
	U N I V E R S I T Y   o f    C A L I F O R N I A

	Agriculture & Natural Resources




Cooperative Extension • Sutter/Yuba Counties
142-A Garden Highway, Yuba City, CA 95991   Tel. (530) 822-7515 • Fax (530) 673-5368

[image: image1.wmf]
 April 21, 2009

Mary D. Nichols, Chairwoman


c/o Clerk of the Board

Air Resources Board

1001 I Street

Sacramento, CA  95814

Dear Ms. Nichols,

I have been asked to review the animal nutrition discussion in the appended report to the Proposed Regulation to Implement the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (Vol. II) by the California EPA Air Resource Board.  I have a Masters degree in Animal Nutrition from UC Davis Animal Science Department.  I also have been employed by the University of California Cooperative Extension since 1982 working with the California livestock industry conducting applied research and educational programs.  This experience gives me extensive practical knowledge of livestock diet formulation and management.
In the strict nature of the University, my comments are unbiased toward the outcome of the findings.  My only desire is to make sure that the best science is used in the estimation or modeling that directs public policy decisions.

The document was difficult to review, due to poor referencing and a lack logical page numbering to the over 300 pages of information.  The reader is given a reference to Appendix C with no direct page number to find the start of that section.  Much time is loss searching the document to find the appropriate information to make a coherent comment.  Of the references given for Appendix C that were animal nutrition related, fifty-eight percent had an incomplete citation to allow the reviewer to find and review the document.  Both of these document deficits could indicate that staff had a limited amount of time to properly develop the document.
Animal nutrition expertise is greatly lacking in the discussion on pages C-51 to C-54.  The performance of an animal can greatly differ based on the optimization of the ration of feeds provided and the animal’s nutritional requirements.  There is a great amount of University information on DDGS available.  Most nutritionists use the National Research Council publications on Nutrient Requirements of Beef Cattle, Dairy, and Swine as the guide for nutritional composition of feeds.  Single stomached animals (swine and rats) have very different digestive capabilities from ruminate animals (cattle and sheep).  In most cattle operations, DDGS serves as a protein source and competes with soybean meal, canola meal, and cottonseed for diet utilization.  The amount of use in diets will be determined by price.  Like all by-product feeds, there is a limit to the amount that can be included in the diet.  
On page C-52 it is stated that the nutrient concentrations in DDGS vary considerably.  This is normal for by-product feeds and all livestock nutritionist and managers can address that in ration formulation.  In almond hulls, the nutritional composition will depend on the fan adjustment that sorts hulls from shell and twigs that have much lower digestibility.  Nutritional testing and ration construction using variable products is a normal operation in the industry.  This also is applicable to the browning reaction concern stated.  The feed is tested in a laboratory and the price and amount in the ration are adjusted to economically meet the performance needs of the animal.  The document presents feeding as a static process, when it is very dynamic with varying animal nutritional needs and ability to adjust the diet to optimize the animal performance based on research and applied feed knowledge. 

On page C-53 it is stated that “less protein in DDGS is available to the animal”.  Ruminate protein utilization is divided into two areas; rumen and bypass.  The combination of both these provides the total protein utilization.  The quote addresses the rumen protein utilization, but does not recognize the importance of bypass protein.  This is an important aspect that needs to be acknowledged.  
The concerns about lysine, sulfur and phosphorus in DDGS diets raised in the document again indicate the lack of animal nutrition knowledge represented in this section of the document.  Ration formulation is again a process of analyzing of the feed’s composition and optimizing the ration of different feed sources and supplements to meet animal requirements for different performance (growth, lactation and pregnancy).  All of these concerns can be addressed in the ration formulation.
Transportation and handling of DDGS has occurred in California.  I have observed large and small operations using the product and all have adapted systems to utilize the product without problems. Feed utilization is based on price for energy and protein content.  If livestock producers find a lower priced product, they quickly invest in proper storage and feeding infrastructure.  With 1.6 million dairy cows in California, at the right price and location of plants in the dairy production areas, transportation and utilization of WDGS would not be a problem.  
On page C-54 the document demonstrates a lack of knowledge of the livestock feeding industry and the educational institutions that work with them.  Producers are keenly aware of how to feed the product and both the California State Universities (Fresno, Chico and Cal Poly) and University of California have active applied research and education programs for growers on any issues if it should arise in using DDGS.
It is not made clear what “traditional feeds” are in the document in the first paragraph on page C-52 or how the LCFS model of DDGS utilization is developed.  I have reviewed publication by Wang et al. (2008), and find it provides sound animal nutrition data to the analysis.  It is a superior review and analysis of the DDDS utilization to the discussion in this document.  This is an area that the staff clearly needs to educate themselves on to be able to competently make any conclusions that direct important policies of the State of California.
I disagree with the staff recommendations on DDGS.  Livestock producers will use all the DDGS if it is produced and priced correctly.  In California, it could displace canola meal in most rations, which is being shipped in from Canada for approximately $70/ton for transportation.  This would greatly reduce the carbon footprint if the DDGS was produced in California. 

I suggest that it would be prudent for the deliberation of this policy be extended.  I invite the staff to engage the UC Davis Animal Science Department in the discussion of the correct method to use to evaluate DDGS ration utilization.

Sincerely,

Glenn Nader

UC Livestock and Natural Resources Advisor
     University of California, United States Department of Agriculture and Sutter/Yuba Counties Cooperating

