
Arnold signs on-time state budget  
$131.4 billion package bails out education but has $3.5 billion deficit 
BY STEVE LAWRENCE, Associated Press 
In the LA Daily News and other papers, Saturday, July 1, 2006 

SACRAMENTO - Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger signed a $131.4 billion budget Friday -- the first 
on-time state spending plan in six years -- after vetoing $112 million for programs ranging from 
court translators to air pollution control.  

"It's a great day to celebrate. It's a big day for California," Schwarzenegger said at a signing 
ceremony in the Capitol rotunda, where tourists looked on from the wings and a second-floor 
gallery, about 12 hours before the start of a new fiscal year.  

Lawmakers approved the budget Tuesday night, avoiding a repeat of the partisan deadlocks that 
have held up budgets in most recent years.  

"This was a budget that was done the way it ought to be done," said Senate President Pro Tem 
Don Perata, D-Oakland.  

The budget uses a revenue windfall to fund one of the largest increases ever for California 
schools. It also sets aside billions to pay down debt and build up reserves.  

But it still leaves a deficit of at least $3.5 billion for the fiscal year that starts July 1, 2007.  

Overall, it's about 11 percent bigger than the $117.3 billion budget Schwarzenegger signed last 
July, 11 days into a new fiscal year.  

The new budget will give schools $55.1 billion, an increase of $5.1 billion. Hundreds of millions of 
that extra money will go to programs like music, art, physical education and guidance counselors 
that were neglected in recent years.  

It also provides for a $6-per-unit cut in community college fees and avoids an increase in fees for 
students at California State University and University of California campuses.  

Other key provisions would set aside nearly $4.9 billion to pay debts and build up $2 billion in 
reserves, increase funding for drug treatment programs, pay for as many as 50 new judges, 
provide cost-of-living increases for the elderly, blind and disabled poor, expand anti-gang 
programs, and expand child-care and foster-care programs.  

"This is a great budget," Schwarzenegger said. "The real winners here today are the people of 
California."  

But his Democratic opponent in the November election, state Treasurer Phil Angelides, said 
Schwarzenegger hadn't "squarely faced up to the state's deficit spending, as he promised to do."  

"The fact is, if Arnold Schwarzenegger is re-elected governor, next year we know what he is 
going to do," Angelides said. "He's going to cut schools, he's going to raise college tuition and 
fees."  

A spokesman for Schwarzenegger's re-election campaign, Matt David, said Angelides was 
"blinded by partisanship." 
 
Governor signs $131.4 billion budget after vetoing $112 million 
By STEVE LAWRENCE, The Associated Press 
In the Bakersfield Californian and other papers Saturday, July 1, 2006 

Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger signed a $131.4 billion budget Friday -- the first on-time state 
spending plan in six years -- after vetoing $112 million for programs ranging from court translators 
to air pollution control. 

"It's a great day to celebrate. It's a big day for California," Schwarzenegger said at a signing 
ceremony that included legislative leaders of both parties. 



The former Hollywood star held the ceremony in the Capitol rotunda, where tourists looked on 
from the wings and a second-floor gallery, about 12 hours before the start of a new fiscal year. 

Lawmakers approved the budget Tuesday night, avoiding a repeat of the partisan deadlocks that 
have held up budgets in most recent years. 

"This was a budget that was done the way it ought to be done," said Senate President Pro Tem 
Don Perata, D-Oakland. 

The budget uses a revenue windfall to fund one of the largest increases ever for California 
schools. It also sets aside billions to pay down debt and build up reserves. 

But it still leaves a deficit of at least $3.5 billion for the fiscal year that starts July 1, 2007. 

Overall, it's about 11 percent bigger than the $117.3 billion budget Schwarzenegger signed last 
July, 11 days into a new fiscal year. 

The new budget will give schools $55.1 billion, an increase of $5.1 billion. Hundreds of millions of 
that extra money will go to programs like music, art, physical education and guidance counselors 
that were neglected in recent years. 

It also provides for a $6-per-unit cut in community college fees and avoids an increase in fees for 
students at California State University and University of California campuses. 

Other key provisions would set aside nearly $4.9 billion to pay debts and build up $2 billion in 
reserves, increase funding for drug treatment programs, pay for as many as 50 new judges, 
provide cost-of-living increases for the elderly, blind and disabled poor, expand anti-gang 
programs, and expand child-care and foster-care programs. 

"This is a great budget...," Schwarzenegger said. "The real winners here today are the people of 
California." 

But his Democratic opponent in the November election, state Treasurer Phil Angelides, said 
Schwarzenegger hadn't "squarely faced up to the state's deficit spending, as he promised to do." 

"The fact is, if Arnold Schwarzenegger is re-elected governor, next year we know what he is 
going to do...," Angelides said. "He's going to cut schools, he's going to raise college tuition and 
fees." 

A spokesman for Schwarzenegger's re-election campaign, Matt David, said Angelides was 
"blinded by partisanship." 

"If Phil Angelides had his way, California would have a budget that increases spending, increases 
taxes and raids the state's rainy day fund," he said. 

The line-item vetoes made by Schwarzenegger before he signed the budget hit agencies ranging 
from the tax-collecting Board of Equalization to the smog-fighting Air Resources Board. 

Among the appropriations cut or eliminated were funding for housing, health care for the poor, 
workplace-safety inspectors, dental services for children and West Nile virus control efforts. 

"Even though we have experienced an increase in revenues, we realize there are some areas 
where we need to continue to control costs and the rate of growth and spending," said H.D. 
Palmer, a spokesman for Schwarzenegger's Finance Department. 

"There are areas where we don't think an augmentation to a certain budget is justified on a policy 
basis or on the basis they are not needing or not being able to hire a certain amount of personnel. 
It varies from department to department." 

Schwarzenegger vetoed $116 million in budget spending in 2004 and $190 million in 2005. 
Palmer said negotiations with legislative leaders helped reduce the amount this year. 

 
Budget helps schools, pays debt 
Governor uses his veto pen sparingly, cutting $112m from the $131b state spending plan. 



By E.J. Schultz / Bee Capitol Bureau 
Fresno Bee, Saturday, July 1, 2006 
 
SACRAMENTO - Riding a feel-good wave of bipartisan cooperation, Gov. Schwarzenegger 

signed a $131 billion state budget Friday praised for making a historic investment in education 
while paying down debt. 
 
The governor spared a $13 million increase to the state's high-speed rail program - a proposal 
many feared would be vetoed - but rejected an increase in state money to local air districts. 
 
Overall, Schwarzenegger used his veto pen sparingly, cutting $112 million from the $131 billion 
spending plan, which funds everything from public schools to prisons. 
 
"We put politics aside here and we were driven by one overwhelming desire: to do what is best 
for the people of California," said Schwarzenegger, flanked by smiling legislative leaders at a 
budget signing ceremony in the Capitol rotunda. 
 
The budget was signed one day before today's start of the fiscal year, marking the first time since 
2000 that lawmakers have accomplished that feat. The constitutional deadline to pass the budget 
is June 15. 
 
"This was a budget that was done the way it ought to be done," said Senate President Pro Tem 
Don Perata, D-Oakland. "Partisanship really did not enter into it. That sounds hackneyed but it 
was true." 
The veto list included a smattering of mostly noncontroversial items. 
 
Saved was the state's high-speed rail program, which looked to be on thin ice. The budget 
includes $14.3 million for rail planning and right -of-way acquisitions. The governor had originally 
proposed only a little more than $1 million for the California High Speed Rail Authority. 
 
It's "a big relief," said Mehdi Morshed, the authority's executive director. "The decision is 
obviously to go ahead with the project and that's a very, very significant step." The $35 billion rail 
would cut through the Central Valley, including Fresno, as it speeds across the state. Planners 
want to use a multimillion bond to help pay for the system. A vote on the bond ballot measure 
was pushed back to 2008. 
 
Among the governor's vetoes was a cut to a proposed increase in state funding to air districts. 
Instead of $20 million, districts will get $10 million, about what they got last year. 
 
If the new money had been kept in, the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District would 
have received about $1 million more this year, said Tom Jordan, the air district's special projects 
administrator. The money, he said, is needed to help deal with a host of new state mandates, 
including rules on asbestos regulation, for example.  
 
Without it, "it definitely makes it tougher to fully fund our operations," he said. Air districts get less 
than 3% of their funding from the state, the Department of Finance said. 
 
Staff said the state could not afford the increase because the money comes from an unstable 
source: the "motor vehicle account," which gets money from vehicle registration fees and similar 
charges. 
 
The fund could be stretched thin in coming years as the state tries to comply with the federal Real 
ID Act, designed to improve the security of state-issued driver's licenses and identification cards.  
 
The state will use about $155 million from the account this year on air quality, including $25 
million in new spending to help replace pollution-spewing school buses.  



 
The unquestioned winner in the budget is education. Per-student spending will increase by $516 
to $11,264, according to the governor's office. Fresno Unified will receive at least $24 million in 
new money for the 2006-07 fiscal year, according to preliminary analysis by the district. "This 
year's a good year for education," said Ruth Quinto, the district's chief financial officer. 
 
The district will get at least $7 million in one-time funding. Of that, $5.5 million is discretionary 
money, meaning the district and schools can determine how it's spent. The other one-time money 
must be spent on certain items such as physical education and music equipment. 
 
Quinto said students should notice the difference. 
 
"We are excited, the school sites are excited," she said. "The kids deserve it." 
 
The state budget this year was pumped up by a more than $7.5 billion tax windfall, thanks to a 
surging economy and booming housing market.  
 
Leaders on Friday patted one another on the back for showing fiscal restraint. "We wanted to 
make sure that if we have a downturn next year we're gonna be prepared," Perata said. 
 
The budget prepays $2.8 billion in debt and sets aside a $2.1 billion rainy day fund, according to 
the governor's office.  
 
But there is still a deficit. The general fund has a $7 billion operating shortfall, spending $101.3 
billion but taking in $94.4 billion, according to the Legislative Analyst's Office. 
 
The failure to make better progress on the deficit led several Valley Republicans to vote no on the 
plan earlier this week, including Assembly Members Mike Villines, R-Clovis, and Bill Maze, R-
Visalia. 
 
Said Maze: "This economy has not expanded in the rate and complexity that matches this out-of-
control budget of California."  
 
Schwarzenegger Signs California Budget After Cutting $175 Million 
The spending plan is the first completed on time in six years. Criticism of his trimming 
was muted as Democrats got most of what they had sought. 
By Evan Halper, staff writer 
L.A. Times, Saturday, July 1, 2006 
 
SACRAMENTO - Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger signed the state's first on-time budget in six years 
Friday, after using his veto power to scale back the expansion of environmental enforcement and 
healthcare programs approved by the Legislature earlier this week.  
 
The $131-billion spending plan signed by the governor will use a surge of unanticipated revenue 
that filled California's coffers this year to pay back billions the state borrowed from schools in 
recent years as well as to accelerate repayment of other state debt.  
 
The governor used his veto pencil to eliminate more than $175 million in spending that the 
Legislature had approved. He vetoed tens of millions of dollars from the budget that would have 
been used to reduce air pollution, expand hospital trauma care, provide interpreters to non-
English speakers in civil court cases and make dental care available to more low-income children, 
among other services.  
 
The vetoes drew a muted response, however. Most of the program expansions that Democrats 
had secured in the budget approved by the Legislature Tuesday night remained intact.  



 
"This is a great budget," Schwarzenegger said just before signing the document at a ceremony 
under the Capitol dome. Schwarzenegger said he and legislative leaders were able to meet the 
deadline for passing a budget for the first time since 2000 because "we put politics aside." 
 
"We were driven by one overwhelming desire: to do what is best for the people of California," he 
said.  
 
The budget does not solve the state's financial problems. It relies on this year's $7.5-billion 
windfall - unanticipated tax revenue resulting from higher than expected capital gains, corporate 
profits and the hot housing market - to expand programs and close a shortfall that had been 
projected for the fiscal year that begins today.  
 
But the state is still projected to spend more than it brings in over the coming years. Lawmakers 
expect a deficit of at least $3.3 billion for the fiscal year that begins in July of 2007.  
 
On Friday, Democratic gubernatorial nominee Phil Angelides warned that Schwarzenegger would 
deal with that deficit as he has dealt with past deficits, "by cutting school funding, raising tuition 
and fees and cutting healthcare." 
 
But Assembly Speaker Fabian Nuñez (D-Los Angeles) had a different take.  
 
He said the budget agreement shows "you can be fiscally conservative but at the same time be 
compassionate." 
 
By the time the budget was signed, the Legislature had adjourned for a monthlong break. Some 
lawmakers will stick around to draft legislation in line with the four-part plan the governor 
presented this week to address prison overcrowding. Schwarzenegger called a special session of 
the Legislature to deal with that issue, which will resume when lawmakers return Aug. 7.  
 
The Assembly has already approved at least two prison reform proposals: a bill that would 
authorize the state to borrow for the construction of new prisons and another that would move 
nonviolent women offenders into local detention centers where they could get drug treatment, 
education and help finding jobs. Both are pending in the Senate.  
 
Harsher penalties for repeat drug offenders, championed by the governor, became law when he 
signed the budget Friday. The new law changes voter-approved Proposition 36 by taking away 
the option of avoiding jail from thousands of drug offenders who seek addiction treatment more 
than once.  
 
Now judges will be able to incarcerate offenders up to five days if they relapse. Treatment 
advocates call the new penalties illegal and say they will sue to block them.  
 
The governor scaled back the expansion of efforts to fight air pollution by $35 million. The money 
would have been used to update heavily polluting construction, farming and transportation 
equipment and to bolster enforcement of the state's clean air laws.  
 
Regardless, environmentalists saw victory overall in the budget. They noted that it includes $50 
million to replace decades-old school buses with clean-burning models, develop alternative fuels 
and promote zero-emissions cars and trucks. 
 
"This budget certainly isn't bad," said Pete Price, an environmental lobbyist in Sacramento. "A lot 
of the environmental budget items were retained. I think generally you will find environmentalists 
not unhappy." 
 
There was also little criticism from healthcare advocates. The governor eliminated $10 million that 



would have gone to fund trauma centers in hospitals, scaled back a proposal to fight West Nile 
virus by $6 million - or two-thirds of the proposed funding - and eliminated $2 million that would 
have been used to provide preventive dental care to low-income children. 
 
The governor also vetoed $10 million that civil courts could have used to hire interpreters for non-
English speakers. 
 
Some legislators thinking green 
Democrats pushing bills, opposed by business, on water and air quality. 
By Judy Lin -- Bee Capitol Bureau 
Sacramento Bee, Sunday, July 2, 2006 

Maybe it's the summer heat, or maybe it's Al Gore's documentary.  

Whatever the cause, California environmentalists and Democratic lawmakers have embarked on 
an ambitious campaign to catapult the state ahead of the nation on a number of green initiatives.  

From greenhouse-gas caps to alternative energy, they say it's time to make significant changes 
after watching a number of clean water and air quality bills vetoed by Gov. Arnold 
Schwarzenegger in recent years. They say the looming election should also help motivate 
politicians to think green.  

"There's no question the leadership California can provide on this issue on the sustainability of 
our planet," Assembly Speaker Fabian Núñez, D-Los Angeles, recently testified before an 
environmental committee. "The world really is watching today what we do in California."  

It won't be easy. Business and trade groups have already targeted dozens of environmental bills 
as job killers. A coalition led by the California Chamber of Commerce has taken out print and 
radio ads against one of Núñez's pet bills.  

At the center of the debate is Assembly Bill 32, which would require industries to report how much 
greenhouse gas they emit -- and place caps on emissions starting in 2012.  

"We don't think heavy -handed regulation and bureaucracy is necessary," said Thomas Tietz, who 
heads the California Nevada Cement Promotion Council.  

Backers say AB 32 would spur new technologies, but Tietz warned that such caps will backfire on 
the local economy. He said the bill would drive cement producers out of state and force California 
to import materials produced from countries or states with less stringent environmental rules.  

Right now there's no emission regulation on major industries like power companies, fuel 
refineries, manufacturers and landfills. The United States is the biggest contributor to global 
warming, with power plants and transportation making up more than two-thirds of the nation's 
carbon dioxide emissions, according to a report from Environment California.  

Businesses oppose any emissions cap and prefer the status quo of voluntary emissions 
reporting. Tietz said the cement industry already is reducing the amount of carbon dioxide it 
releases into the atmosphere to 10 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2020.  

Frank Sheets of TXI Riverside Cement noted that the cement industry, concerned about its own 
costs, has begun promoting a new cement formula that takes less energy to make -- a win for 
both the environment and the industry.  

In April, Schwarzenegger put together the Climate Action Summit of business, political, 
environmental and academic leaders to tout a report on ways California can reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions. He said then he supported emissions caps but cautioned that it might take time to 
phase them in.  

Terry Tamminen, the governor's senior adviser for energy and the environment, said the governor 
has not said whether he would sign the bill by Núñez and Assemblywoman Fran Pavley, D-
Agoura Hills, if it makes it to his desk.  



"You can have a strong economy by investing in the environment," Tamminen said. "He did say 
he wants a careful, steady ramp-up because you don't want to drive business out of the state."  

Schwarzenegger has sought to establish his environmental credentials with several key 
initiatives. Through the Public Utilities Commission, he has championed a solar roof program 
aimed at putting 1 million panels on California homes and businesses. The PUC earlier this year 
set targets for California to reduce its greenhouse emissions to 2000 levels in the next five years 
and to 1990 levels in 15 years.  

Senate Republicans on Thursday prevented a bill that serves as the framework for the solar 
rebate plan from reaching the governor's desk, arguing they had not had a chance to look at 
revisions. The bill was sent back to committee for review before the Legislature broke for summer 
recess.  

Sen. Jim Battin, R-Palm Desert, said: "I just don't know what it does. I'm just going to have to 
pass on it."  

Tamminen said it was unfortunate the bill got "hijacked by politics at the last minute."  

Schwarzenegger says his administration is promoting biofuels and wants state government 
buildings to cut energy use by 20 percent by the year 2015.  

"We want to put our state on an energy diet and challenge private businesses to do exactly the 
same," the governor said Friday at a Los Angeles conservation summit.  

Environmentalists are hoping that with Schwarzenegger campaigning for re-election and Al 
Gore's "An Inconvenient Truth" raising public awareness about rising global temperatures and 
melting polar ice, there will be enough momentum to pass key bills.  

"Many of these important bills would pit the governor's environmental promises against his 
support from big business. So Schwarzenegger might face his own inconvenient truth -- to 
choose between his campaign contributors and his campaign promises," said Bill Magavern, a 
Sierra Club California lobbyist.  

Bob Epstein, co-founder of Environmental Entrepreneurs, said he's hoping for a difference this 
year.  

"There's just a lot more activity between the Legislature and the governor than I saw last year. 
And that's been very positive," Epstein said.  

The Democratic leadership has already made AB 32 a priority but at last count, there were nearly 
30 bills in the Legislature addressing climate change.  

Senate President Pro Tem Don Perata is carrying Senate Bill 1368, which seeks to limit 
greenhouse gas emissions by the power industry.  

SB 1250, also by Perata, seeks to increase California Energy Commission funding for renewable 
energy resources, such as wind, geothermal and solar power.  

Sen. Christine Kehoe, D-San Diego, wrote SB 1675, which would require that all diesel fuel sold 
in the state contain at least 2 percent biodiesel and raise that standard to 5 percent after two 
years.  

Voters, meanwhile, will decide in November on an alternative energy initiative, which would 
create a tax on oil producers to fund alternative fuel research and production. The goal is to 
reduce the state's dependence on oil by 25 percent over the next 10 years.  

LEGISLATION IN THE PIPELINE 

AB 32 AT A GLANCE  

Assembly Bill 32, sponsored by Assembly Democrats Fabian Núñez and Fran Pavley, is at the 
center of the current "green debate" in the Legislature.  



 • It would require industries to report how much greenhouse gas they emit -- and place caps on 
emissions, starting in 2012.  

• Backers say AB 32 would spur new technologies and point out that right now there's no 
emission regulation on major industries such as power companies, fuel refineries, manufacturers 
and landfills.  

• Businesses oppose any emissions cap and prefer the status quo of voluntary emissions 
reporting, and some have argued that caps will backfire on the local economy, perhaps driving 
some industries out of state.  

• The governor's senior adviser for energy and the environment said the governor has not said 
whether he would sign the bill.  

OTHER BILLS  

There are nearly 30 bills in the Legislature addressing climate change. Among them:  

Bill 1368 by Senate President Pro Tem Don Perata, which seeks to limit greenhouse gas 
emissions by the power industry.  

SB 1250, also by Perata, which seeks to increase California Energy Commission funding for 
renewable energy resources, such as wind, geothermal and solar power.  

SB 1675, by Sen. Christine Kehoe, D-San Diego, which would require that all diesel fuel sold in 
the state contain at least 2 percent biodiesel and raise that standard to 5 percent after two years. 
 
Biodiesel puts on a suit  
Fuel-heavy industries are turning to an alternative 
By David R. Baker, staff writer 
S.F. Chronicle, Sunday, July 2, 2006 
 
Two years ago, Phil Foster decided to try using biodiesel on his San Benito County farm.  
 
He liked the idea of it, at least. The fuel comes from domestically produced, renewable sources 
such as vegetable oil, animal fat or used restaurant grease. It pollutes less than regular diesel 
and gives off fewer greenhouse gases. It can be used on its own or blended with regular diesel as 
a relatively cheap way to cut emissions. And it works in ordinary diesel engines like those in his 
14 tractors and four trucks.  
 
Now, after trying it, Foster wouldn't go back. He's burning roughly 15,000 gallons of biodiesel per 
year, using it to till 250 acres of land and haul organic lettuce, leeks and cabbage to market.  
 
"I read up on it, thought about it, and it didn't seem too much of a risk," said Foster. "And 
basically, I've been happy with it from day one." He's even paying less for his trucks' biodiesel 
than he would for regular fuel, spending about $3.15, or 12 cents less, per gallon.  
 
Biodiesel used to look more like a hobby than a business. It attracted a passionate following 
among environmentalists and people worried about the world's dependence on petroleum. They 
made biodiesel in small batches and burned it in their diesel-engine Volkswagens and Mercedes. 
It remained far from the mass market.  
 
But in recent years biodiesel has started to make inroads in industries that consume large 
amounts of fuel. One by one, businesses such as Phil Foster Ranch are trying biodiesel and 
growing more comfortable with it. Government agencies with large vehicle fleets are testing it as 
well.  
 
Nationwide production has soared, tripling in 2005 to reach 75 million gallons, although it pales in 
comparison to the nearly 140 billion gallons of gasoline the United States consumes each year. 



New biodiesel plants are under construction throughout the country, some of them funded by 
such corporate giants as Chevron and Archer Daniels Midland.  
 
"We're talking about a way to turn the passion of this business into dollars and cents," said 
Theodore Lavoie, chief executive officer of San Rafael's Greenline Industries, which designs 
biodiesel plants. Greenline's latest plant, in Salinas, will start operations in September.  
 
Biodiesel used to be far more expensive than its petroleum-based counterpart. But prices for 
regular diesel have doubled in the last three years, narrowing the difference between the two 
fuels. Government biodiesel subsidies have also helped.  
 
"The price of biodiesel hasn't changed much -- the competitiveness has," said Pat O'Keefe, 
whose company, Bay Biodiesel, will open a biodiesel plant in Martinez this summer.  
 
Because of the fragmented nature of the biodiesel market, it's hard to quote an average price. 
While Foster spends about $3.15 per gallon, one Bay Area purveyor charges $3.50. By 
comparison, regular diesel at California gas stations costs an average of $3.27.  
 
But the market for biodiesel remains tiny, dwarfed by the United States' ravenous appetite for 
other fuels. Even ethanol -- also renewable, also based on crops -- sells more briskly, in large 
part because many states blend it into gasoline to control air pollution. Domestic plants produced 
nearly 4 billion gallons of ethanol last year, more than 53 times national biodiesel production.  
 
Biodiesel converts see great potential for growth, especially among companies and government 
agencies that operate large fleets of vehicles.  
 
But there are obstacles and possible limits to that growth. Diesel-powered cars are rare in the 
United States compared with Europe. Biodiesel has, in the past, varied in quality -- something 
producers are pushing hard to change. Here in California, state regulations designed to protect 
drivers from substandard fuels have prevented biodiesel from being sold at regular gas stations.  
 
And, as with ethanol, there are questions about how much fuel the country's farmland can grow.  
 
"If everything went right, I would think that in 10 to 15 years ... you could possibly produce 10 
billion gallons of biodiesel in the United States," said Robert McCormick, leader of biodiesel 
utilization research and development at the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, part of the 
federal Department of Energy.  
 
He noted, however, that the country's overall demand for diesel is about 60 billion gallons per 
year. "There's just no way you're going to come up with 60 billion gallons of biodiesel," 
McCormick said.  
 
The concept behind the fuel is not new. When Rudolf Diesel introduced his eponymous engine at 
the 1900 World's Fair, he ran it on peanut oil, not petroleum.  
 
Biodiesel is not the same as raw vegetable oil. It can, however, be refined from many crops as 
well as the used grease restaurants churn out by the barrel.  
 
While individual biodiesel enthusiasts often gravitate toward kitchen grease, most commercial 
plants in the United States use soy oil. That's not an accident. The soy farming industry has 
poured money into biodiesel research for years, much as corn farmers have done with ethanol.  
 
As a result, most of the nation's 65 operating biodiesel plants listed by the National Biodiesel 
Board are in Texas or the Midwest, close to soy supplies. So are most of the 50 plants under 
construction.  
The fuel they produce burns cleaner than regular diesel.  



 
A study by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory found that buses using pure biodiesel cut 
by 32 percent their emissions of tiny soot particles, which can cause breathing problems. Carbon 
monoxide emissions fell 35 percent. And emissions of carbon dioxide, the greenhouse gas most 
blamed for global warming, fell 78 percent, in part because the soy plants used to make the 
biodiesel absorb carbon dioxide from the atmosphere.  
 
Blending biodiesel with regular diesel also cuts pollution, although to a lesser extent. Using 
biodiesel raises emissions of one pollutant, nitrous oxide, by about 13 percent.  
 
Biodiesel's relative cleanliness has long been one of its main attractions. So has the idea of 
deriving energy from crops that can be planted year after year, rather than from that famously 
finite resource: oil.  
Price used to be a barrier. But that changed dramatically last year. As oil costs topped $60 per 
barrel, regular diesel prices rose to nearly $3 per gallon after starting the year just below $2.  
 
And in January 2005, a federal tax credit for biodiesel producers and distributors kicked in. For 
every gallon of biodiesel they blend with regular diesel, they receive $1. The credit encourages 
the use of biodiesel blends to reduce pollution. Producers who had been making pure biodiesel 
started adding 1 percent of petroleum-based fuel to the mix, took the tax credit and cut their 
costs.  
 
Even before the tax credit, interest in the fuel had been growing. BioFuel Oasis, a co-op in 
Berkeley, has quadrupled its membership since it opened in 2003. It now includes 1,500 drivers, 
some from as far away as Sacramento and Sebastopol.  
 
"The market for the regular consumer, the average person, is growing pretty much as fast as 
people can find diesel cars," said Gretchen Zimmermann, one of the Oasis workers and owners.  
 
Many Americans, however, aren't familiar with diesel cars and don't like the soot-spewing diesel 
trucks they've encountered on the freeway.  
 
The biodiesel market in California also has faced regulatory issues and a lack of local supplies.  
 
State rules have restricted biodiesel's availability. Under regulations that limit the kinds of fuels 
used in California, biodiesel has been designated a "developmental fuel" that can be sold only 
with state  
permission. The state issues variances allowing groups of users -- such as co-ops or fleets -- to 
legally buy biodiesel. As a result, you can't find it at the corner gas station, at least not yet.  
 
California biodiesel dealers have had to bring in supplies made elsewhere. Although the state has 
several biodiesel plants -- the National Biodiesel Board counts six -- many import their raw 
materials from the Midwest. Bay Biodiesel's Martinez plant will use soybean oil brought into 
California by train.  
 
"After we get the plant up and running, get the process perfect, then we can look at alternative 
feedstocks, whether it's locally grown mustard seed or canola," said O'Keefe, who co-owns the 
company with his wife, Lori.  
 
Even many of biodiesel's backers caution against seeing the fuel as an easy way to replace 
petroleum.  
 
"I think there's an appropriate place for biofuels, but it's not a magic solution," Zimmermann said. 
"Nothing is."  
 
Biodiesel basics  



-- What is it? A renewable fuel for trucks and cars that have diesel engines, not for cars that burn 
gasoline. It can be used on its own or blended with regular diesel.  
-- What is it made from? It can be made from vegetable oils, animal fats or used cooking grease. 
Soybeans are the most common source of biodiesel in the United States.  
-- What are the advantages? Biodiesel comes from renewable sources produced in the United 
States. In general, it creates less pollution than regular diesel and releases fewer greenhouse 
gases.  
-- What are the disadvantages? Until recently, it cost substantially more than regular diesel. It is 
not widely available for retail sales. It tends to congeal in cold temperatures.  
-- Where can I get it? California regulations currently restrict sale of pure biodiesel and most 
biodiesel blends. Co-ops and operators of vehicle fleets, however, can apply for state variances 
allowing them to buy and use the fuel. Individual drivers can join co-ops.  
-- How much does it cost? It varies. Some dealers now sell it for less than the cost of regular 
diesel, which in California averages $3.27 per gallon. Some sell it for more than regular diesel 
costs.  
-- If I dump ordinary vegetable oil in my engine, is that biodiesel? No. Biodiesel is a refined 
product. Diesel engines also can run on regular vegetable oil, but the oil must be heated or mixed 
with other fuels.  
Source: Chronicle research  
 
With bipartisan flourish, governor signs budget 
For the first time in six years, spending plan is on time. 
By Clea Benson -- Bee Capitol Bureau 
Sacramento Bee, Saturday, July 1, 2006 

Crediting an unusually smooth working relationship between Democratic and Republican leaders 
in the Legislature, Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger Friday signed the timeliest state budget in six 
years with the flourish of a fancy blue pen.  

At a packed ceremony in the Capitol rotunda, the governor and top legislators said the $131 
billion spending plan for the fiscal year that begins today was the product of a new spirit of 
bipartisan cooperation.  

"The tone and tenor of Sacramento has changed entirely," said Assembly Speaker Fabian 
Núñez, D-Los Angeles. "And one can only credit the personalities here, the maturity that has 
been expressed by everybody, the fact that we realize we want this to be an honorable 
profession."  

The governor, Núñez and the other legislative leaders described the budget as "compassionate" 
and "responsible" because it pays back about $3 billion in state borrowing and sets aside $2 
billion in a reserve fund for employee raises and other contingencies. The budget also gives 
schools a $5 billion raise and increases funding for foster care, welfare and other social 
programs.  

Budgeting decisions were easier this year in part because the state is enjoying a nearly $8 billion 
revenue windfall due to business growth and an increase in personal incomes.  

But the new spending plan is still about $14 billion higher than last year's budget, and the state 
will spend about $3.5 billion more than it earns during the 2006-07 fiscal year.  

Not everyone is pleased. Lawmakers approved the budget Tuesday on a bipartisan vote, but 24 
Republicans voted against it in the Assembly and 10 voted against it in the Senate.  

"It's important to recognize that we continue to have a structural deficit," said Sen. Dave Cox, R-
Fair Oaks, one of the lawmakers who voted "no" on the budget. "This was a year when we could 
in fact have made some progress, and we didn't."  

Cox said Republicans had identified an additional $2 billion that could have been used for paying 
down debt instead of operating state programs.  



But it may be that the budget was finished on time because Republican leaders chose not to fight 
over additional cuts this year and Democratic leaders chose not to go to the mat over expanding 
controversial social programs such as health care for undocumented immigrant children. That 
contrasts with recent years when the budget fight lasted all summer, forcing state contractors to 
go without pay.  

The process of hammering out the budget was different than in the recent past, when governors 
regularly joined four top legislative leaders for negotiating sessions known as "big five" meetings.  

This year, most of the burden of coming to an agreement fell on the legislative leaders, who met 
on their own while Schwarzenegger stayed in the background. The practice began earlier this 
spring when the Legislature worked out a plan to put billions of dollars in bonds for public-works 
projects on the November ballot.  

Senate President Pro Tem Don Perata, D-Oakland, credited the new Legislature-only 
negotiations with speeding a resolution.  

"We worked this thing through in a manner and in a method that I believe Californians can have a 
sense of confidence that the Legislature is doing its job," Perata said. "We played a role 
effectively with the governor. Partisanship did not enter into it."  

Lawmakers did miss their June 15 state constitutional deadline for agreeing on a budget. But they 
were able to finish in time to let Schwarzenegger sign it before the start of the new fiscal year.  

Some of the Republicans who voted against the budget said they felt the process may have gone 
more smoothly this year -- but at the cost of excluding them from the debate.  

"It was written behind closed doors by the four legislative leaders and then dropped in the laps of 
the legislators days after the deadline for a take-it-or-leave-it vote," said Sen. Tom McClintock, R-
Thousand Oaks. "That might be a smooth process, but it is not a better process. … If we can't 
balance this budget in a time of plenty, when will we ever balance it?"  

Legislative leaders and lobbyists also said the budget was more complete this year than in the 
past, with more bipartisan agreements between legislators and the governor on details before the 
vote.  

One indication of that was Schwarzenegger's relatively light use of his line-item veto power. He 
canceled out only about $112 million in spending this year, compared to nearly $200 million last 
year. Included in his vetoes this time were items such as $10 million for air-quality improvement, 
$10 million for hospital trauma care, and a few hundred thousand dollars to make state 
inspections of care facilities such as day care centers and foster homes available on the Internet.  

In contrast to previous years, few, if any, advocates vocally protested the vetoes.  

"It's obvious that the administration reached more substantial agreements with the Legislature 
this year before the budget came to the governor's desk than we've seen in a long time," said 
education consultant and lobbyist Kevin Gordon. "The (vetoes) were very insignificant." 

 

Visalia Times-Delta, Editorial, Monday, July 3, 2006: 
Clearing the smoke 
Thumbs up to science, especially the kind that debunks long-held misconceptions.  

Last week, ignorance took a pounding on two fronts:  

The U.S. Surgeon General declared that evidence is "indisputable" that second-hand smoke is a 
public health hazard.  

"I am here to say the debate is over, the science is clear," Surgeon General Richard Carmona 
declared Tuesday.  



It took 20 years to nail down the evidence. The Surgeon General's Office had originally 
postulated that secondhand smoke was a health hazard in 1986.  

In the years since, hundreds of studies validated that initial finding. Secondhand smoke is now 
being considered responsible for all kinds of ailments amount nonsmokers, including cancer, 
heart disease, stroke and respiratory illnesses. It has been found to be responsible for some 
cases of Sudden Infant Death Syndrome (SIDS) and a number of illnesses in young children.  

Further, the Surgeon General said that any amount of exposure can be harmful, and attempts to 
mitigate exposure, such as ventilation and separating smokers from nonsmokers, are ineffective.  

It took that long for the obvious to become evident.  

The Surgeon General's statement validates the measures taken in many states, but led mostly by 
California, to ban smoking in all public places. While California smokers, and visitors from other 
places who smoke, have grumbled about these tight restrictions for years, it turns out that it was 
the right course all along. And maybe doesn't even go far enough.  

For those parts of the country who haven't yet woke up to smell the bad air, this should be an 
urgent alarm.  

The other scientific revelation recently was the report by scientist members of the National 
Academy of Sciences that planet Earth has been warming, and it has largely been caused by the 
influence of humans.  

In other words, global warming is not a myth.  

This is another scientific finding that has been prevalent in the scientific community for more than 
two decades but widely disputed by those with other political of business interests.  

There is another fact about global warming that makes ignoring it even more dangerous -the rate 
of warming is accelerating, with global temperatures over the past 100 years rising more than 1 
degree worldwide, or more than the previous 1,900 years combined.  

For some reason, Americans, who pride themselves on being shrewd and savvy, continue to 
ignore scientific evidence that does not suit them. Secondhand smoke and global warming are 
prime offenders. Let's hope that the recent scientific announcements will change some of that 
stubborn thinking, from water coolers to the White House. 
 
Fresno Bee column, Sunday, July 2, 2006: 
Builders are playing with fire by suing 
By Bill McEwen / The Fresno Bee 
 
Somebody has to get the "Extreme Makeover: Home Edition" crew here before local builders 
blemish their image forever. 
 
The building kings should be celebrating the construction boom by helping move Fresno forward. 
Instead, they're in court trying to cut down new residential fire-sprinkler and clean-air laws. 
 
What's next? 
 
Lawsuits against Mom, apple pie and air conditioning? 
 
I saw the local Building Industry Association's mouthpiece on television the other day claiming 
sprinklers won't put out oil and grease fires and might make them worse. 
 
Fresno Fire Chief Randy Bruegman says sprinklers are effective and compares them to safety 
devices found in every car built today - seat belts and air bags. 
 
Who do you trust to keep the city safe: a lawyer or the fire chief? 



 
City Council President Jerry Duncan hates government regulation as much as Star Jones hates 
full disclosure. Duncan voted for sprinklers. 
 
Bruegman says fire officials and builders representatives met many times about sprinklers, and 
the law passed by the council included compromises sought by construction interests. 
 
The law requires kitchen sprinklers in new houses and full systems in homes larger than 5,000 
square feet and multifamily dwellings with three or more residences. 
 
"The bigger houses and multifamily units are the biggest risks," Bruegman says. "That's what we 
targeted."  
 
He also says the law won't slow down new-home construction because the city is training 
plumbing and construction inspectors on what to look for on sprinklers. 
 
Why the fuss? And why the fuss from builders about an air-pollution fee assessed on new 
development? 
 
Building-industry lobbyists say the new laws will drive up costs and prevent low- and moderate-
income families from purchasing homes. 
 
That excuse is easily shot down. Home prices largely are determined by supply and demand, not 
the cost of materials and labor. If you disagree, explain how a new home that sold in Fresno or 
Clovis five years ago for $200,000 would bring $300,000 or more in the resale market today. 
 
Bruegman has a theory why the builders are kicking and screaming, and it's a good one: "They 
don't like being told what to do by the city." 
 
Longtime Fresnans who follow politics know what's coming. The builders will go after Bruegman. 
This isn't about what's right or what's best for Fresno. It's about what builders perceive to be in 
their best interest. 
Many of them don't even know what's in their best interest. If the sprinkler law survives this legal 
challenge, smart builders will market their homes as the most high-tech around and profit 
handsomely. 
 
By Fresno's measuring stick, the optimist in me says last week's events represent progress. This 
used to be a town where some developers got their way by bribing public officials. Now, frustrated 
builders are taking their chances in court.  
 
Fresno Bee and Modesto Bee, Editorial, Sunday, July 2, 2006: 
Awareness the first step to cleaning valley air 
People in the Central Valley have become keenly aware of the air-quality problems we face here. 
That's crucial if we ever are to summon the will for the difficult steps that lie between us and clean 
air.  

A new survey by the Public Policy Institute of California says air quality and pollution concerns 
rank ahead of crime with valley residents. Seventy-nine percent of those in the Northern San 
Joaquin Valley identified air pollution as a big problem or somewhat of a problem.  

Urban sprawl and economic issues also are much on the minds of people in the Central Valley, 
which includes the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys.  

There has been a dramatic upswing in the number of families reporting experiences with asthma 
or respiratory problems connected to air quality, the survey found.  



That may not indicate an increase in the number of such cases, but rather be evidence of growing 
awareness of the problems.  

In any case, the problem of asthma, in particular, is acute here in the San Joaquin Valley, where 
one child in six has the disease. That's twice the rate of the state as a whole. Asthma has been 
definitively linked to an array of cardiopulmonary problems, including lung damage, heart attacks 
and premature death.  

There have been improvements in the valley's air, thanks to the efforts of the San Joaquin Valley 
Air Pollution Control District, medical advocates, environmentalists and the growing number of 
concerned residents tallied in the recent survey.  

But the bar keeps getting raised - new and tighter standards coming into effect soon mean we will 
have to do even more than we have until this point just to avoid slipping backward.  

The Central Valley also is growing: The population of 6.6 million is expected nearly to double by 
2040.  

Spokeswoman Kelly Morphy of the pollution-control district said, "We need to reduce 400 tons (of 
pollution) per day by 2011. We're driving more and more as the valley population expands. We 
will need some monumental reductions."  

The key word in Morphy's analysis is "driving." We've put stricter requirements on industry, 
addressed agricultural sources of air pollution, done some useful work educating urban dwellers 
about changes they can make in their lives to reduce pollution, and started the process of 
replacing older, dirtier engines of all sorts with new, cleaner equipment.  

But 50 percent to 60 percent of our air pollution comes from all those gas -guzzling vehicles we 
love to drive. And we haven't begun to address that huge source of bad air.  

It will take enormous changes to wean us away from the private vehicles we love so well. Our 
strategy must be to reduce gradually and then eliminate some trips, especially on days when 
pollution is bad.  

Those are designated as Spare the Air days in the valley, and the pollution-control district usually 
announces them one or two days ahead on its Web site, www.valleyair.org 
<http://www.valleyair.org>.  

But the growing awareness by valley residents of the scope and nature of the problem is an 
essential first step. 

 
S.F. Chronicle commentary, Sunday, July 2, 2006: 
Green? It's a bit of a gray area 
By Robin Martin, Special to The Chronicle 
  
Green, the symbolic color of the new millennium, is hot. But how do you know when green is 
really green?  
 
From clothing to cars to homes, the "green" designation is used to indicate a product or practice 
intended to benefit the environment. But according to building industry watchdogs, not everything 
that glitters is really green.  
 
"There's definitely a lot of green-washing out there," says Bruce Mast of Alameda County's Build 
It Green program. "There are lots of shades of green: The spectrum starts with that very light 
yellowy green and slowly edges darker. But no one I know of is seriously dark-like-forest green; in 
my experience that doesn't exist."  
 
Before you pull out a color wheel, here's the translation: Light green is light or faux compliance; 
dark green is a serious commitment to environmental issues and sustainability. Calling a home, 



apartment or other built environment "green" has become a great marketing tool, so some 
builders use it regardless of whether their homes are healthy for the environment.  
 
There are no hard-and-fast national standards, so a home builder can tout itself as green when 
it's actually yellow or brown. "Some builders trumpet a green program when they're really just 
meeting legal specifications like California's energy code, because green is the hot thing these 
days," Mast says. "But if buying green is really important to you as a home buyer, you have to 
educate yourself and ask a lot of questions."  
 
Since most regional and national environmental standards are voluntary, it's difficult to set clear, 
credible parameters for what qualifies as green. As a Petaluma-area reader asked The Chronicle 
about a project touted as "green," how can a house with 3,266 air-conditioned square-feet be 
considered resource efficient and easy to maintain, particularly when you factor in a three-hour 
daily commute in an SUV?  
 
Christi Graham of West Coast Green is hosting what she describes as "the nation's leading 
conference on residential green building" at the end of September in San Francisco.  
 
Graham says that while compliance and overarching lifestyle questions are valid concerns, the 
impetus toward green is revolutionizing the industry. "What I see coming is a full-scale market 
conversion," Graham says. "Certainly it is my hope and dream that our values, public policy and 
consumer choices would be green, but more than just my hope is the evidence of companies and 
consumers radically changing the way life is lived, for the better."  
 
The home-building industry is monolithic -- with some practices seemingly set in concrete -- and 
there is a long-standing animus between some environmentalists and builders. But industry 
experts echo  
Graham's thoughts on the changing atmosphere.  
 
Rick Fedrizzi, president and chief executive of the U.S. Green Building Council, agrees that 
environmentally sensitive practices are gaining traction among the entire builders.  
 
"We started the LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Green Building Rating 
System with commercial builders," Fedrizzi says, "because there were clear mandates about 
reducing the energy burden of, say, a 50-story office tower. But now we've hit the tipping point 
over into home building and all sorts of construction projects."  
 
LEED is a voluntary program, but it differs from other national and regional standards in that it is 
both more comprehensive and has varying tiers of compliance. It's the closest thing to a national 
standard, says Bill Dakin of the Davis Energy Group, a mechanical engineering firm specializing 
in green building projects.  
 
"LEED has implemented a pilot program for new home constructions that we're participating in 
here in the Bay Area," Dakin says. "Compliance with the LEED-H program covers everything from 
site selection and water efficiency to materials and waste management. This is the emerging 
national standard everyone has been asking for."  
 
The pilot program certification relies on a series of points awarded for performance in varying 
categories such as site selection, building techniques, products, energy generation and efficiency.  
 
But can you really call a house green if it has used less than a third of the green processes and 
products available? For example, even the much-touted "zero-energy home" produces only about 
half of the energy it uses.  
 



California's Executive Order S-20-40, known as the Green Building Initiative, set a mandate for 
public buildings to be 20 percent more energy efficient by 2015, but it only encourages the private 
sector to do the same.  
 
The push to green the private sector, however, is coming from many fronts -- from building 
material shortages and price increases to public demand and the desires of builders themselves.  
 
Build It Green is an offshoot of StopWaste.Org, the Alameda County Waste Management 
Authority agency charged with reducing the amount of material flowing into landfills. Alarmed by 
the impending crisis in landfill capacity, the agency targeted a major source of waste: home 
builders.  
 
About the same time Alameda County was putting the brakes on waste, Christopherson Homes 
was working on a project in Santa Rosa and trying to become certified as a green builder. The 
city of Santa Rosa didn't have a designated set of standards, so it contacted StopWaste.Org and 
Build It Green for help.  
 
"It was great timing for us," Mast says. "Here we had a Bay Area builder wanting certification for 
meeting environmental standards at the same time we had a strong mandate from the 
surrounding governments to establish basically the same thing."  
 
Build It Green implemented a training program and a home rating system using professional 
independent contractors and best practices for environmentally healthy building. Santa Rosa was 
then able to use this system of third-party assessment, and Christopherson Homes got the stamp 
of approval it sought.  
 
Amy Christopherson Bolten, the builder's director of community relations and daughter of its 
founders, says her company has evolved. "We wanted to be green before we were green," she 
says. "We are responsible builders who want to continue to be responsible builders, and green is 
the way to go. It's the wave of the future, and being early adopters differentiates us in our 
markets."  
 
Bolten describes Christopherson's arc as going from light green to darker green, and she says 
that as more and more home builders make a change in ethos, the entire industry will follow.  
 
"In Novato, we're building homes with solar panels on the roofs," Bolten says. "We're recycling 75 
percent of our job site waste, and we're putting in dual-flush toilets that allow users to decide, 
'OK, do I need a little water to flush or a lot of water to flush?'"  
 
The dual-flush toilets, with buttons appropriately named No. 1 and No. 2, are one indicator of the 
tipping point industry experts are describing. "When you see product offerings change to include 
forest-stewardship-certified wood and soy-based cellulose for the exterior walls," Fedrizzi says, 
"you realize that every part of the puzzle is adapting. It's not just someone in Berkeley wanting 
bamboo floors for their  
Birkenstocks -- it is an entire industry changing the way it thinks."  
 
Dakin of Davis Energy Group is working with Grupe Homes, among others in California, to 
implement the LEED-H standards in new home communities around the Bay.  
 
Mark Fischer, senior vice president at Grupe, describes the commitment to green in a Rocklin 
(Placer County) community called Carsten Crossings: "We're implementing the GrupeGreen 
initiatives at every step of the way, from site selection and planning down to continual ventilation 
systems and tankless water heaters.  
 



"By using a consultant like Bill Dakin, not only do we get third-party credibility," he says, "we 
ourselves become incredibly educated about the things we can do to save energy while building 
sustainable and beautiful communities."  
 
Fischer says the solar roofs Grupe is putting into Carsten Crossings will save homeowners 60 to 
70 percent on energy bills. He has also been thinking about the overarching green lifestyle 
questions.  
 
"Of course, a transit-oriented development of infill housing in a dense urban environment is a 
triple-play for going green," Fischer says. "But not all housing is like that, and the fact that we at 
Grupe -- as well as other production builders -- are implementing high standards in all of our 
projects means the industry is changing."  
 
Christopherson's Bolten points to the education Fischer says he is receiving from Dakin. 
"Education is the key to so much of the change happening and coming," she says. "When you 
know how to plan an environmentally healthy community, when you know the products and 
materials available -- and that ultimately all of this saves money and planet resources -- then 
being green becomes easy. Why would you build any other way?"  
 
Bolten says the public is still on a learning curve. "Lots of potential home buyers are green-aware 
in that they want to do their part in conserving natural resources, stopping waste, saving money 
and so forth.  
But so often, they don't know which questions to ask, much less how to evaluate the answers."  
 
Mast of Build It Green agrees that education is still the largest barrier, surpassing the old ones of 
price and credibility. "But the hugely encouraging thing," Mast says, "is the mushrooming effect of 
the green movement. For example, Rohnert Park up in Sonoma (County) is developing a new 
1,400-home community using the Alameda green guidelines. We get calls from people every day 
asking for help, for recommendations, wanting to participate. Everything is changing."  
 
Fedrizzi says "green building isn't merely the wave of the future. It's the reality of the present. The 
question is no longer why build green. The question is why wouldn't you."  
 
Questions  
Here is a brief list of questions to help start a conversation with a builder. First do your own 
research. Come to the interview with an informed view of what is possible and what you want.  
-- What are you doing to make your homes and communities green?  
-- Which energy -efficient building practices are you using?  
-- Can you provide third-party verification? Do you have accompanying contact information?  
-- Which products in the home are green?  
-- Are you Energy Star compliant? Explain.  
-- Are you part of the LEED-H pilot program? If not, why not?  
-- What are local transit options? (Explore options from public buses to walking routes.)  
-- How do you reduce waste and pollution during construction?  
 
Resources  
The U.S. Green Building Council, at www.usgbc.org <http://www.usgbc.org>, allows you to 
navigate to the LEED for Homes section of the Web site. The downloadable Pilot Checklist is a 
reputable starting point for rating green homes and communities. California's statewide energy 
code for residential buildings is at www.energy.ca.gov/title24 <http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24>. 
This functions as a baseline for builders and is described by some industry analysts as "classic 
light green." U.S. government recommendations for green products and practices are available at 
www.energystar.gov <http://www.energystar.gov> . Many of the following Web sites link to other 
online resources.  
-- www.buildinggreen.com <http://www.buildinggreen.com>  
-- www.builditgreen.org <http://www.builditgreen.org>  



-- www.epa.gov/greenbuilding <http://www.epa.gov/greenbuilding>  
-- www.frontierassoc.net/greenaffordablehousing/index.shtml 
<http://www.frontierassoc.net/greenaffordablehousing/index.shtml>  
-- www.globalgreen.org/greenbuilding <http://www.globalgreen.org/greenbuilding>  
-- www.green.ca.gov <http://www.green.ca.gov>  
-- www.sfenvironment.com <http://www.sfenvironment.com>  
-- www.sfgreen.org <http://www.sfgreen.org>  
-- www.westcoastgreen.com <http://www.westcoastgreen.com>  
 
L.A. Times editorial, Monday, July 3, 2006: 
United on clean L.A. ports 
Port leaders and regulators who oversee air quality are finally all on the same page. 
 
Everyone in Los Angeles may breathe a little easier someday thanks to the clean-air plan 
proposed last week by the ports of L.A. and Long Beach. The remarkable plan for the first time 
unites both ports with the state and federal regulators that oversee air quality, putting them all on 
the same page of a five-year effort to cut diesel particulate emissions in half. The ports are the 
biggest sources of pollution in Los Angeles, and diesel emissions have been clearly linked to 
cancer and other ailments. The plan also would significantly cut emissions of other toxins and 
greenhouse gases that contribute to global warming. 
 
Of course, it's a cinch to draft a plan; much harder will be coming up with the money to implement 
and enforce it. Particularly hard hit will be the truckers who pick up containers at the ports and 
shuttle them across the state or nation. The plan calls for phasing out older, more polluting trucks, 
replacing them with vehicles that run on clean diesel or alternative fuels. This will cost an 
estimated $1.7 billion over five years, of which the ports plan to kick in about $200 million. The 
rest will be paid by the truckers or their employers, who will be encouraged to retrofit their 
vehicles through incentives - such as express "green lanes" for clean trucks - or penalties, such 
as higher fees for dirty trucks.  
Shippers and rail operators also will face onerous restrictions and costs. Container ships, the 
biggest source of emissions at the ports, will have to switch to low-sulfur fuel while operating in 
port, slow down while within 40 nautical miles and either plug in to shore power while idling or use 
new technologies to reduce their emissions. Railroads will have to switch to clean locomotives. 
And the ports and private operators will face heavy costs to replace harbor craft and cargo-
hauling equipment with cleaner models. 
 
That's one good reason voters should take a careful look at the transportation infrastructure bond 
coming up on the November ballot. The bond would include $1 billion to improve air quality at the 
ports. 
 
As for the shippers and railroads, they'll be offered incentives - or face penalties - just like the 
truckers to ensure compliance. That will doubtless create plenty of grumbling, but not all the news 
is bad for business. Many of these companies have long sought to expand but, nervous about 
lawsuits or trouble with regulators, the ports haven't certified an environmental study for a new 
project in six years. Now that all sides have signed on to the clean-air plan, these projects finally 
have a chance to get off the ground. As long as it's clean, harbor business can continue to grow 
and flourish.  
 
Fresno Bee commentary, Saturday, July 1, 2006: 
Pollution board needs Fresno aboard 
By Candice Moreno 
 
The San Joaquin Valley is a region with some of the poorest air quality in the nation. From 
heightening the prevalence of childhood asthma to increasing the rates of premature death, this 
environmental hazard adversely affects the health and quality of life of the Fresno community. 



 
An important step toward improving air quality in the Valley is to pass Senate Bill 999, known as 
the "Healthy Children, Healthy Communities, and Healthy Economy in the San Joaquin Valley Act 
of 2005." Valley residents should urge their representatives to support this bill. 
 
According to the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Fresno air has failed almost 
every test for clean air. Other air districts of the Valley also exhibit similar poor air conditions. This 
poor air quality has, in turn, been connected to a variety of cardiopulmonary problems including 
asthma and atherosclerosis. 
 
For example, in the Valley it is estimated that 16% of Valley children are diagnosed with asthma, 
three times the national average. In addition, air pollution has also been tied to premature death. 
In fact, health experts estimated that more than 1,200 Valley residents fall victim to premature 
death each year, due to unhealthy air quality. 
 
In light of these alarming statistics, Valley lawmakers must take steps to clean the Valley air to 
improve the health of the community. One critical step for Valley law makers is to reform the 
composition of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Board. 
 
The current board is charged with setting policy to control and improve air quality in the eight 
counties of San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern. The 
board is comprised of three city council members and eight county supervisors who represent 
their respective cities and counties. City council membership rotates among cities that reside 
within the district. 
 
Currently, no board members have expertise in health care, public health, environmental health 
or environmental justice. SB 999, sponsored by Sen. Mike Machado, D-Linden, will improve the 
air quality of Fresno by expanding and reforming the board membership. 
 
SB 999 would assure that the three largest cities in the air district -- Fresno, Bakersfield and 
Stockton -- are given permanent city council representation on the board. Under current rules, the 
district's largest cities are not always represented. 
 
Doctors needed 
 
For example, Fresno with nearly 460,000 residents is the sixth largest city in the state and the 
largest city in the district, yet it currently has no representation on the Valley Air Board. Thus 
policy set forth by the existing board might not represent the will of the majority of the Valley 
population. 
 
SB 999 would also add a physician to the board. The physician would provide unbiased 
assessments of the health impacts of proposed district policies and rules. The bill would also add 
an environmental health specialist to the board. This specialist would provide impartial analysis of 
the impact of district policy and rules on the air quality indicators such as particulate matter and 
gases.  
 
Several private organizations, public agencies and elected officials oppose SB 999. Opponents 
include the Fresno County Board of Supervisors, Fresno Mayor Alan Autry and the Fresno 
County Farm Bureau. Primarily, these opponents argue that the bill would cause an imbalance of 
elected officials to the Valley Air Board because it provides permanent membership to Fresno, 
Bakersfield and Stockton. 
 
Favoritism toward these cities may be considered unethical and unnecessary. Opponents also 
argue that the bill violates citizen rights because district constituents are unable to elect the 
physician and environmental specialist to represent them on the air board. In addition, opponents 



question whether adding more board members would significantly help the Valley reduc e air 
pollution. 
 
These three arguments against SB 999 are currently preventing the bill from progressing through 
the Legislature. 
 
The objections against SB 999 are inconsequential when one considers that our the health is at 
stake. Adding health care and environmental health expertise to the board will lend credibility to 
the board and help to assure the development and implementation of unbiased and evidence-
based policy. Also, the bill ensures that the policy established by the board will represent the 
majority of Valley constituents. 
 
Valley residents need to encourage their state representatives to support SB 999. By supporting 
this bill, Valley lawmakers can take an important step toward effective air district rules and policy 
and improving the health of Valley residents. 
 
Candice Moreno, formerly of Fresno, is a student at Stanford University.  

 

Letter to the Editor in the Modesto Bee, Sunday, July 2, 2006 
Mass-transit route along 99 is wisest 

In response to "Widen 99, add parallel highway," (June 22, Letters): The Highway 65 plan from 
Bakersfield to Rocklin has been proposed for some time. It is folly for its cost in tax dollars and its 
effect on the environment. This highway plan should not be shelved; it should be put in the 
shredder. One look at the Los Angeles Basin or Bay Area should give us good reason to see 
what the Highway 65 solution would spawn.  

In this age of diminishing resources, the people of California should be looking to alternatives 
other than encouraging more vehicle traffic. Imagine a transportation corridor along 99 that 
involves mass transit such as high-speed rail with spurs that attend the various communities to 
either side. With this sane and civilized approach to moving people and goods, air quality and fuel 
savings would improve, the landscape would be spared more abuse, and the toll on the quality of 
life in California would be lessened, and, in fact, improved.  

Impossible? Impractical? Neither. Rails have proven to be the most efficient way to move people 
and freight the world over. Our elected ones follow our lead, the voters must make their will 
known.  
DALE LAITINEN, Mountain Ranch 


