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Chairman Nichols and Air Resources Board Members,

Re:  general comments on agriculture and corn ethanol plants
If I drive my car to the local McDonalds drive-thru to pick up a hamburger and milkshake, and then arrive back home to discover I left all the lights on in my house, I have indirectly caused more indirect GHG emissions by consuming the meat in the hamburger and the milk in the shake, than by the direct emissions from my car and the generation of the electricity for my lights.

Neglecting agriculture in the AB 32 Scoping Plan, especially large confined animal feeding operations (CAFO’ s), is not the way to get badly needed change in this polluting and GHG emitting sector.   Mostly because of large CAFO’ s such as dairies, agriculture is the number one source of VOC emissions in the San Joaquin Valley which has the most ozone violations in the nation this past season.  Ammonia emissions from agriculture, especially dairies, are also our largest source of that precursor to airborne particles of ammonium nitrate and pushes the SJV into many dozens of violations of PM 2.5 violations each fall and winter.  Instead of taking this opportunity to reduce air pollution simultaneously with GHG emissions in the scoping plan, it is only suggested that dairies may voluntarily reduce their methane emissions by capturing and then selling the gas for a profit.  This does absolutely nothing to reduce these other pollutants.  Meanwhile, these operations will most likely be given carbon credits which will further increase their profits from pollution.  
It should be clearly understood that methane production from mega dairies is a problem mainly because of the inefficient and unsustainable ways these dairies are operated.  The methane is a byproduct of the industry’s unsustainable dependence on fossil fuel.  There is a simple alternative.  Instead of relying on crops using fossil fuel based fertilizer and energy intensive processing and transportation, these dairies should be using solar powered grass and other crops which can be grown within two miles.  The manure produced on the dairy should be returned directly to the same soil producing the feed.  The cows should be on pasture for much of every day which would make them healthier and limit their polluting burps and farts with their manure returned directly to the soil.  The situation now is that the methane and other polluting gases are going into the air because of the concentration of animals on so little land.  
There should be a carbon fee on the methane production from dairies and feedlots instead of a reward for its voluntary capture.  The dairies should be rewarded only for implementing methods which reduce their dependence on fossil fuel.  The methane production at dairies is a direct result of inefficient and unsustainable practices that must change throughout our society if we are to ever reach sustainable GHG reduction goals.  A program designed to reduce this inefficiency and excessive dependence on fossil fuel would do far more in reducing GHG emissions from this sector.   This would also have the co-benefit mandated by AB 32 of reducing other pollution from dairies such as the VOC’s and ammonia gases which are such a significant health problem for the SJV.
Other incentives are needed for agriculture, in general, to reduce their dependence on fossil fuel based fertilizer and their need for so much fossil fuel energy in irrigating, cultivating, harvesting, and transporting their crops.  Incentives and penalties are both needed.  Ignoring Agriculture with this scoping plan is a mistake.

Another area related to agriculture and dairies indirectly is the State Alternative Fuel Plan and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard.  Comments follow.

First, the Alternative Fuel Plan calls for dozens of corn ethanol plants to be built in the San Joaquin Valley where the ethanol can go to blending with gasoline and the byproduct called wet distillers grains can go to the concentration of dairies as a protein source.  It looks like this will not be a good idea for many reasons.  They are summarized below:
· Land use issues make GHG emissions from corn ethanol greater than fossil fuel.

· Greater pollution in the Gulf of Mexico from greater erosion in the Corn Belt is an economic and ecological disaster.

· Food price inflation for commodities that influence supermarket prices indirectly and third world grain prices directly is a moral and economic disaster.

· Ethanol plants in the SJV will lead to a greater local pollution burden and a strain on limited water supplies.

· The byproduct is a threat to other edible crops in California because the byproduct encourages the growth of deadly E. coli in the guts of cows and from their manure flies can spread these bacteria to area food crops.
· Direct taxpayer subsidies of over $1 per gallon for corn ethanol are a waste of money.

Currently, local government is being asked to give permits for ethanol plants in the SJV.  Local governments and investors are shown the State Alternative Fuel Plan as proof that California is encouraging the location of these corn ethanol plants in California.  For the reasons stated, this is a total disaster in the making and will not help the reduction of GHG emissions.  

The California Air Resources Board needs to send a clear statement to the rest of the state that approval of corn ethanol plants is not a good idea.  Since each plant is costing above $150 million dollars it is a colossal waste of investment money.  This money could no doubt be put to better use in other renewable energy sources. 
Sincerely,
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