December 20, 2019

Mr. Lex Mitchell

California Air Resources Board
10011ST

Sacramento, CA 95814

Sent via email: alexander.mitchell@arb.ca.gov

ibject: Feedback on CARB’s 12/13/19 “Public Workshop to Discuss Potential Amendments tc
the Regulation on the Commercialization of Alternative Diesel Fuels”

Dear Lex:
Thank you for the opportunity to com communicated by CARB at the
subject event. We want to applaud menting what was obvious to most but
skirted by one, and formalizing self- : custody (slide 22) and testing (slide 19)
procedures which we believe alone will prevent fraud from occurring. Following are our
additional comm 2nts 0y slide:

2. Slide 8 — CARB’s concerns r

ding VESTA® certification test results and their
associated “reproducibili Jstanti - L

ISLdlitie

a. Question: Has CARB approached SwRI and CE-CER’ Uifed as to whether
any joint test programs have been run on identical (a) fuels; and (b) additives?

b. Following is an overview of our three certification test run’s data.
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NOx Reduction versus VESTA® Concentration Candidate vs. Reference Fuel
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.and ¢, above, CARB'S “reproducit e cerns must be
based on VESTA"s NOx reduction vs tre: o re: :st’s product did
not provide any level of NOx mntigation, which s G h the testing of
Best’s product that we commissioned at SwRI in 2018 and both provided to
CARB in December, 2018 and appended to the Complaint in California Fueling,
LLC. v. Best Energy Solutions and Technology Corp., dba “Best Corp.”, et al., Case
No. 185TCV08474).

i. Question: What, if any, other data or information is CARB basing its
“reproducibility” concerns?
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e. Statistical analysis of the CE-CERT testing, provided by us and reviewed with
CARB at our November 19" meeting, demonstrated that certain of CE-CERT’s
procedures were “out of control” and indicative of, among other things, a failure
to properly flush lines and filters between the frequent fuel changes that go
along with the ADF’s Alternative 1 procedure (RCCR). As discussed during our
meeting, these same concerns can be seen in review of CE-CERT's July 2014
B5/B10 test data.

i. Question: Why is CARB basing its decision to implement new ADF testing
requirements on a flawed additive testing data set?

ii. Question; Could these faulty CE-CERT procedure issues be the
explanation behind CARB's recent “reproducibility” issues?

iii. Question: If the basis for CARB's recent “reproducibility” issues are
béyof_it}ipolnts::i.‘and ii, above, can CARB clearly lay out the science behind
its concerns?

3. Slide 18 — CARB's proposed updated certification program would cost ~$350k,
potentially more. Given the narrow window of opportunity between 2021 and the
ADF's estimated sunset (2023}, a net positive return on investment is questionable given
the variables outside of an applicant’s control {namely, further regulation changes that
could negatively impact NOx mitigant requirements).

a. Question: Will CARB be addressing the newly proposed ADF testing costs and
associated payback in its ISOR? CARB should take into consideration that this
process will necessarily increase ADF NOx mitigant costs to the consumers.

4. Slide 23 - During the workshop, CARB indicated the proposed testing regimen is
“technically feasible”. We believe there are a number or feasibility concerns.

a. The timeframe to gather fuels and test will take more than 6 months especially
considering the potential demand on engine testing facilities.
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i. Question: Will CARB consider allowing more time to meet any potential
new testing requirements, and if so, under what circumstances?

b. All approved ADF NOx Mitigants were certified using the DDC Series 60 (S60).
The recent EMFAC workshop presentation indicates there is a significant
population of pre-1995 vehicles which appear to outweigh the 2004-2006
vehicle population.

i. Question: Will CARB allow for the continued use of the S60 for either: (a)
retesting of previously approved additives; and/or (b) testing of new

additives/treat rates under the proposed new testing requirements?

CARB has been placed in tf i nake sweeping changes to the
ADF as a result of one pi ne standards of every other
company that sought G fficult existing ADF testing

ts. While the 4 the regulation calls for such, CARB is
%@iﬂam new b e newly proposed testing
requirements. Consideringt ed regarding CE-CERT's evaluation of
VESTA® and the overly hat s selected by CARB for CE-CERT
testing, we believe it's i lers to implement three changes at
this time:

1. the newch stoc
2. the new tes s prog
3. the “in-use” testing “trigger” language proposed

Please let us know if you require further elaboration on any o noted matters.

Respectfully,

Zhoot

Patrick J McDuff
CEO
California Fueling, LLC
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