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March 22, 2017

The Honorable Mary Nichols, Chair
California Air Resources Board
1001 I Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: ACC Midterm 2017; Advanced Clean Car Rule- Greenhouse Gas Standards

Dear Chair Nichols,

The Low Carbon Fuels Coalition (“LCFC”) appreciates the opportunity to provide
comments regarding California’s Advanced Clean Cars Midterm Review (Midterm
Review). This comment relates to the greenhouse gas reduction programs (GHG
Programs) discussed in the Midterm Review. Due to recent federal regulatory action and
the mandates of AB 197, we recommend that the Governing Board direct Air Resources
Board (ARB) staff to revisit some of the Midterm Review’s conclusions. In particular,
we recommend that staff be directed to assess whether California could better and more
cost-effectively achieve transportation sector GHG reductions in disadvantaged
communities through the integration of mid and high blend ethanol strategies as
components of the Advanced Clean Cars Program (ACC Program).

The LCFC represents a range of fuels and technologies including producers and
developers of biodiesel, ethanol, renewable natural gas, waste-derived fuels, and other
low carbon fuel industry participants. The LCFC tracks regulations and legislation,
advocates for policies that benefit the entire low carbon fuels industry, and facilitates
industry success through consensus and coalition building.

Staff Review of GHG Programs

ARB staff participated in the joint agency midterm evaluation of federal passenger
vehicle GHG standards and corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) standards with the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the National Highway and
Transportation Safety Association (NHTSA). The Midterm Review reflects the staff
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recommendations that the ACC Program be maintained in its present form, and that
California continue to participate in the national program through the deemed to comply
provision. However the report states,

“These findings on the benefits to California are based on an analysis assuming the
existing national GHG standards. If the stringency of the national GHG standards were
substantially changed, (...) these findings would likely be different. In that event,
California could revisit whether it would have to conduct a new analysis to determine
whether compliance with a new National Program would be an appropriate approach
under California’s LEV III program to address California’s unique air quality challenges
and its mandates to achieve aggressive GHG reductions to protect public health and the
environment. "

Recent Federal Policy Developments

On March 13", EPA and NHTSA issued a Notice of Intention to Reconsider the Final
Determination of the Mid-Term Evaluation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards for
Model Year 2022-2025 Light Duty Vehicles. While it was appropriate for the Midterm
Review not to forecast this development, EPA and NHTSA have now formally
announced the reopening of these federal GHG policies, It is therefore prudent for ARB
to recognize the existence of a dynamic federal regulatory landscape, and to revisit
California’s strategies accordingly. The Midterm Review provides the Governing Board
and ARB with an immediate opportunity to begin designing California’s GHG programs
to be more self-reliant, and to begin considering other potential modifications in the event
of federal GHG policy shifts,

Ethanol is a Proven Method 1o Reduce GHG’s from Mobile Sources

Low blend ethanol has supplied most of the GHG gases achieved by California’s Low
Carbon Fuel Standard to date. Low blend ethanol has also generated most of the
renewable identification numbers (RINs) under the federal Renewable Fuel Standard

! See “California’s Advanced Clean Cars Midterm Review,” page ES-4.

? Michael Wang, Robert McCormick, Teresa Alleman et al., Oak Ridge National Laboratory, National
Renewable Energy Laboratory, and Argonne National Laboratory, “Summary of High-Octane Mid-Level
Ethanol Blends Study,” at p. 1, http://info.ornl. gov/sites/publications/files/Pub61169.pdf (last viewed 2

980 Ninth Street, 16t Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
(530) 264-7157
www.lcfcoalition.com



(RFS). There are substantial additional GHG reductions that mid and high-blend ethanol
can deliver to the state.

Flex fuel vehicles (“FFV’s”) are capable of utilizing high blend ethanol, with the typical
fuel blend in California being 83% ethanol with 17% gasoline (“E85™). Previously,
FFV’s were a consistent component of both the CAFE and federal passenger vehicle
GHG standards. FFV’s received credit for improving fuel economy and reducing GI1G
emissions based on the calculations of vehicle mileage performance with E85. However,
the level of actual E&5 fuel usage in FFV’s previously caused NHTSA and EPA to phase
down the credit value of FFV’s within the CAFE and GHG Standards. This lack of
federal credit has since caused the automakers to begin reducing the number of available
FFV models. In 2013, there were 157 models of FFV’s. In 2017, that number has
declined to 52. Paradoxically, the decline in federal policy support for FEV’s
corresponded with a strong increase in demand for E85, as well as a new pressing policy
need for FFV’s and E85 stations to facilitate the introduction of mid level ethanol blends
(MLEB’s) for next generation vehicles that require high octane fuel.

This policy imperative is well-expressed in a recent study authored by the National
Renewable Energy Laboratory and Argonne National Laboratory:

“Original equipment manufacturers (OEMs) of light-duty vehicles are pursuing
a broad portfolio of technologies to reduce CO2 emissions and improve fuel
economy. Central to this effort is higher efficiency spark ignition (SI) engines,
including technologies veliant on higher compression ratios and fuels with
improved anti-knock properties, such as gasoline with significantly increased
octane numbers. Ethanol has an inherently high octane number and would be an
ideal octane booster for lower-octane petroleum blendstocks. (...) Thus the
legacy FFV fleet can serve as a bridge by providing a market for the new fuel
immediately, so that future vehicles will have improved efficiency as the new fuel
becomes widespread. In this way, (High Octane Fuel) can simultaneously help
improve fuel economy while expanding the ethanol market in the United States
via a growing market for an ethanol blend higher thanE10."*

2 Michael Wang, Robert McCormick, Teresa Alleman et al., Oak Ridge National Laboratory, National
Renewable Energy Laboratory, and Argonne National Laboratory, “Summary of High-Octane Mid-Level
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In California, E85 Saves Consumers Money and
Is Favored by Low Income Residents

While it is a high-octane fuel, ethanol is less energy-dense than petroleum gasoline, Due
to this factor, FFV’s that run on E85 typically display reduced fuel economy on a
volumetric basis. However, over the past five years, E85 sold at US independent retail
stations has typically been offered at a price discount to gasoline. As a result, after
adjusting for fuel economy, E85 customers have typically saved by utilizing the fuel in
their FFV’s.

In California, the savings benefits that E85 offers customers have been enhanced by the
Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS). The LCFS mandates that petroleum refiners and
importers meet declining carbon intensity (CI) standards on an annual basis. Between
2011 and 2020, the LCFS mandates a 10% CI reduction for transportation fuels in
California. Regulated parties comply with the LCFS either by purchasing low carbon
fuels such as ethanol, or by purchasing credits generated by the sale of low carbon fuels.
The demand for LCFS credits creates a premium value for low carbon fuels in California,
and provides an incentive for low carbon fuel producers to further reduce the CI of the
fuels they supply. As a result of the LCFS, the average CI of ethanol in California has
been reduced about 8% since 2011, with the volume-weighted average for 2015 at
approximately 81 gCO2e/MJ.?

The amount of value that the LCFS will provide to a gallon of E85 will typically be
shared by market participants but still ultimately provides significant cost savings
opportunities to consumers. The average LCFS credit price for February 2017, was
$93/MT.* Utilizing an average ethanol CI score of 80 gCO2e/MJ, and an LCFS credit
price of $90/MT, a gallon of ethanol sold into the California market would generate a

Ethanol Blends Study,” at p. 1, hitp://info.oml.gov/sites/publications/files/Pub61169.pdf (last viewed
March 15, 2017).

? 1t should be noted that the estimated CI reduction of 8% for ethanol is not a precise calculation but is
derived from the publicly available ARB data. See Yeh, Sonia, Julie Witcover and Jeff Kessler. Status
Review of California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard Spring 2013. Institute of Transportation Studies,
University of California, Davis 2013, at p. 4 (noting CI decline of gasoline substitutes from 87.7 to 83.2
2C02e/M] between 2011 and 2012). See also LCFS Dashboard, Tab 5, displaying volume weighted
average CI of ethanol, at approximately 81 gCO2e/MJ for 2015

https:/fwww.arb.ca.gov/Tuels/lcfs/dashboard/dashboard. itm (last viewed March 21, 2017).
4 See hitps://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lefs/credit/201 70314 febereditreport.pdf
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total value of seventeen cents ($0.17).° Since only 83% of an E85 gallon is ethanol, this
results in a total value of fourteen and half cents ($0.14) per gallon of E85. As a result of
this incentive, E85 in California typically sells at a discount to conventional gasoline,
after adjusting for the fuel mileage discount.

California has invested Millions to Build E85 Stations

Due to ethanol’s proven track record in reducing GHG emissions and dependence on
petroleum, California has invested millions to build a network of E85 stations across the
state with many of these stations located in disadvantaged communities. According fo
the California Energy Commission, California has awarded $13.7 million for 158 E85
fueling stations in the state through the use of AB 118 program funds.® To the extent that
California utilizes this network of stations to deliver GHG reductions, this will be money
well spent. However, to the extent that California abandons its prior support for E85 use
and FFV’s are phased out by the automakers, these stations will become underutilized
GHG-reducing assets.

AB 197 Mandates GHG Reductions in Disadvantaged Communifies

In 2016, California’s Legislature passed and Governor Brown signed AB 197, a bill to
ensure that California’s most impacted and disadvantaged communities be specifically
considered and protected in the adoption of GHG rules and regulations. Health and Safety
Code §38562.5 provides that:

When adopting rules and regulations pursuant to this division fo achieve
emissions reductions beyond the statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit and to
protect the state’s most impacted and disadvantaged communities, the state board
shall follow the requirements in subdivision (b) of Section 38562, consider the
social costs of the emissions of greenhouse gases, and prioritize both of the
Jfollowing:

(a) Emission reduction rules and regulations that result in direct emission
reductions at large stationary sources of greenhouse gas emissions sources and
direct emission reductions from mobile sources.

% See Credit Value Calculator, Tab 7, https://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/dashboard/dashboard.hten (last
viewed March 21, 2017).
¢ California Energy Commission, “2016-2017 Investment Plan Update for the Alternative and Renewable
Fuel and Vehicle Technology Program,” at Table ES-1, htip://www . energy.ca.gov/201 5publications/CEC-
600-2015-014/CEC-600-2015-014-CMF.pdf (last viewed March 21, 2017),
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(b) Emission reduction rules and regulations that result in direct emission
reductions from sources other than those specified in subdivision (a).

Section 38562.5 cross-references §38562(b) which provides that:

(b) In adopiing regulations pursuant to this section and Part 5 (commencing with
Section 38570), to the extent feasible and in furtherance of achieving the
statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit, the state board shall do all of the
Jollowing:

(1) Design the regulations, including distribution of emissions allowances where
appropriate, in a manner that is equitable, seeks to minimize costs and maximize
the fotal benefits to California, and encourages early action to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions.

(2) Ensure that activities undertaken io comply with the regulations do not
disproportionately impact low-income communities.

(3) Ensure that entities that have voluntarily reduced their greenhouse gas
emissions prior to the implementation of this section receive appropriate credit
Jor early voluntary reductions.

{4) Ensure that activities undertaken pursuant to the regulations complement, and
do not interfere with, efforts to achieve and maintain federal and state ambient air
quality standards and to reduce toxic air contaminant emissions.

(5) Consider cost-effectiveness of these regulations.

(6) Consider overall societal benefits, including reductions in other air pollutants,
diversification of energy sources, and other benefits to the economy, environment,
and public health.

(7) Minimize the administrative burden of implementing and complying with these
regulations.

(8) Minimize leakage.

(9} Consider the significance of the contribution of each source or category of
saurces to statewide emissions of greenhouse gases.

FEV’s and E85 Fulfill AB 197 Mandates

Because E85 can be utilized in existing FFV’s and saves consumers money at the pump,
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this GHG reduction strategy conforms with the requirements of Health and Safety Code
§38562, and §38562.5. In particular, FFV’s utilizing E85 provide the following specific
benefits:

1. Direct emissions reductions from mobile sources (tailpipe GHG reductions),

2. Minimize costs and maximize the total benefits to all Californians (reduced fuel
costs),

3. Are cost-effective (utilization of existing vehicles and vehicle technologies),

4, Provide overall societal benefits, including reductions in other air pollutants,
diversification of energy sources, and other benefits to the economy, environment,
and public health (reduce petroleum dependence, expand demand for agricultural
products, provide additional emission reductions), and,

5. Minimize the administrative burden of implementing and complying with
regulations (FFV’s and E85 are proven and simple GHG reducing policy tools).

Integrating FEV’s into the ACC Program and extending California’s policy support for
E85 provides the most cost-effective and environmentally impactful way to serve
consumers and residents in disadvantaged communities. An FFV running on low-carbon
ethanol fuel offers a reasonable, immediate, local, and cost-effective GHG solution.

Conclusion

We look forward to engagement with ARB to further evaluate how mid and high level
ethanol blends can best be integrated into the ACC Program to yield the highest possible
dividends in terms of GHG reduction, other air quality benefits, petroleum reduction,
benefits to disadvantaged communities, and the expansion of California’s clean economy.

Thank you for your consideration of this comment.

Sincerely,

s A

Graham Noyes
Executive Director

980 Ninth Street, 16th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
(530) 264-7157
www.lcfcoalition.com
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March 22, 2017

The Honorable Mary Nichols, Chair
California Air Resources Board
1001 I Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: ACC Midterm 2017; Advanced Clean Car Rule- Greenhouse Gas Standards
Dear Chair Nichols,

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding California’s Advanced Clean Cars
Midterm Review (Midterm Review). This comment relates to the greenhouse gas reduction
programs (GHG Programs) discussed in the Midterm Review. Due to recent federal regulatory
action and the mandates of AB 197, we recommend that the Governing Board direct Air
Resources Board (ARB) staff to revisit some of the Midterm Review’s conclusions. In
particular, we recommend that staff be directed to assess whether California could better and
more cost-effectively achieve transportation sector GHG reductions in disadvantaged
communities through the integration of mid and high blend ethanol strategies as components of
the Advanced Clean Cars Program (ACC Program).

Pearson Fuels supports the greenhouse gas (“GHG”) reductions required by the California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (“SB 32”), and the Air Resources Board’s portfolio of
programs in the transportation sector to achieve these reductions. Pearson Fuels participates
actively in these programs, and is a leading retail supplier of E85 and other low carbon fuels in

California.
Pearson Fuels

Specializing in bringing alternative fuels to the public, Pearson Fuels opened the nation’s first
alternative fuel retail station in 2003. The station was the first E8S station in California, the first
biodiesel station in San Diego, and includes a large propane vehicle fuel station, and the county’s
first dual pressure natural gas station. With funding from ARB, the California Energy
Commission (CEC), and the US Department of Energy, Pearson Fuels has developed two major
biodiesel blending facilities as well as worked tirelessly to expand California’s E85 retail
network to become the largest distributor of E85 in the State. Today Pearson Fuels supplies



E85, biodiesel and renewable diesel. Pearson Fuels has also developed a hydrogen fueling
station in San Juan Capistrano and is considering additional altemative fuel expansions.

Staff Review of GHG Programs

ARB staff participated in the joint agency midterm evaluation of federal passenger vehicle GHG
standards and corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) standards with the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and the National Highway and Transportation Safety Association
(NHTSA). The Midterm Review reflects the staff recommendations that the ACC Program be
maintained in its present form, and that California continue to participate in the national program
through the deemed to comply provision. However the report states,

“These findings on the benefits to California are based on an analysis assuming the existing
national GHG standards. If the stringency of the national GHG standards were substantially
changed, (...) these findings would likely be different. In that event, California could revisit
whether it would have to conduct o new analysis to determine whether compliance with a new
National Program would be an appropriate approach under California’s LEV Il program to
address California’s unique air quality challenges and its mandates to achieve aggressive GHG
reductions to protect public health and the environment,”’

Recent Federal Policy Developments

On March 13“’, EPA and NHTSA issued a Notice of Intention to Reconsider the Final
Determination of the Mid-Term Evaluation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards for Model
Year 2022-2025 Light Duty Vehicles. While it was appropriate for the Midterm Review not to
forecast this development, EPA and NHTSA have now formally announced the reopening of
these federal GHG policies. It is therefore prudent for ARB to recognize the existence of a
dynamic federal regulatory landscape, and to revisit California’s strategies accordingly. The
Midterm Review provides the Governing Board and ARB with an immediate opportunity to
begin designing California’s GHG programs to be more self-reliant, and to begin considering
other potential modifications in the event of federal GHG policy shifts.

Ethanol is a Proven Method to Reduce GHG’s from Mobile Sources

Low blend ethanol has supplied most of the GHG emission reductions achieved by California’s
Low Carbon Fuel Standard to date. Low blend ethanol has also generated most of the renewable
identification numbers (RINs)} under the federal Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). There arc
substantial additional GHG reductions that mid and high-blend ethanol can deliver to the state.

Flex fuel vehicles (“FFV’s”) are capable of utilizing high blend ethanol, with the typical fuel
blend in California being 83% ethanol with 17% gasoline (“E85”). Previously, FFV’s were a
consistent component of both the CAFE and federal passenger vehicle GHG standards. FFV’s
received credit for improving fuel economy and reducing GHG emissions based on the
calculations of vehicle mileage performance with E85. However, the level of actual E85 fuel
usage in FFV’s previously cansed NHTSA and EPA to phase down the credit value of FFV’s

! $ee “California’s Advanced Clean Cars Midterm Review,” page ES4.



within the CAFE and GHG Standards. This declining federal credit caused the automakers to
begin to phase down the number of available FFV models. In 2013, there were 157 models of
FFV’s. In 2017, that number has declined to 52. Paradoxically, the decline in federal policy
support for FFV’s corresponded with a strong increase in demand for E85, as well as a new
pressing policy need for FFV’s and E85 stations to facilitate the introduction of mid level ethanol
blends (MLEB’s) for next generation vehicles that require high octane fuel.

This policy imperative to support FFV’s is well-expressed in a recent study authored by the
National Renewable Energy Laboratory and Argonne National Laboratory:

“Original equipment manufacturers (OEMs) of light-duty vehicles are pursuing a broad
portfolio of technologies to reduce CO2 emissions and improve fuel economy. Central to
this effort is higher efficiency spark ignition (SI) engines, including technologies reliant
on higher compression ratios and fuels with improved anti-knock properties, such as
gasoline with significantly increased octane numbers. Ethanol has an inherently high
octane number and would be an ideal octane booster for lower-octane petroleum
blendstocks. (...) Thus the legacy FFV fleet can serve as a bridge by providing a market
Jor the new fuel immediately, so that future vehicles will have improved efficiency as the
new fuel becomes widespread. In this way, (High Octane Fuel) can simultaneously help
improve fuel economy while expanding the ethanol market in the United States via a
growing market for an ethanol blend higher than E10."”

In California, E85 Saves Consumers Monev and
Is Favored by Low Income Residents

While it is a high-octane fuel, ethanol is less energy-dense than petroleum gasoline. Due to this
factor, FFV’s that run on E85 typically display reduced fuel economy on a volumetric basis in
the range of 15%-27%." However, over the past five years, E85 sold at US independent retail
stations has typically been offered at a price discount to gasoline. As a result, after adjusting for
fuel economy, E85 customers oftent save on fuel purchases by utilizing E85 in their FFV’s.

In California, the savings benefits that E85 offers customers have been enhanced by the Low
Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS). The LCFS mandates that petroleum refiners and importers meet
declining carbon intensity (CI) standards on an annual basis. Between 2011 and 2020, the LCFS
mandates a 10% CI reduction for transportation fuels in California. Regulated parties comply
with the LCFS either by purchasing low carbon fuels such as ethanol, or by purchasing credits
generated by the sale of low carbon fuels. The demand for LCFS credits creates a premium
value for low carbon fuels in California, and provides an incentive for low carbon fuel producers
to further reduce the CI of the fuels they supply. As a result of the LCFS, the average CI of
ethanol itself in California has been reduced about 8% since 2011 with the volume-weighted
average of ethanol for 2015 at approximately 81 gCO2e/M1.*

? Michael Wang, Robert McCormick, Teresa Alleman et al., Oak Ridge National Laboratory, National Renewable
Energy Laboratory, and Argonne National Laboratory, “Summary of High-Octane Mid-Level Ethanol Blends
Study,” at p. 1, htip://info.oml.gov/sites/publications/files/Pub6 1169.pdf (last viewed March 15, 2017).

* See U.S. Department of Energy, Fuel Economy Site, at hitps://www.fueleconomy.gov/ feggﬂextech shtml
# It should be noted that the estimated CI reduction of 8% for ethanol is not a precise calculation but is derived from
the publicly available ARB data. See Yeh, Sonia, Julie Witcover and Jeff Kessler. Status Review of California's
Low Carbon Fuel Standard Spring 2013. Institute of Transportation Studies, University of California, Davis 2013,
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The amount of credit value that the LCFS provides per gallon of E85 is shared by market
participants but still ultimately provides significant cost savings opportunities to consumers. The
average LCFS credit price for February 2017, was $93/MT.> Utilizing an average ethanol CI
score of 80 gCO2e/MJ, and an LCFS credit price of $90/MT, a gallon of ethanol sold into the
California market would generate a total value of seventeen cents ($0.17).° Since only 83% of

an E85 gallon is ethanol, this results in a total value of fourteen cents ($0.14) per gallon of E85.
As aresult of this incentive, E85 in California usually sells at a discount to conventional gasoline,
after adjusting for the fuel mileage discount.

California has invested Millions to Build E85 Stations

Due to ethanol’s proven track record in reducing GHG emissions and dependence on petroleum,
California has invested millions to build a network of E85 stations across the state with many of
these stations located in disadvantaged communities. According to the California Energy
Commission, California has awarded $13.7 million for 158 E85 fueling stations in the state
through the use of AB 118 program funds.” To the extent that California utilizes this network of
stations to deliver GHG reductions, this will be money well spent. However, to the extent that
California abandons its prior support for E85 use and FFV’s are phased out by the automakers,
these stations are in danger of becoming underutilized GHG-reducing assets.

AB 197 Mandates GHG Reductions in Disadvantaged Communities

In 2016, California’s Legislature passed and Governor Brown signed AB 197, a bill to ensure
that California’s most impacted and disadvantaged communities be specifically considered and
protected in the adoption of GHG rules and regulations. Health and Safety Code §38562.5

provides that:

When adopting rules and regulations pursuant to this division to achieve emissions
reductions beyond the statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit and to protect the state’s
most impacted and disadvantaged communities, the state board shall follow the
requirements in subdivision (b) of Section 38562, consider the social costs of the
emissions of greenhouse gases, and prioritize both of the following:
(a) Emission reduction rules and regulations that result in direct emission
reductions at large stationary sources of greenhouse gas emissions sources and
direct emission reductions from mobile sources.
(b) Emission reduction rules and regulations that result in direct emission
reductions from sources other than those specified in subdivision (a).

at p. 4 (noting CI decline of gasoline substitutes from 87.7 to 83.2 gCO2e/MJ between 2011 and 2012). See also
LCFS Dashboard, Tab 5, displaying volume weighted average CI of ethanol, at approximately 81 gCO2e/MJ for
2015 hups://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/dashboard/dashboard.htm (last viewed March 21, 2017).

3 See https.//www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/credit/20170314 _febereditreport,pdf

5 See Credit Value Calculator, Tab 7, https://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/Icfs/dashboard/dashboard. htm (last viewed

March 21, 2017).
" California Energy Commission, “2016-2017 Investment Plan Update for the Alternative and Renewable Fuel and

Vehicle Technology Program,” at Table ES-1, hitp://www.energy.ca.gov/2015publications/CEC-600-2015-
014/CEC-600-2015-014-CMF.pdf {last viewed March 21, 2017).




Section 38562.5 cross-references §38562(b) which provides that:

(b) In adopting regulations pursuant to this section and Part 5 (commencing with Section
38570), to the extent feasible and in furtherance of achieving the statewide greenhouse
gas emissions limit, the state board shall do ali of the following:

(1) Design the regulations, including distribution of emissions allowances where
appropriate, in a manner that is equitable, seeks to minimize costs and maximize
the total benefits to California, and encourages early action to reduce greenhouse
gus emissions.

(2) Ensure that activities undertaken to comply with the regulations do not
disproportionately impact low-income communities.

(3) Ensure that entities that have voluntarily reduced their greenhouse gas
emissions prior to the implementation of this section receive appropriate credit
Jor early voluntary reductions.

(4) Ensure that activities undertaken pursuant to the regulations complement, and
do not interfere with, efforts to achieve and maintain federal and state ambient air
quality standards and to reduce toxic gir contaminant emissions.

(3} Consider cost-effectiveness of these regulations.

(6) Consider overall societal benefits, including reductions in other air pollutants,
diversification of energy sources, and other benefits to the economy, environment,
and public health.

(7) Minimize the administrative burden of implementing and complying with these
regulations.

(8) Minimize leakage.

(9) Consider the significance of the contribution of each source or category of
sources to statewide emissions of greenhouse gases.

FEV’s and E85 Fulfill AB 197 Mandates

Because E85 can be utilized in existing FF'V’s and saves consumers money at the pump, this
GHG reduction strategy conforms with the requirements of Health and Safety Code §38562, and
§38562.5. In particular, FFV’s utilizing E85 provide the following specific benefits:

1. Direct emissions reductions from mobile sources (tailpipe GHG reductions on
Califernia’s highways),

2. Minimize costs and maximize the total benefits to all Californians (neutral or reduced
fael costs),

3. Are cost-effective (utilization of existing vehicles and vehicle technologies),

4. Provide overall societal benefits, including reductions in other air pollutants,
diversification of energy sources, and other benefits to the economy, environment, and public
health (reduce petroleum dependence, expand demand for agricultural products,
provide additional criteria emission reductions), and,



5. Minimize the administrative burden of implementing and complying with regulations
(FFV’s and E8S are proven and simple GHG reducing policy tools).

Integrating FFV’s into the ACC Program and extending California’s policy support for E85
provides the most cost-effective and environmentally impactful way to serve consumers and
residents in disadvantaged communities. An FFV running on low-carbon ethanol fuel offers a
reasonable, immediate, local, and cost-effective GHG solution.

The success of E85 in disadvantaged communities is established by the high rates of E85
adoption by communities with high Enviroscreen 3.0 scores. The location of Pearson Fuel’s E85
stations in these communities is illustrated by Exhibit A, showing the location of E8S stations in
the Los Angeles, Bay Area, and San Diego metropolitan areas. By providing individuals with
reasonable and cost-effective means to proactively contribute towards GHG emission reduction
goals, the state can achieve immediate and tangible benefits while also attracting and sustaining
the interest and participation of thousands of Californians.

Conclusion
We look forward to engagement with ARB to further evaluate how mid and high level ethanol
blends can best be integrated into the ACC program to yield the highest possible dividends in
terms of GHG reduction, other air quality benefits, petroleum reduction, benefits to

disadvantaged communities, and the expansion of California’s clean economy.

Thank you for your consideration of this comment.

Sincerely,

Mike Lewis .
Co-founder, Pearson Fuels
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March 24, 2017

The Honorable Mary Nichols

Chair, California Air Resources Board
1001 1 Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Public Health Support for Strong Clean Cars Standards

Dear Chair Nichols:

On behalf of the undersigned health and medical organizations in California, we write to
support strong state and federal advanced clean car regulations to protect public health from
motor vehicle pollution. We also write to urge the California Air Resources Board to continue its



leadership by strengthening the clean car rules beginning in 2025 to advance the fight against
air pollution and climate change. These state and federal rules are critical to keep our patients
and our communities healthier and more resilient to the worst impacts of climate change.

Motor vehicles represent a major share of the air and climate pollutants harming communities
in California and across the United States. Their contribution to health and climate threats
makes adopting and enforcing the strongest possible motor vehicle standards vital. The
changing climate threatens the health of Americans alive now and in future generations.
Growing evidence over the past few years has demonstrated the multiple, profound, climate
change risks that imperil the lives and health of millions. The increasing evidence of climate
change health impacts together with the robust research demonstrating harm by pollution
from motor vehicle emissions demonstrate the need for the strongest possible technology
requirements to protect public health.

We support strong implementation of existing federal U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency/National Highway Traffic Safety Administration vehicle emission standards as well as
California's 2025 Advanced Clean Cars and Zero Emission Vehicle program authorized under the
Clean Air Act. These federal and state standards are most effective when implemented jointly
with the benefits of the standards delivered across the country. California's standards set the
bar for curbing emissions of ozone-forming pollution, limiting deadly particles, and controlling
climate pollution as they lead the nation forward on zero-emission technology.

Therefore, we offer the following recommendations in support of improving and protecting
public health against pollution burdens and global climate change health impacts:

« California and the federal government must implement current advanced clean car
standards to protect public health. Federal EPA/NHTSA and California emission
standards will deliver meaningful climate and public health benefits by 2025. We urge
federal and state agencies to ensure the strong implementation of these rulesin a
coordinated manner in the best interests of public health, clean air and a healthy
climate.

« California should move forward now to develop post-2025 clean car and zero emission
technology standards. California's leadership in developing more advanced clean car
and zero emission technology standards is leading the way to cleaner air and a healthy
climate. We urge the California Air Resources Board to begin development of the post-
2025 standards now to further reduce ozone-forming pollutants, fine particles and
climate pollution as well as to strengthen and extend the Zero Emission Vehicle
standard. We urge the post-2025 zero emission vehicle program to ensure alighment
with a 2050 goal of achieving a robust market with 100% zero emission vehicle sales.

» California’s authority to address motor vehicle poliution standards must be
maintained. Other states should continue to have the opportunity to adopt California
standards to maximize pollution reductions now and in the future. California's vehicle
program has advanced clean technologies in the United States and around the world. It



has brought tremendous henefits, not only to California residents, but to nationwide
efforts to drive down pollution.

California's health-protective standards serve as a benchmark for clean air and climate
protections needed across the United States. We support strong federal and state programs
that follow California's example and ensure that all people are protected to the greatest extent
possible from the serious health burdens of vehicle pollution.

Sincerely,

Barb Sattler, RN, DrPH, FAA, Founding Member

Alliance of Nurses for Healthy Environment

American Academy of Pediatrics - California

Bonnie Holmes-Gen, Charter Director, Air Quality and Climate Change
American Lung Association in California

David LeDuc, Executive Director
Bonnie J. Addario Lung Cancer Foundation

Susan Hogeland, CAE, Executive Vice President
California Academy of Family Physicians

California Black Health Network

Justin Malan, Executive Director
California Conference of Directors of Environmental Health

Samantha D. Pellon, Associate Director
California Medical Association

Zulma Michaca
Legislative Advocate/Community Organizer
California Nurses Association/ National Nurses United

Chris Garvey FNP, MSN, MPA, MAACVPR, President
California Thoracic Society

Kevin Hamilton, RRT, Executive Director
Central California Asthma Collaborative



Kimberly Chen, Government Affairs Manager
California Pan-Ethnic Health Network (CPEHN)

Rachelle Wenger, MPA, Director, Public Palicy and Community Advocacy
Dignity Health

Eric Lerner, Climate Director
Health Care Without Harm

Fonda Winslow, Executive Director
Kern County Medical Society

Lynn Kersey, Executive Director
Maternal and Child Health Access {Los Angeles)

Kevin Hamilton, RRT, RCP, Chair
Medical Advocates for Healthy Air

Celeste Ramos - Chair

Lillian Sanchez-Ramos - Treasurer
Jay Herbrand - Secretary

Merced Mariposa Asthma Coalition

Robert M. Gould, MD, President
San Francisco Bay Area Chapter
Physicians for Social Responsibility

Martha Dina Arglello, Executive Director
Physicians for Social Responsibility — Los Angeles

Bili Durston, MD, President
Physicians for Social Responsibility — Sacramento Chapter

Prevention Institute

Linda Rudolph, MD, MPH, Director
Center for Climate Change and Health
Public Health Institute

Matthew Marsom, Vice President for Public Policy and Programs
Public Health institute



Joel Ervice, Associate Director
Regional Asthma Management and Prevention (RAMP)

San Francisco Asthma Task Force

Sonoma County Asthma Coalition

Jim Mangia, MPH, President and CEO
St. John’s Well Child and Family Centers (Los Angeles)



March 24, 2017

The Honorable Mary Nichols

Chair, California Air Resources Board
Members of the California Air Resources Board
1001 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Health Professicnal Support for Strong Clean Cars Standards
Dear Chair Nichols and Members of the Board:

On behalf of the undersigned health professionals in California and across the United States, we
write to support strong state and federal advanced clean car regulations to protect public
health from motor vehicle pollution. We also write to urge the California Air Resources Board to
continue its leadership by strengthening the clean car rules beginning in 2025 to advance the
fight against air pollution and climate change. These state and federal rules are critical to keep
our patients and our communities healthier and more resilient to the worst impacts of climate
change,

Motor vehicles represent a major share of the air and climate poliutants harming communities
in California and across the United States. Their contribution to health and climate threats
makes adopting and enforcing the strongest possible motor vehicle standards vital. The
changing climate threatens the health of Americans alive now and in future generations.
Growing evidence over the past few years has demonstrated the multiple, profound, climate
change risks that imperil the lives and health of millions. The increasing evidence of climate
change health impacts together with the robust research demonstirating harm by pollution
from motor vehicle emissions demonstrate the need for the strongest possible technology
requirements to protect public health.

We support strong implementation of existing federal U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency/National Highway Traffic Safety Administration vehicle emission standards as well as
California's 2025 Advanced Clean Cars and Zero Emission Vehicle program authorized under the
Clean Air Act. These federal and state standards are most effective when implemented jointly
with the benefits of the standards delivered across the country, California's standards set the
bar for curbing emissions of ozone-forming pollution, limiting deadly particles, and controlling
climate pollution as they lead the nation forward on zero-emission technology.

Therefore, we offer the following recommendations in support of improving and protecting
public health against pollution burdens and global climate change health impacts:

» (California and the federal government must implement current advanced clean car
standards to protect public health. Federal EPA/NHTSA and California emission
standards will deliver meaningfui climate and public health benefits by 2025. We urge



federal and state agencies to ensure the strong implementation of these rules in a
coordinated manner in the best interests of public health, clean air and a healthy
climate.

« California should move forward now to develop post-2025 clean car and zero emission
technology standards. California's leadership in developing more advanced clean car
and zero emission technology standards is leading the way to cleaner air and a healthy
climate. We urge the California Air Resources Board to begin development of the post-
2025 standards now to further reduce ozone-forming pollutants, fine particles and
climate pollution as well as to strengthen and extend the Zero Emission Vehicle
standard. We urge the post-2025 zero emission vehicle program to ensure alignment
with a 2050 goal of achieving a robust market with 100% zero emission vehicle sales.

« California’s authority to address motor vehicle pollution standards must be
maintained. Other states should continue to have the opportunity to adopt California
standards to maximize pollution reductions now and in the future. California's vehicle
program has advanced clean technologies in the United States and around the world. It
has brought tremendous benefits, not only to California residents, but to nationwide
efforts to drive down poliution.

California's health-protective standards serve as a benchmark for clean air and climate
protections needed across the United States. We support strong federal and state programs
that follow California's example and ensure that all people are protected to the greatest extent
possible from the serious health burdens of vehicle pollution.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Abraham, MD, Bakersfield, CA

Ruenell Adams Jacobs, MD, Elk Grove, CA

Meghan Adelman, RN, MPH, Ross, CA

Felix Aguilar, MD, MPH, MHCM, Los Angeles, CA
Lorene Alba, AE-C, Oakland, CA

Ellen Alkon, MD, MPH, Rolling Hills Estates, CA
Ashley Allen, Health Educator, San Luis Obispo, CA
Teeb Al-Samarrai, MD, Torrance, CA

Stacey Anderson, PhD, San Francisco, CA

taura Applebaum, MD, CA

Jill Arnstein, MPH, Los Angeles, CA

Shelli Ashbeck, RN, BSN, Clovis, CA

Michelle Baird, RN, CNM, Berkeley, CA

William Baldyga, DrPH, MA, Long Beach, CA

Lee Balance, MD, Berkeley, CA

lames Barrett, RN, San Pedro, CA

Laura Barrett, RN, Sacramento, CA

Michele Barry, MD, FACP, FASTMH, Los Altos Hills, CA
Anrey Bartoszynski, RRT-ACCS, Palo Alto, CA



Debhie Gilardi CRTT, Petaluma, CA

Anita Girard, DNP, RN, NEA-BC, Santa Clara, CA
Luz Gomez MPH, RD, San Ramon, CA

Nancy Graff, MD, La Jolla, CA

Jerena Hammett, RRT, Merced, CA

Stephen Hansen, MD, San Luis Obispo, CA
Karen Hansen-Smith, MD, Fresno, CA

Lisa Hartmayer, RN, MSN, NP, San Francisco, CA
Tim Haskett, GNP, McKinleyville, CA

Leslie Hata, DDS, Qaldand, CA

Linda Hinojosa, RN, BSN, Delano, CA

Marie Hoemke, RN, Napa, CA

Susan Hooten, MD, Granite Bay, CA

Mark Horton, MD MSPH, Sacramento, CA

Jim Howard, MS, Sacramento, CA

Stanton Ireland, Windsor, CA

Maria Jaime, MPH, Bakersfield, CA

Jyoti Jain, MD, Oakland, CA

Karen Jakpor, MD, MPH, Riverside, CA

Gemma Jamena, MD, Fremont, CA

Maynard Johnston, MD, FAAP, Folsom, CA
Phoebe Jones, RN, BSN, PHN, Tustin CA

Erika Kimball, RN, BSN, San Francisco, CA

Dian Kiser, PhD, Sacramento CA

James Kratzer, MD, MPH, Fresno, CA

Vicky Ku, RN, MSN, ACNP-BC, Duarte CA
Donald Larsen MD, Pacific Palisades CA

Gail Lee, REHS, San Bruno CA

Victoria Leonard, RN, NP, PHD, Berkeley, CA
Ellen Levine, PhD, MPH, Castro Valley, CA

Rita Lewis, RN, PHN, Emeryville, CA

Andrei Livanu RRT, Ontario CA

Cynthia Mahoney, MD, Danville, CA

Shelley Marder, MD, San Francisco, CA
Michael Martin, MD, Santa Rosa, CA

Margaret Matsui, RN, CRRN, COHN-S, Gardena, CA
Nancy Mauter, Physical Therapist, Los Qsos, CA
Ellen McKnight, RN, MSN, WHNP, Glen Ellen, CA
Robert Meagher, MD, Sacramento, CA

Robert Midgley, MD, Carmichael, CA

Jennifer Miller PhD Berkeley, CA

Anthony Molina, MD, Fresno, CA

Frances Molina, AE-C, Porterville, CA

Anthony Molina, MD, Fresno CA



Cory Bartz, RN, Oceanside, CA

Bruce Bekkar, MD, Del Mar, CA

Simone Bennett, MD, San Francisco, CA
Faustinc Bernadett, MD, Long Beach, CA
Robert Blount, MD, San Francisco, CA

Janyth Bolden, RRT, Martinez, CA

Coletta Boone, RCP, MA, CNP, Temecula, CA
Milton Bosch, MD, Napa, CA

Nancy Boyce, BSN, San Rafael, CA

Cynthia Bromberg, PhD, Oakland, CA

lohn Capitman, PhD, Fresno, CA

Deborah Carey, RN, Vacaville CA

Donna Carr, MD, Encinitas, CA

Viki Chaudrue, RN, MSN, Ed.D, Ukiah, CA
Mory Chhom, MPH, Berkeiey, CA

Sharon Chinthrajah, MD, Palo Aito, CA
Marcia Clark, RN, CCM, Pinole, CA

Clint Collins, MD, Cameron Park, CA

David T. Cooke, MD, Sacramento, CA

Robin Cooper. MD, San Francisco, CA

Brad Coyle, RN, Richmond, CA

Ingela Dahlgren, RN, ED of SEIU Nurse Alliance of CA, Camarillo, CA
lanet Darrow, RN, MSN, San Jose, CA

Mary Lou De Natale, EdD, RN, CNL, San Jose CA
Anthony DeRiggi, MD, Sacramento, CA

Kathy Dervin, MPH, Berkeley, CA

Jesse Dirks, Pharm D, Sacramento, CA
Reema Dirks, PharmD, Sacramento CA
Robert Dodge, MD, Ojai, CA

Annemarie Donjacour, PhD, San Francisco, CA
Susan Doughty, RN, NP, Fremont, CA
Catherine Dycaico, MD, DavisCA

Paul English, PhD MPH, Richmond, CA
Marsha Epstein, MD, MPH, Los Angeles, CA
Paul Feigenbaum, MDSan Francisco CA
Rhodora Fiorello, Patient Care Coordinator, San Francisco CA
Amber Fitzsimmons, PT, San Francisco, CA
Stephen Follansbee, MD, San Francisco, CA
Catherine S. Forest, MD MPH, Santa Cruz, CA
Mary Frazier, RN, MSN, AE-C, Oakland, CA
Austin French-Johnson, RRT, Capitola, CA
Debra Fuller, RN, Rancho Mirage, CA

Don Gaede, MD, Fresno, CA

Geoff Gaggero, DO, Roseville,CA



Patrick Moare, RRT, Torrance, CA

Janice Murota, MDB, Berkeley, CA

Debbie Mytels, Patient advocate, Palo Alto, CA
Pooneh Navab, MPH, San Bernardino, CA
Thomas Newman, MD, MPH, San Carlos, CA
John Oda, RN, San Francisco CA

Daniel Oh, MD, Fullerton, CA

Edward Ornelas, RN, Los Angeles, CA

John Palmerlee, Physicist, Santa Rosa, CA
Jinha Park, MD, PhD, Buena Park, CA

Sona! Patel, MD, Los Angeles CA

Mona Patel, MD, Los Angeles CA

Lisa Patel, MD, San Francisco, CA

Mechelle Perea-Ryan, FNP, Qakdale, CA

Janet Perlman, MD, MPH, Berkeley CA

Nancy Perrin RCP, CRT, Clearlake, CA

David Pham, MD, Westmineter, CA

Darcy Pickens, MPH, CHES, Visalia CA

Julie Pontarolo, RRT, Stockton, CA

Larry Posner, MD, Napa CA

Ann Raish, LVN, Murrieta CA

Julie Ray, RN, MSN, CCRN, Sacramento, CA
Dan Raz, MD, Duarte CA

Herendira Razcon, Long Beach CA
Suzanne Ridel, MSW/MPH, El Cerrito, CA
Paolo Rinaudo, MD PHD, San Francisco, CA
Wendy Ring, MD, MPH, Bayside, CA

Margaret Christine Robinett, DC, MSTCM, San Jose CA
Yuri Rodriguez, MSN, Duarte CA

Ruth Rogow, RN, FNP, CNM, MSN, Berkeley CA
Dorothy Ruggles, RN, San Francisco, CA

Leslie Sakai, RN, Berkeley, CA

Timothy Sankary, MD, MPH, Santee CA
Barbara Sattler RN, MPH, DrPH, Forestville CA
Ellen Shaffer, PhD MPH, San Francisco CA
Neha Shah, MD, Oakland, CA

David Shearn, MD, San Francisco, CA

Tanya Stevenson, EdD, MPH, San Francisco CA
Avril Swan, MD, San Francisco, CA

Tami Tittelfitz, DNP, NP-C, Duarte  CA

Tasha Toliver, MHED, San Francisco, CA

Karin Urso, RN, MSN, PHN, Bakersfield, CA
Daya Upadhyay, MD, Fresno CA

Oralia Vallejo, Health Educator, Hanford, CA



Cara Cook, RN, MS, AHN-BC, Baltimore, MD
Kelli DePriest, RN, B5N, CCRN, Baltimore, MD
Barbara Friend, MSN, Oakland, MD

Robyn Gilden PhD, RN, Baltimore, MD

Katie Huffling, MS, RN, CNM Mount Rainier MD
Lisa Jordan, PhD, RN, CNE, Bethesda MD
Karen Kuehl, MD, MPH, Silver Spring, MD
Gibran Mancus, MSN-Ed, RN, Baltimore, MD
Pat McLaine, DrPH, MPH, RN, Baltimore, MD
Karin Russ, MS, RN, Ellicott City, MD

Mona Sarfaty, MD MPH, Chevy Chase, MD
Lise Van Susteren, MD, Bethesda, MD

Kay Vandenberg, MD, Ellicott City, MD
Charlotte Wallace, RN, MS, Arnoid, MD

Julie Osgood, DrPH, Portland, ME
Marguerite Pennoyer, MD, Scarborough, ME
Elizabeth Del Buono, MD, Traverse City, Mi
Erica Basile-Gimpel, RRT, Southgate, M|
Teena Culhane, RRT, Royal Oak, Mi

Anne Hamilton, BS, RRT, Bay City, M|

Joyce Stein, RN, BSN, Brooklyn, M|

Kindra Weid, RN, BSN, MPH, Manchester, M|
Carissa White RTT-ACCS, Ann Arbor, M|
Maggie Mathison, RN, BSN, PHN, Minneapolis, MN
Mike Menzel, MD, Edina, MN

Robert Byron MD, MPH, Hardin, MT

Lori Byron, MD, Hardin, MT

Paul Smith, DO, Missoula, MT

Julie Jacobson Vann, PhD, MS, RN, Chapel Hiil, NC
Karin Yeatts, PhD, Chapel Hill, NC

Anabela Santos, BSN, RN, HNB-BC, Parlin, NJ
Vaiory Wangler, MD, Zuni, NM

Cappy Collins, MD, MPH, New York, NY
Elizabeth Garland, MD, MS, New York, NY
Steven Goldstein, MD, Albertson, NY
Elizabeth Haase, MD, Carson City, NV

Kevin Hu, Medical Student, New York, NY
llana Kulman, MD, New York, NY

Maria Linden MD, New York, NY

Barbara Milrod, MD, New York, NY

Barton Schoenfeld, MD, FACC, Valatie, NY
Emily Senay, MD, MPH, New York, NY

Perry Sheffield, MD, MPH, New York NY
Peggy Berry, PhD, RN, COHN-S, Dayton, OH



Alice Frazier, MD, Delaware, OH

Beatrice Hodovanic, MSN, RN, CCRN, Cincinnati, OH
Sumita Khatri, MD, Cleveland OH

Ben Kopp, MD, Columbus, OH

Susan Tullai-McGuinness, MPA, PhD, Painsville, OH
Abby Villarroya, PhDc, MSN, RN, Cincinnati, OH
Rebecca Geary, RN, Fairview, OR

Andy Harris, MD, Portland, OR

lessica Schemm, MD, Tualatin, OR

Susan Benay Berger, RN, Bethlehem, PA

Ewa Dworakowski, Camp Hill, PA

Walter Tsou, MD, MPH, Philadelphia, PA

Grace Fortuna, RN, EdD, CHES, FAAOHN, Newtown, PA
Kristin Brennan, MD, Hershey, PA

Melissa Coleman, Dr., Hershey, PA

Devin Cunningham, SN, West Chester, PA

Donna Novak, RN, DNP, CRNP, Bethlehem, PA
Alan Peterson, MA, Lancaster, PA

Walter Tsou, MD, MPH, Philadelphia, PA

Jorge L. Nina Espinosa, MS, San Juan, PR

Angela Butler RRT-NPS, CPFT, Providence, RI
Linda Mendonca, MSN, APHN-BC, Providence, Rl
Karen Barrett, RN, COHN-S, CHSP, FAAOHN, Corinth, TX
Adelita Cantu, PhD, RN, San Antonio, TX

Lauren Mangini, RD, Austin, TX

William Perkison, MD, MPH, Houston, TX
Samantha Ahdoot, MD, Alexandria, VA

Janet Eddy, MD, Richmond, VA

Matthew Burke, MD, Arlington, VA

Rebecca Coviello, RN, Richmond, VA

Linda Hudgens, RN, Midlothian, VA

Paul Jerome, MD, Alexandria, VA

Rebecca Meyers, RN, Richmond, VA

Kathleen Mitchell, RN,BSN, CPNP, Petersburg, VA
James Nataro, MD, PhD, Charlottesville, VA

Lois Rowland, RRT, Midlothian, VA

Ina Stephens, MD, Charlottesville, VA

Stephen Brittain, MD, Rutland, VT

Ingrid Camelo, MD, Shelburne, VT

Dave Charnock, MD, Rutland VT

Margaret Daly MD, Rutland VT

Kira Fiset, MD, Rutland, VT

Ginger Gillette-Kent, NP, MSN, Rutland, VT

John Gottung, RRT, Bennington, VT



Mark Jacob, MD, FCCP, Rutland, VT

David Kaminsky, MD, Burlington, VT
Michael Kenosh, MD, Rutland, VT

Philip Lapp, MD, Rutland, VT

Kenneth Mar, MD, Rutland, VT

Linda McKenna, RPAC, Rutland, VT

Julie Poulin, MD, South Chittenden, VT
Harvey Reich, MD, Rutland, VT

Diane Tabachnick, PA-C, Rutland, VT
Richard Valentinetti, MPH, Moretown, VT
Thomas Donnelly MD, Friday Harbor WA
Steven Gilbert PhD, WA

Deborah Merrill, MD, Seattle WA
Michael Soman, MD, MPH, Bainbridge Island, WA
Sandra Chacko, PhD, Washington DC
Duncan Davidson, MD, Washington DC
Tee Guidotti, MD MPH, Washington DC
Kristie Trousdale, MPH, Washington DC
Caroline Wellbery, MD, Washington DC



