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Comment 8 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: CalLast Name: HodgeEmail Address: a2ndopinioninc@aol.comAffiliation: A 2nd Opinion Inc. for Neste OilSubject: Group 1 LCA Land Use Change CommentsComment:A 2nd Opinion, Inc.
Clean Fuels & Regulatory Issues

Cal Hodge, President

Dear Anil:

The articles reproduced below illustrate why I enjoy consultingwith Neste oil.  Please add them and this cover email to therecord.

I have known various Neste people since the mid nineties.  I haveobserved that they are straight forward practical people who liketo do the right things the right way.  These articles show thatdoing the right things the right way starts at the top. Neste Oilwelcomes strict sustainability criteria for biofuels because it isthe right thing to do.  Neste Oil's views on palm oil are wellthought out and constructively address many of the rainforestconcerns that have recently been raised about biofuels. 

For example Neste mentions two examples that should shouldeliminate or significantly change the land use change debitcalculated in the UCB spreadsheet.  Increasing yield on the sameland should cause the land use change (LUC) debit to be zero forthe incremental production.  Converting idle land to oilproduction should have a much smaller LUC debit than therainforest debits calculated in the UCB spreadsheet.  If plantingthe oil crop stops the land from eroding into the sea, therainforest LUC debit should also approach zero. 

What this boils down to is that LCA is a very complex issue andthat we must be careful to not paint with brushes that are toowide.  The people who are doing it right deserve to be treateddifferently from those that do it wrong.  Our workgroups have todevelop a methodology that encourages best practices.  That makesour job tougher.  But if we want to reduce carbon emissions wehave to step up and do it.

For A 2nd Opinion, Inc.

Cal Hodge

19 Serenade Pines Place - The Woodlands, TX 77382-2005
Phone: 281-844-4162 FAX: 281-966-6914
Email: A2ndOpinionInc@aol.comAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/8-013108a2ndopinion.pdfOriginal File Name: 013108a2ndopinion.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-01 17:46:13No Duplicates.
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Comment 13 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 3rd Workshop.First Name: Roberto Last Name: AmadeiEmail Address: ramadei1@alice.itAffiliation: Chemical & Energy Development srlSubject: A lifecycle low carbon fuelComment:See the attached report, "An economic and environmental gasoline",in its turn containing two enclosures.

Thank you for soliciting public comments.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/22-lcfs.rarOriginal File Name: LCFS.rar Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-06-19 09:36:00No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 3rd Workshop.First Name: WalterLast Name: DonaldsonEmail Address: bud32252@yahoo.comAffiliation: Benicia Unified School DistrictSubject: Reduction of Greenhouse Gases & Gasoline ConsumptionComment:Sunday, June 22nd, 2008
To WHOM it may concern,

I have 3 suggestions that are interrelated and provide arelatively rapid solution to the dependence this nation facesregarding petroleum consumption and the air pollution crisis(greenhouse gases) particularly in CA.  For over a decade, theU.S. automobile manufactures have had the technology to producecompletely electric vehicles (General Motors, 1990's / EV-1) andhave chosen instead to produce gas guzzling SUV's. These decisionshave resulted in increasing the US dependence on foreign oil,especially from the Middle-East (OPEC).

1.  If General Motors were provided US Government Tax Incentivesto begin production, within 2 years, of Electric Vehicles (EV-1),with advanced battery technologies, for commute vehicles with arange of 100 miles/day, would immediately lower oil consumptiondemands by 30-40%.  If GM were to begin production, this wouldalso provide a boost to the sluggish economy as well.  Personally,if a domestic manufacturer were to produce and sell, not lease,these electric vehicles, I would finance & purchase one tomorrow.

2. Provide a Business Tax Incentives to stagger work schedules foremployees, in order to lessen the number of vehicles on the roadduring commute hours (6-9 AM) & (4-7 PM). Fewer traffic jams, lessgasoline & electricity used.  Simply have people arrive to work in2 hour blocks.  For example, some arriving at 8 AM & work til 4PM, 10AM-6PM and Noon to 8.  Retailers have staggered employeehours for years, why not other businesses?

3.  Provide Tax Incentives to Consumers to purchase and installsolar panels on all US homes in order to generate enough electricity to recharge the electric vehicles for commutepurposes. Adapting this approach would be similar to that ofGermany and would pay for itself in a matter of years.

These are certainly NOT new ideas, but the time has come toimplement some reasonable approach to solving our problems. Timefor TALK has ended, it's now time to ACT.  With the right type oflegislation and generous tax incentives for individuals andbusinesses, the CA State & US Government can begin to enact laws &guidelines as remedies for our "addiction to oil" (Pres. Bush).
I and the American people wait for your response. Pls. respond tomy thoughts with an acknowledgment that you received it, thankyou.          E-mail:   bud32252@yahoo.com
Sincerely, 
Walter A. Donaldson (Bud)
H.S. Teacher/Counselor (30 years)
Benicia, California 
PS.  If you haven't viewed the DOCUMENTARY, "WHO KILLED THEELECTRIC CAR?"  It is a must see to fully understand the problemsthat we all now face, particularly in the state of California.    Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-06-22 10:40:57No Duplicates.
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Comment 16 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 3rd Workshop.First Name: KennethLast Name: CassmanEmail Address: kcassman1@unl.eduAffiliation: University of NebraskaSubject: Comments on “Detailed CA-Modified GREET Pathway for Denatured Corn Ethanol--4/21/08"Comment:Note: The text of our comment follows below. I also append a pdffile that contains the comments below with the original formattingof the document because the formatting gets lost when inserted intothis message box.  

------------------------------------------------------------
Comments on “Detailed California-Modified GREET Pathway forDenatured Corn Ethanol” (released April 21, 2008, version 1.0)Draft—For Review

Kenneth G. Cassman1, Adam J. Liska1, and Virgil Bremer2
University of Nebraska-Lincoln, 
Department of Agronomy and Horticulture1, and Department of AnimalScience2
June 27, 2007

General

Life-cycle metrics are dependent upon numerous estimatedparameters that underpin the calculation. Appropriate referencesmust support all of the data used. The parameters and assumptionsused in the CA-GREET model and referenced in the Draft report lackmany necessary references and are not transparent. Although it isdifficult to tell because of the lack of transparency and adequatecitation, we believe the values for inputs and GHG performance ofcorn-ethanol presented in the Draft are obsolete and are notrepresentative of current farming and ethanol industry practices.Appropriate references are necessary to evaluate the assumptionsemployed. For example, energy use on farm is from the 1990’s, anda more recent value is available and should be employed. Also, thesource of the values for energy use at the ethanol plant is notgiven, but we believe it is from a survey of ethanol plants takenin 2001. Here again there more recent, and more representativevalues for this parameter and they should be used. The methodsused to calculate the co-product credit is also outdated andinaccurate.  By employing older, outdated data that so notrepresent current farming practices, ethanol plant operation, orco-product use, the proposed CA-GREET model does not accuratelyrepresent the GHG emissions from the current corn-ethanolindustry. 

Corn Farming
1.	Energy use for farming is indicated in Btu per bushel, or unityield (Btu/bu) (Table 1.01). This is not an appropriate parameterbecause this efficiency value changes overtime and is dependent ongrain yield and a number of known input rates. Changes in farmingpractices, such as switching from conventional tillage tono-tillage, may reduce energy inputs while having a minimal impacton crop yield. We strongly believe that the underlying parametersthat determine the calculated Btu/bu, such as nitrogen and otherfertilizer application rates (e.g. lb N / ac), are given asexplicit input parameters. This will facilitate evaluation andupdating of the model by those interested in such activities. Thegeneric national averages also do not capture regionalvariability, which are large.
2.	The references provided for farm input rates are from 1995-1999(p. 18, footnotes), and cropping practices have become moreefficient since that time (Cassman et al., 2002). Changes inpractices have reduced petroleum use in corn production. Thisincrease in efficiency should not be estimated based on a generalestimate (e.g. +10%), but changes in cropping practices should becalculated based on actual input rates and crop yields using themost recent available data. For example, input rates forfertilizer and pesticides are available for more recent years, andenergy inputs are available from 2001. A brief by Life CycleAssociates indicates that the 2001 data reduces energy inputs by33% compared to the estimates used by GREET.
3.	Fertilizer inputs are not generally directly proportional tograin yield (e.g. g/bu) (Table F), and such parameters are alsonot commonly used by crop producers. Fertilizer (e.g. nitrogen)input is known on an area basis (e.g. lb/ac), it is associatedwith regionally variable input rates and uptake efficiencies, andis not accurately accounted for by the parameters employed as avariable in calculations related to yield (e.g. g K2O/bu). Suchparameters should be given in units that are consistent with howthey are used—in this case in lb/ac.
4.	References for the energy intensity of fertilizer inputs suedin the model are omitted in Table 2.01. The text indicates thatthese intensities are relatively constant, but a report by G.Kongshaug (Energy Consumption and Greenhouse Gas Emissions inFertilizer Production, 1998) documents substantial variability infertilizer production efficiency. Recent estimates based oncurrent practices, with appropriate references, are needed here.Estimates in Table 2.02 lack appropriate references. The ethanolyields in Table 2.03 are not referenced. 
5.	Nitrous oxide (N2O) emissions from N fertilizer are assumed tobe 2.0% of applied (Table 2.06). It lacks an appropriatereference, and is inconsistent with current estimates. Whileconsidering 9 parameters from the 2006 Guidelines for NationalGreenhouse Gas Inventories (IPCC), the BESS model(www.bess.unl.edu) estimates that direct and indirect N2Oemissions from fertilizer are approximately 1.8%--direct N2Oemissions from fertilizer are 1% of applied N is converted to N2O(IPCC 2006).

Ethanol Production
1.	Appropriate references are not provided to support the valuesassociated with the energy use in the ethanol plant (Table 4.01).The numbers used are likely to be obsolete and not representativeof the current ethanol industry. These numbers have a large impacton the GHG emissions totals from corn-ethanol systems and thereforethe source of these data must be fully documented with acceptablecitations. Without citations, our best guess is that these valuescome from an EPA estimate obtained from consulting engineeringfirms. More recent industry surveys using data from stateregulatory agencies and other industry surveys suggest that thevalues cited in the Draft are too high and that the currentethanol industry is considerably more energy efficient. Theefficiencies from these surveys were presented in a recent memo toCARB (March 26, 2008) from Ken Cassman and Adam Liska, and are alsoused in the BESS model (www.bess.unl.edu). 

Co-product credits
1.	The co-product credits are inaccurate as designated in Table6.05 for a dry mill biorefinery. Our group has recentlyrecalculated co-product credits based on Klopfenstein et al.(2008). The method for calculating these credits is based oncurrent feeding practices and is described in the User’s Guide ofthe BESS model (www.bess.unl.edu). One manuscript is submitted andanother is in progress to describe the GHG credit due to distillersgrains based on current feeding practices. Distillers grains plussolubles (DGS) do not replace soybean meal in the majority ofcattle diets. The replacement materials for DGS are primarily cornand urea, not corn, oil, and soybean meal (see point 4 below). Thedisplacement method used by GREET model ignores the most accurateand current biological data (e.g. the BESS co-product creditingsystem based off of extensive biological data and environmentalfactors) for cattle performance and DGS inclusion level being fedby the feedlot industry.
2.	GREET 1.8b, like the other GREET versions, discounts the totalco-product credit by 15% since it was originally believed thatthere would be an oversupply of DGS and therefore the beefindustry would have to grow to use up all the DGS. The thought wasthat this "new beef industry growth" caused by DGS could not becredited. The number they calculated was that a 15% growth wasneeded to use all the DGS (Table 6.02). This assumption isincorrect because the beef industry has not grown with the DGSboom. DGS is being used to replace corn that has been diverted tothe ethanol industry from the cattle feeding industry. This meansthat the 15% discount should be eliminated from the GREET modelcalculations.
3.	Some of the GREET 1.8b calculations for soybean transportationare based on the wrong weight of soybeans per bushel. The cells incolumns I and J of sheet BD use a 56 lb bushel weight of soybeans.This number should be 60 lb per bushel. The 56 lb/bu number iscorrect for corn but not for soybeans. This number is an importantpart of converting energy values per ton of soybeans to per bushelof soybeans to be compatible with the rest of the model. Thesecalculations are not used directly for co-product calculations,but appear to have been the basis for some of the co-productcalculation inputs. 
4.	The co-product feeding substitution scheme provided by theDraft is underdeveloped and unrepresentative of current feedingpractices. The references for Table 6.02 are for brief, non-peerreviewed, largely undocumented conference presentations(http://www.mncpoe.org/Previous_events/mar13_energy%20forum/Cellulosic%20Ethanol-Tiffany.Mar.13.07.print.pdf,http://www.ddgs.umn.edu/ppt-swine/2005-Shurson-%20High%20quality%20corn%20ddgs.pdf).The EPA document (ref. 11, p.65) does not appear to contain anytext on co-product substitution rates (the Draft suggests that 1ton of DGS substitutes 0.5 ton of corn and 0.5 ton of soybean mealin cattle diets—this could not be found in the document:http://www.epa.gov/EPA-AIR/2007/May/Day-01/a7140a.htm). Thissubstitution assumption is also not supported by a recent USDAsurvey of use of DGS and related animal feeding studies, asdescribed below.
The Renewable Fuels Association calculated that 82% ofbiorefineries were dry-mills in 2006 (RFA 2006; this percentagehas increased due to recent industry expansion). Dry-mills producedistillers grains co-products instead of corn gluten feed fromwet-mills. The National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) hasreleased a 2006 survey of beef, dairy, and swine operations onethanol co-product use for livestock feed (USDA-NASS 2007). Thesurvey was conducted in the Corn Belt for a region that contains50%, 33%, and 70% of the United States 2006 beef, dairy, and porkproduction, respectively (USDA-NASS, 2008).  In 2006, this arearepresented 3.2 million head of dairy cattle, 11.3 million head ofcattle in 1,000+ head feedlots, and 64.1 million pigs, and a largeportion of these animals are fed co-product. Moreover, the largerscale, more innovative producers are the ones adopting co-productfeeding (USDA-NASS, 2007; Waterbury et al., 2009). An example ofco-product use comes from the Nebraska beef industry. A Nebraskastate survey found that 59% of feedlot operations were feedingco-products in 2007 (Waterbury et al., 2009).  However, on ananimal basis, 91% of cattle on feed were fed co-products. A Texas,Midwest, and Western states feedlot nutritionist survey conductedby Vasconcelos and Galyean (2007) agrees with the Nebraska studyby showing 83% of the feedlots used co-products. The respondentsin both the consultant study and Nebraska study indicated thatdistillers grains was the most common co-product used.  Thenutritionist survey indicated 69% of the 29 nutritionists(consulting for about 69% of cattle on feed in the United States)were feeding distillers grains as the primary co-product in thediet.      
Feeding studies have demonstrated that up to 50% of diet drymatter can be replaced with DGS in feedlot diets and improvecattle performance (Klopfenstein et al., 2008).  NASS survey datasuggests that Corn Belt feedlots feeding DGS have average dietaryinclusion of distillers grains at 22% to 31% of the diet (as-is,wet basis).  Waterbury et al. (2009) has shown that feedlots arefeeding 37% of the diet (as-is) as co-product in Nebraska.Vasconcelos and Galyean (2007) suggest the average co-productinclusion rate on a dry matter basis is 20% with a range of 5 to50% of diet dry matter.
Research has shown that 20% of dairy diet dry matter can beprovided as DGS without hurting performance (Anderson et al.,2006). NASS survey data suggests that the average inclusion of DGSin dairy diets is 10 to 22 percent of the diet (as-is). When thewater in the as-is weight is discounted, this amount is about 10%of diet dry matter. The dairy industry has been using DGS as aprotein supplement to replace corn and soybean meal in the diet(Anderson et al., 2006). As the inclusion level increases, thecorn energy will be replaced with distillers grains for milkproduction energy.
The swine industry can efficiently use up to 20% of diet drymatter as dry DGS without hurting pig performance (Stein, 2007). NASS data suggest that few swine operations have been feeding DGS,and the average as-is inclusion is about 10 to 11% of the diet forthose operations that do feed DGS. 
Cumulatively these data suggest that the beef and dairy industrieshave been the major consumers of DGS produced by dry mills. Thebeef industry feeds greater inclusions of DGS to more cattle thanthe dairy industry, even accounting for two steer finishingperiods per dairy cow year. However, dairy cattle eat roughly twotimes the amount of dry matter each day that feedlot cattle eat.This suggests that the dairy industry may be utilizing about thesame amount of distillers grains as the feedlot industry. Thefeedlot industry may have more potential for future increased useof 
DGS than the dairy industry (Klopfenstein et al., 2008), becausethe dairy industry does not have as much potential withoutdecreasing animal performance. Although the swine industry has thepotential to utilize DGS, the industry has been feeding lowinclusion levels and has not been a major consumer of theco-product.         
These findings indicate that the beef and dairy industries are theprimary systems to model co-product use.  While the initial use ofDGS was for protein replacement in both beef and dairy diets whenthe amount of corn used for ethanol was small, with large amountsof corn used for ethanol as is now the case, DGS are usedprimarily as an energy source in cattle and dairy diets(Klopfenstein et al., 2008; Anderson et al., 2006). Therefore, theDGS can not be completely credited as a protein source as they arein the GREET model. Distillers grains use has been studied moreextensively in feedlot cattle than in dairy production(Klopfenstein et al., 2008).  Therefore, we can accuratelyevaluate the feedlot industry, but the dairy industry needsfurther analysis.
Historical developments in the cattle feeding industry show thatpart of the DGS co-product credit is the replacement of urea(nitrogen) in feedlot diets and does not include the replacementof soybean meal. By the mid 1960’s the ruminant feeding industryrecognized that urea was as effective as soybean meal for feedlotcattle protein supplements (Perry et al., 1967; White et al.,1975). Urea supplied dietary protein (nitrogen) less expensivelythan did plant protein supplements such as soybean meal andtherefore became the main nitrogen supplement for feedlot cattle,but co-products can replace urea and a 2007 subsequent surveyfound wide spread use of ethanol co-products as protein sources(Vasconcelos and Galyean, 2007). Therefore, the BESS model assumesthat co-products are used to replace corn and urea in cattle dietsand are given a GHG credit for the emissions saved by making thisreplacement. Details are provided in the BESS model User’s Guide(www.bess.unl.edu). 
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Comment 19 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 4th Workshop.First Name: Geoff Last Name: CooperEmail Address: GCooper@ethanolrfa.orgAffiliation: Renewable Fuels AssociationSubject: RFA Comments on "Detailed California-Modified GREET Pathway for Denatured Corn Ethanol"Comment:Mr. Courtis,

Please find attached the Renewable Fuels Association’s comments onCARB’s April 12, 2008 report, "Detailed California-Modified GREETPathway for Denatured Corn Ethanol." Please let me know if youhave any questions and thank you again for the opportunity toprovide comment.

Regards,

Geoff Cooper
Research Director
Renewable Fuels Association
16024 Manchester Rd., Suite 222
Ellisville, MO 63011
Office: (636) 594-2284
Cell: (636) 399-4928Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/32-rfa_comments_to_carb_corn_ethanol_pathway_627.pdfOriginal File Name: RFA_Comments to CARB_Corn Ethanol Pathway_627.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-10 08:48:56No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 1st Workshop.This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 21 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 4th Workshop.First Name: JeremyLast Name: MartinEmail Address: jmartin@ucsusa.orgAffiliation: Union of Concerned ScientistsSubject: Comments by the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) on CARB’s on Land Use ChangeComment:John, Dean and Anil,

Attached are our comments on indirect land use (also posted on theCARB site).  We really enjoyed the presentations at the June 30thmeeting.

Thanks and regards,

Jeremy and Patty

Patricia Monahan
Deputy Director for Clean Vehicles
Union of Concerned Scientists
work: (510) 809-1568
cell: (510) 809-7957
fax: (510) 843-3785



Jeremy I. Martin, Ph.D.
Senior Analyst
Clean Vehicles Group
Union of Concerned Scientists
1825 K Street NW, Suite 800
Washington, DC   20006-1232
202-331-6946
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/34-072008ucs_land_use.pdfOriginal File Name: 072008UCS_land_use.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-21 09:52:44No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 4th Workshop.First Name: MichaelLast Name: WangEmail Address: mqwang@anl.govAffiliation: Argonne National LaboratorySubject: Response to Tim Searchinger et al.'s article in Science related to emissions from Land UseComment:Please see the attached response to Tim Searchinger et al.'sarticle in Science (regarding emissions from Land Use)Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/35-lettertoscience_anldoe_re-searchinger_fromwang_03_14_08.pdfOriginal File Name: LetterToScience_ANLDOE_Re-Searchinger_FromWang_03_14_08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-25 10:51:00No Duplicates.



Comment 23 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 4th Workshop.First Name: Catherine Last Name: Reheis-BoydEmail Address: cathy@wspa.comAffiliation: Western States Petroleum AssociationSubject: Comments from WSPA on June 30 LCFS LCA WG Meeting Comment:See attachment.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/36-wspa_comments_on_lca_wg_mtg.pdfOriginal File Name: WSPA comments on LCA WG mtg.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 09:11:35No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 4th Workshop.First Name: Geoff Last Name: CooperEmail Address: GCooper@ethanolrfa.orgAffiliation: Renewable Fuels AssociationSubject: Comments from RFA on CARB Land Use Change workshop on June 30Comment:See AttachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/39-rfa_comments_to_0630_carb_workshop.pdfOriginal File Name: RFA Comments to 0630 CARB workshop.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 10:52:03No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 4th Workshop.First Name: BrianLast Name: BonnerEmail Address: bonnerbb@airproducts.comAffiliation: Air Products and Chemicals, Inc.Subject: California Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle analysisComment:Comment in regards to CA LCFS Lifecycle analysis contained inattached document.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/42-063008carb.pdfOriginal File Name: 063008CARB.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-27 12:56:42No Duplicates.



Comment 26 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 4th Workshop.First Name: BrianLast Name: BonnerEmail Address: bonnerbb@airproducts.comAffiliation: Air Products and Chemicals, Inc.Subject: California Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle analysisComment:See AttachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/43-air-products_comments_on_lca.pdfOriginal File Name: Air-products_comments on LCA.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-27 14:25:12No Duplicates.



Comment 27 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 4th Workshop.First Name: RobertLast Name: RussellEmail Address: robert.rrussell7@gmail.comAffiliation: Concerned IndividualSubject: Ethanol RequirementsComment:I noted where Tesoro has filed suit against the CARB regarding theamount of ethanol required in gasoline. I think they are moregreen-conscious than CARB - legitimate facts:

1.) I note when using ethanol my vehicle mpg decreased by some20-23%, which means I have to fill up more and make more trips(emissions) to the filling station - bet that fact isn't includedin the life-cycle environmental analysis of ethanol,

2.) Ethanol gives a lower power curve and is a cooler burnresulting in a slightly incomplete burn of the fuel mix resultingin more unfavorable emissions - bet that fact isn't included inthe emissions and life-cycle analysis of ethanol,

3.) I really am a "green" conscious citizen and it pains me tonote the amount of emissions into the environment from the abovetwo items, along with those considering in harvesting thebioproduct used in making ethanol coupled with ethanolmanufacturing emissions, render ethanol something less than greenfriendly ... 

...the only benefit I see are the folks making it and thecorporate corn farmers who reap windfall profits at the expense ofthe third world's food chain ... I was in Managua, Nicaragua thispast May to help feed the poor and work on a microcredit programand I can tell you first hand the 2,000 people in the Managua dumpare hopeless with the new round of price increases they now face.

Respectfully,
Robert M. RussellAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-01 11:00:59No Duplicates.



Comment 28 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 5th Workshop.First Name: BrookeLast Name: ColemanEmail Address: bcoleman@newfuelsalliance.orgAffiliation: New Fuels AllianceSubject: Indirect Effects/Indirect Land Use ChangeComment:Please accept the attached comment letter from the New FuelsAlliance a 30 signatories. Thank you.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/46-arb_luc_final.pdfOriginal File Name: ARB_LUC_Final.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-11-05 12:36:33No Duplicates.



Comment 29 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 5th Workshop.First Name: Todd Last Name: CampbellEmail Address: tcampbell@cleanenergyfuels.comAffiliation: Clean EnergySubject: Comments to CARB's NG v. Diesel comparison documentComment:See AttachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/48-clne_additional_comments_10_22_08__3_.pdfOriginal File Name: CLNE Additional Comments 10 22 08 (3).pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-11-18 09:15:17No Duplicates.



Comment 30 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 5th Workshop.First Name: BernieLast Name: OrozcoEmail Address: borozco@sempra.comAffiliation: Sempra EnergySubject: Comments to the ARB documents regarding GHG comparison of CNG-LNG and Diesel VehiclesComment:See attachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/49-comments_to_cng-lng_paths.pdfOriginal File Name: comments to CNG-LNG paths.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-11-19 15:11:11No Duplicates.



Comment 31 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 5th Workshop.First Name: GeorgeLast Name: CooperEmail Address: GCooper@ethanolrfa.orgAffiliation: Renewable Fuels AssociationSubject: Comments of RFA for the LCFS workshop on Oct 16, 2008Comment:See AttachementAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/51-rfa_rfa_comments_to_carb_on_oct__16_workshop.pdfOriginal File Name: RFA RFA Comments to CARB on Oct  16 Workshop.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-11-21 15:10:30No Duplicates.



Comment 32 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 5th Workshop.First Name: CatherineLast Name: Reheis-BoydEmail Address: cathy@wspa.orgAffiliation: Subject: WSPA Comments on CARB Draft Document Concerning GHGs from Natural Gas and Diesel VehiclesComment:See AttachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/53-wspa_cng_diesel_pathway_110508.pdfOriginal File Name: WSPA_cng diesel pathway 110508.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-12-01 14:05:58No Duplicates.



Comment 33 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 6th Workshop.First Name: GinaLast Name: GreyEmail Address: gina@wspa.orgAffiliation: Western States Petroleum AssociationSubject: Comments on the Biodiesel (esterified soyoil) from WSPAComment:See AttachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/54-wspa_comments_on_soyoil_pathway_doc_12808.pdfOriginal File Name: WSPA comments on Soyoil Pathway Doc 12808.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-12-09 16:01:44No Duplicates.



Comment 34 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 1st Workshop.This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 35 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 6th Workshop.First Name: Shannon Last Name: Gustafson Email Address: SGustafson@ethanol.orgAffiliation: Subject: The role of biofuels in reducing greenhouse gases in future low carbon legislationComment:See AttachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/56-lcfs_study_final_report__2_.pdfOriginal File Name: LCFS Study Final Report (2).pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-12-12 13:11:09No Duplicates.



Comment 36 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 6th Workshop.First Name: StewartLast Name: BaileyEmail Address: stewartbailey@sasolchevron.comAffiliation: Sasol ChevronSubject: Gas to Liquids: importance of full co-product accounting for Life Cycle AnalysisComment:The attached report highlights the importance of fair and
comprehensive accounting for Gas to Liquid (GTL)co-products re:the GTL pathway for the Low Carbon Fuel Standard.

If the full GHG benefits of all GTL co-products are considered
from an industry perspective, GHG emissions from GTL are lowerthan conventional diesel fuel. In particular, there is newimportant and impactful data in the attached report that highlightsthe benefits of GTL base oils. 

Our latest report is scientifically defensible and was developed
in order to ensure that GTL is correctly and comprehensively
evaluated as the LCFS process unfolds. To this end, werespectfully request that CARB accepts our submission and ourproposal. 

Thank you for your consideration.

Stewart Bailey and Grant Forman

Sasol ChevronAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/57-full_carb_the_greenhouse_gas_impact_of_gtl_dec_08.pdfOriginal File Name: FULL_CARB_The Greenhouse_Gas_Impact_of_GTL_Dec_08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-12-15 09:07:54No Duplicates.



Comment 37 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 6th Workshop.First Name: CraigLast Name: LangEmail Address: clang@ifbf.orgAffiliation: Subject: Iowa Farm Bureau repsonse to California Low Carbon Fuel StandardComment:Comments submitted by the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation for theCalifornia Low Carbon Fuel Standard.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/58-california_low_carbon_fuel_standard-ifbf.pdfOriginal File Name: California Low Carbon Fuel Standard-IFBF.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-12-23 14:10:21No Duplicates.



Comment 38 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 6th Workshop.First Name: Mohamed Last Name: KassimEmail Address: kassim@americanpalmoil.comAffiliation: 1-202-5729768Subject: Pam Oil pathwayComment:This is a report from the Malaysian Palm Oil Board introducingsustainable Malaysian palm oil, an overview of palm biodiesel andthe biodiesel production pathway for your kind information andattention. This report would hopefully assist CARB to streamlineand move towards establishing the palm pathway under LCFS. Weappreciate feedback from your group.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/59-palm_biodiesel_pathway_letterhead.pdfOriginal File Name: Palm Biodiesel Pathway_letterhead.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-16 15:45:52No Duplicates.



Comment 39 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 6th Workshop.First Name: AlexLast Name: BealerEmail Address: alex@reesechambers.comAffiliation: Reese-Chambers Systems Consultants, Inc.Subject: BlueFire Ethanol Comments on CA GREET ModelComment:See AttachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/61-ca_greet_model_comments_bluefire.pdfOriginal File Name: CA GREET Model Comments_BlueFire.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-27 08:25:24No Duplicates.



Comment 40 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 7th Workshop.First Name: CharlesLast Name: SchleyerEmail Address: charles.h.schleyer@exxonmobil.com Affiliation: ExxonMobilSubject: Comments on LCFS PathwaysComment:See AttachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/62-exxonmobil_comments_on_01-20-09_fuel_pathways.docOriginal File Name: ExxonMobil Comments on 01-20-09 fuel pathways.doc Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-02-03 10:22:06No Duplicates.



Comment 41 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 7th Workshop.First Name: ToddLast Name: CampbellEmail Address: tcampbell@cleanenergyfuels.comAffiliation: Clean EnergySubject: Comments of Clean Energy on CARB's draft work on NG vs. diesel GHG analysisComment:See attachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/64-comments_from_clean_energy_regarding_ng_vs._diesel.pdfOriginal File Name: Comments from Clean Energy regarding NG vs. Diesel.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-02-03 11:03:27No Duplicates.



Comment 42 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 7th Workshop.First Name: JoelLast Name: VelascoEmail Address: joel@unica.com.brAffiliation: North America UNICA - Brazilian SugarcanSubject: UNICA Comments on Sugarcane Ethanol CA-GREETComment:See AttachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/65-unica_comments_on_greet-ca_for_sugarcane.pdfOriginal File Name: UNICA Comments on GREET-CA for Sugarcane.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-02-10 16:52:50No Duplicates.



Comment 43 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 5th Workshop.First Name: Chuck Last Name: WhiteEmail Address: cwhite1@wm.comAffiliation: Waste ManagementSubject: Comment of WM on California-Modified GREET Pathway for CNG from LFGComment:This comment was received on October 24, 2008.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/66-waste_management_comments_of_lfg_pathway_document.pdfOriginal File Name: Waste Management Comments of LFG pathway document.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-02-11 14:18:29No Duplicates.



Comment 44 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 7th Workshop.First Name: GeoffLast Name: CooperEmail Address: GCooper@ethanolrfa.orgAffiliation: Renewable Fuels AssociationSubject: Comment of RFA for CA-GREET Corn Ethanol PathwayComment:From: Geoff Cooper [mailto:GCooper@ethanolrfa.org] 
Sent: Friday, February 13, 2009 9:13 AM
To: Courtis, John@ARB
Cc: Simeroth, Dean@ARB; Prabhu, Anil@ARB; Littaua, Renee@ARB;EthanolRFA; Tom Darlington
Subject: Preliminary Comments on Jan. 30 ARB Fuel Pathways Update

John,

The Renewable Fuels Association (RFA) is submitting thesepreliminary comments in regard to two critical assumptions made myCARB in its most recent CA-GREET analysis of corn-based ethanol.RFA will be submitting more substantive comments, includingresponses to ARB’s most recent indirect land use change analysis,within the next week. Please let me know if you have any questionsregarding this material. 

Regards,

Geoff Cooper
Vice President, Research
Renewable Fuels Association
16024 Manchester Rd., Suite 222
Ellisville, MO 63011

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/68-comments_from_rfa__to_ca-greet_corn_ethanol_pathway.pdfOriginal File Name: Comments from RFA  to CA-GREET Corn Ethanol Pathway.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-02-13 13:16:28No Duplicates.



Comment 45 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 7th Workshop.First Name: MarkLast Name: AlbersEmail Address: Mark.J.Albers@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Please Avoid Fuel BiasesComment:I am writing to comment on the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS)program.  The State of California's LCFS will be a model for therest of the United States, so it is especially important that theLCFS accurately and fairly assess all of the emissions associatedwith each fuel and its use. 

Each of the following elements is essential to ensure that theLCFS is not biased toward or against a particular fuel, and to makesure that you consider all of the associated emissions. I requestthat these be included in the final drafting of the Standard:

1 Upstream emissions: Emissions from the production of fuels are acritical component of evaluating carbon emission standards toensure a comprehensive "well to wheels" assessment.

2  Drive train efficiency:  Calculation of the carbon metric mustinclude the drive train efficiency for each fuel type to fullyestimate carbon emissions.

I support the concept of a LCFS.  However, I urge you to providean impartial analysis of, and impartial standards for, energy andfuel alternatives by incorporating the elements described above.

Sincerely,
Mark J. AlbersAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-02-13 18:53:41No Duplicates.



Comment 46 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 7th Workshop.First Name: BrookeLast Name: ColemanEmail Address: bcoleman@newfuelsalliance.orgAffiliation: New Fuels AllianceSubject: Comments Jan 30 WorkshopComment:Please accept the following comments for your review.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/71-arb_comments_2.12.09.pdfOriginal File Name: ARB Comments_2.12.09.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-02-19 15:16:54No Duplicates.



Comment 47 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 7th Workshop.First Name: Shelby Last Name: NealEmail Address: SNeal@biodiesel.orgAffiliation: National Biodiesel BoardSubject: Comments from National Biodiesel Board on CA-GREET, version 2 for BiodieselComment:See AttachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/72-ca-greet_version_ii_2-18-09.pdfOriginal File Name: CA-GREET version II 2-18-09.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-02-19 15:59:51No Duplicates.



Comment 48 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 7th Workshop.First Name: Geoff Last Name: Cooper Email Address: GCooper@ethanolrfa.orgAffiliation: Renewable Fuels AssociationSubject: RFA Comments in Response to Jan. 30 LCFS WorkshopComment:See attachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/73-comments_from_rfa__to_lcfs_workshop_on_013009.pdfOriginal File Name: Comments from RFA  to LCFS workshop on 013009.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-02-24 10:53:27No Duplicates.



Comment 49 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 7th Workshop.First Name: BlakeLast Name: SimmonsEmail Address: basimmo@sandia.govAffiliation: Sandia National LaboratoriesSubject: Indirect land use letter to Gov. SchwarzeneggerComment:Good morning Chairwoman Nichols-

Hope you are doing well. For your reference, I have attached aletter that we, 110 scientists representing a wide spectrum ofbiofuel activities worldwide, will submit to GovernorSchwarzenegger in the near future that addresses concerns we havearound the imminent policy rulings by the ARB on the selectiveinclusion of indirect land use impacts for biofuels.  

Best regards,

Blake




_____________________________________________________
Blake A. Simmons, Ph.D.
Manager, Biomass Science and Conversion Technology Department
7011 East Avenue, MS 9291
Sandia National Laboratories
Livermore, CA  94551
 
Vice-President, Deconstruction Division
Joint BioEnergy Institute (www.jbei.org)
5885 Hollis Street - 4th Floor
Emeryville, CA  94608
 
email: basimmo@sandia.gov
phone: 925-337-6154
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/74-phd_lcfs_final_feb_2009.pdfOriginal File Name: PhD_LCFS_Final Feb 2009.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-02-26 13:48:08No Duplicates.



Comment 50 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 7th Workshop.First Name: TomLast Name: KoehlerEmail Address: tomk@pacificethanol.netAffiliation: Pacific EthanolSubject: Pacific Ethanol’s comments regarding the LCFSComment:Bob and Dean,  

I offer this power point presentation I found off the web asPacific Ethanol’s comments regarding the LCFS.   I respectfullyrequest that the authors of this presentation present at our nextworkshop. The issues they raise are profound and consequential tothe regulation. Please let me know thanks !! 

 

Tom
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/75-luc_issues_in_econ_models_ornl_kline_oladosu_26jan09v2.pdfOriginal File Name: LUC Issues in Econ Models_ORNL Kline Oladosu 26Jan09v2.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-02-26 13:53:08No Duplicates.



Comment 51 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 7th Workshop.First Name: TadeuszLast Name: PatzekEmail Address: patzek@mail.utexas.eduAffiliation: UT AustinSubject: Indirect Land Use CostsComment:Dear Ms. Nichols,

The pillagers of taxpayer's money and of our poor planet havepublished their views and names in the March 2 letter, "Opposed toSelective Enforcement of Indirect Effects in CA LCFS." 

Please make the only sensible decision: ignore them. History,science, and human hearts are all against them.

I regret that I could not be of more help when I was still at UCBerkeley. It was not meant to be...  

Good luck, Tad Patzek Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-03-03 18:26:48No Duplicates.



Comment 52 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 7th Workshop.First Name: ShellyLast Name: SullivanEmail Address: ssullivan@onemain.comAffiliation: AB 32 Implementation GroupSubject: LCFS Comments -Life Cycle Analyses and Economic AnalysisComment:Attached please find a letter from the AB 32 Implementation Groupregarding LCFS life cycle analyses and economic analysis.

If you have any questions or need anything further, please feelfree to contact Shelly Sullivan at 916 858-8686.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/77-timing_letter_to_carb.pdfOriginal File Name: Timing Letter to CARB.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-03-04 11:21:59No Duplicates.



Comment 53 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: RandyLast Name: ArmstrongEmail Address: randy.armstrong@shell.comAffiliation: ShellSubject: Comments on the Preliminary Draft of Procedures and Guidelines for Regulated PartiesComment:Comments on the Preliminary Draft of Procedures and Guidelines forRegulated Parties for Establishing New Fuel Pathways Under TheCalifornia LCFSAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/78-shell.pdfOriginal File Name: Shell.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-01 09:49:10No Duplicates.



Comment 54 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: Robert Last Name: RichardsEmail Address: rrichards@kernoil.comAffiliation: Kern Oil and Refining CompanySubject: LCFS Regulation - Renewable Diesel from Tallow pathwayComment:See AttachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/79-kern_oil__refining_co_-_comments_on_lcfs_rd_tallow_pathway_081809.pdfOriginal File Name: Kern Oil  Refining Co - Comments on LCFS RD Tallow Pathway 081809.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-01 10:11:21No Duplicates.



Comment 55 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: CatherineLast Name: Reheis-BoydEmail Address: cathy@wspa.orgAffiliation: WSPASubject: WSPA Comments on the CARB's request for Additional Comments at Aug 5 workshopComment:See AttachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/80-lcfscomments_82809.pdfOriginal File Name: LCFScomments 82809.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-01 10:17:38No Duplicates.



Comment 56 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: LindsayLast Name: MitchellEmail Address: lmitchell@ilcorn.orgAffiliation: Illinois Corn Growers AssociationSubject: Re: Request for Comments on Establishing New Fuel Pathways and Proposal for an Expert WorkComment:See Attachment.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/83-carb_final_letter_8_28_09.pdfOriginal File Name: CARB Final Letter 8 28 09.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-15 15:51:17No Duplicates.



Comment 57 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: GeoffLast Name: CooperEmail Address: GCooper@ethanolrfa.orgAffiliation: Renewable Fuels AssociationSubject: Comments on Proposal for an Expert WorkgroupComment:See Attachment.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/84-work_group_comments_rfa.pdfOriginal File Name: Work Group Comments_RFA.PDF Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-15 15:54:34No Duplicates.



Comment 58 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: BrookeLast Name: ColemanEmail Address: bcoleman@newfuelsalliance.orgAffiliation: New Fuels AllianceSubject: RE: Comments Regarding LCFS Expert Working Group (submitted via email)  Comment:See Atachment.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/85-ca_lcfs_expert_workgroup_comments.pdfOriginal File Name: CA_LCFS_expert workgroup comments.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-15 15:57:33No Duplicates.



Comment 59 for Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) - 1st Workshop.First Name: RalphLast Name: MoranEmail Address: moranrj1@bp.com Affiliation: BP AmericaSubject: BP ILUC WG Comments   Comment:See AttachmentAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/lcfs-lifecycle-ws/86-bp_comments_to_carb_on_iluc_wg_9_09.pdfOriginal File Name: BP comments to CARB on ILUC WG 9 09.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-09-15 15:58:48No Duplicates.



There are no comments posted to Low Carbon Fuel Standard - Lifecycle Analysis (lcfs-lifecycle-ws) that were presented during the Workshop at this time.


