut

Kevin George Miller
ChargePoint*

Anne Hulick
Connecticut Clean Water Action/Clean Water Fund*

Claire Coleman
Connecticut Fund for the Environment*

Kate Cohen
ConnPIRG*

Megan Herzog
Conservation Law Foundation*

John Humphries
CT Roundtable on Climate and Jobs*

Krysia Solheim
goNewHavengo

Jeff Gross
Sierra Club*

t To whom correspondence should be directed. Email elewis@acadiacenter.org or call 860-
246-7121 x207

* Member Connecticut Electric Vehicle Coalition



