December 9, 2008
Mary Nichols

California Air Resources Board

1001 “I” Street

PO Box 2817

Sacramento, Ca 95812

Re: AB 32 Scoping Plan:  The Need for a More Comprehensive Approach to Food and Agriculture Issues 
Dear Chairperson Nichols, Members of the Board, and ARB Staff,
I am writing to urge you to take a more comprehensive approach to addressing the role of food and agriculture in the state’s strategy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Despite several submissions on the subject, the draft scoping paper failed to include proposals that will significantly reduce carbon emissions from our food and agriculture sector. It also misses a major opportunity to outline a vision and practical strategies for how California can unlock the full potential of agriculture as a solution to climate change.  
The lack of a comprehensive approach to this issue is a serious oversight given the estimates that greenhouse gas emissions from the food and agriculture sector constitute as high as 30 percent of current annual total emissions globally.
 While the scoping paper identified agriculture as contributing 6% of the state’s GHG emissions, the state’s figure does not count the significant GHG emissions associated with inputs used in agricultural production such as fertilizer, pesticides, and energy for water pumping. These inputs alone account for more than 50% of the energy used on California’s large industrial farms.  The strategy also neglected food related emissions generated from other sectors of the economy, including transportation, storing, processing and waste. Without an explicit and comprehensive focus on the energy component of food in these sectors, and agricultural production more specifically, California will miss a major opportunity to significantly reduce the carbon footprint of our food system.  
Equally important, the strategy must recognize the tremendous role that organic and sustainable cropping and graze land practices can play in reducing the risk of climate change by taking CO2 out of the atmosphere and storing it in the soil.
  While soil carbon sequestration rates vary by soil type and management practice, the global additional storage potential in agricultural soils is estimated as high as 80 billion tons, equivalent of 10% of the total atmospheric carbon.
  In order to more fully address the unique role of our food and agricultural system as a major contributor and a major solution to climate change, the state’s approach must include a wide range of policy, regulatory, programmatic, research and funding measures:
· Establish carbon credits and other tools, resources and incentives to reward farmers who adopt organic and sustainable farming practices that mitigate climate change by sequestering carbon and utilizing less intensive inputs
· Establish specific targets for emissions reductions from improved water efficiency and conservation strategies in the agricultural sector  
· Support extensive research to better understand, document and measure farming practices that use less intensive energy inputs and generate significant carbon sequestration benefits
· Reduce unnecessary food transport and incentivize local production, distribution and consumption of affordable food, especially for low-income people
· Promote grass-fed livestock systems that require fewer energy inputs, and generate fewer methane and nitrous oxide emissions

· Develop consumer campaigns that promote less meat consumption (e.g. Meatless Mondays) and greater consumption of less processed, less packaged, and fresher food.
· Promote renewable energy production on farms 
These strategies will not only reduce greenhouse gas emissions, but will also have many additional co-benefits, including increased tax revenue for cities and counties, better soil, air and water quality, improved farm worker and public health, reduced medical costs, and the creation of  local green collar jobs. Below are a number of priority recommendations for: a) Agriculture;  b) Water;  c) Goods movement;  and d) Local Government Action and Regional Targets;  and e) Renewable Energy Opportunities on Farms
a) Agriculture:  
The scoping paper fails to recognize the myriad benefits of organic and sustainable cropping and grazing land conservation practices in reducing greenhouse gas emissions and overlooks the fact that there is tremendous variance in the carbon footprint of different kinds of foods and production systems.  Numerous studies have demonstrated that organic and sustainable farming practices use dramatically lower rates of per acre fossil fuel inputs than conventional systems, which in turn translates into much lower carbon emissions, as low as 48 to 66 percent, according to one FAO study.
 This is primarily due to the high energy requirements of manufacturing synthetic nitrogen fertilizer and pesticides, which according to one study, accounts for almost 40 percent of the energy used in U.S. agriculture.
 
In addition, while all types of agriculture have the ability to sequester carbon, numerous studies have shown that organic soils sequester carbon at much higher rates than conventional systems.
 
 
 
 One study comparing organic and conventional farming plots over twenty years found that organic systems had significantly higher soil carbon levels after two decades.  The organic systems—one using legume cover crops and the other using manure—retained more carbon in the soil, “resulting in an annual soil carbon increase of 981 and 574 kg per ha in the organic animal and organic legume systems, compared with only 293 kg per ha in the conventional system.”
 The EPA estimates that composting one ton of organic material results in a net storage of about 405 pounds of GHG. 
  In addition, increasing soil organic carbon content provides a multitude of additional benefits including enhanced soil quality, reduced soil erosion and improved surface water quality and soil productivity.
 
CARB’s scoping plan should emphasize the need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the agricultural sector by reducing the overall use of GHG-intensive inputs such as nitrogen based fertilizers, pesticides and water.  It should also promote the vital role of organic and sustainable cropping and grazing land conservation practices as a means to reduce California energy use and mitigate climate change through carbon sequestration. 
Recommendations:  
1) Request NRCS’s state technical committee to prioritize GHG emission reductions and water conservation as a priority resource concern in the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) and the Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP); 
2) Request that federal and state conservation, specialty crop and research programs support the expansion of organic and sustainable agriculture and grazing land conservation practices to the maximum degree possible and pursue other policy, incentive, tax and regulatory strategies to expand organic agriculture; 

3) Establish targets for the reduction of nitrogen based fertilizer use and implement a set of policies, incentives, taxes to discourage the overuse of chemical fertilizers, beginning with reporting requirements for chemical fertilizer use so that a baseline can be established.
4) Carry out research in order to: a) establish protocols and a carbon credits that reward farmers for their contribution to climate mitigation through carbon sequestering activities; and b) better understand the different greenhouse gas contributions of different kinds of crops/foods. This will provide important input for the design of programs and policies to incentivize production and individual and institutional purchases of foods that have a lower carbon footprint
  
5) Ask NRCS Farm Bill conservation programs such as EQIP and CSP to harmonize their reporting procedures with protocol development so that farmers can eventually get credit for the adoption of more sustainable agricultural conservation practices they are implementing with support of these programs. 
b) Water:
While the draft scoping plan on water recognizes opportunities for emissions reductions from water efficiency measures, it does not mention the agricultural sector specifically. This is a major oversight given that the agricultural sector utilizes 80% of all of California's developed surface water; roughly 4 percent of California's electricity for to pumped irrigation water. (plus 88 million gallons of diesel and 18 million therms of natural gas);
  and that 90% of the agricultural sector's electricity use is for water pumping. 
   
Recommendations:
1) Adopt a specific emissions target and incentive program for water efficiency and water reduction in the agricultural sector.  In order to help farmers meet these targets, more intensive technical assistance and cost share assistance will be needed from state and federal sources, including programs such as EQIP and CSP.  In addition to lowering water use on-farm through reduction and efficiency measures, alternative water management strategies and programs are needed that enable farmers to source water locally and develop farm-scale rainwater capture and retention, such as on-farm storm water storage ponds for irrigation, and the adoption of land management practices such as conservation tillage and soil management for water retention and infiltration. AB32 implementation should include a clear focus on incentivizing agricultural water management options such as those outlined above. 
2) More research is needed to develop protocols that would enable farmers who implement these practices to get credits. 
C) Goods Movement:
The scoping paper failed to identify food transport as the significant contributor to GHG emissions, despite the fact that it is the most widely transported product in the state.  Despite California’s massive production capacity, California imports 40% of its food, which translates into at least 250,000 tons of GHGs, according to an NRDC study of major ports in California.
 Airfreight is the worst form of transportation, contributing 6 times as much CO2 as road transport, 30 times as much as rail and 40 times as much as ship transport.  In addition to reducing GHG emissions, increasing the purchase of local and/or California produced food would generate significant economic benefits for farmers and local governments.  According to a study by the state’s Buy California initiative, “a 10% shift in annual purchases, or about $85 dollars per year at the retail level would generate $848 million in increased revenues to farms” with significant economic multiplier effects, including 3,478 more jobs in the agricultural industry, 1.38 billion in communities across the state and about $188 million in taxes for local and state governments. 
 

Recommendations: 

1) Encourage a voluntary scheme among food and beverage companies to cut their food miles by 20% in four years. This target has already been agreed to by 40 food and beverage companies doing business in Britain.
  Companies that adopt these voluntary green transport measures should be given incentives in state procurement policies.
2) Recommend that retailers and public and other institutional purchasers adopt a similar voluntary scheme to reduce air freight and  increase local purchases (food produced within a 300 mile radius) by 20% over four years.

3) Recommend that state institutions adopt a strong Buy Local and Buy California Food Procurement policy.
4) Consider legislation requiring that produce distributors provide source identification on all their goods, including county of origin for products produced in California, and type of transport for all other items. Given growing market demand for local food, distributors could obtain a market advantage by providing this information.  This type of policy is already underway in the U.K. where large supermarkets are doing their part to achieve the 20% reduction in food miles by 2012 by tracking and monitoring the number of local product lines being carried. A new Produce Traceability Initiative promoted by United Fresh and the Produce Marketing Institute could help to facilitate the industry wide system required to make this happen.

d) Local Government Action and Regional Targets
The scoping paper neglected food as one of the many sectors in which local and regional governments could reduce greenhouse gas emissions. While other sectors such as transportation, energy, waste/recycling, and water use may have greater contributions overall in the context of local government action, food must be considered an integral part of these sectors as well as a specific area for focus. Several cities and counties, including San Francisco, Marin, San Mateo, San Jose and Contra Costa are already taking steps to develop local and sustainable food purchasing programs. Other municipalities, such as San Francisco and Sonoma County are developing broader food and land use policies that would preserve farmland and increase local food production through urban gardens and other programs.  
Recommendations:
1) Encourage municipalities to integrate food system planning into climate action plans and land use planning processes. 
2) Include local and sustainable food issues  in the development of technical assistance resources such as measurement and tracking protocols, planning tools and best practices that will be used by ARB, other state agencies and non profit organizations to assist local governments in planning for, quantifying and reporting greenhouse gas emissions reductions. 

3) Promote specific food policies that will reduce GHG emissions as part of local and regional government climate action plans including:
a) Local and sustainable food procurement policies that set targets and requirements for institutional and municipal owned concession purchases of local, sustainable and low-carbon food, as well as composting and waste reduction requirements
b) Development of policies that remove barriers and incentivize sustainable, community-driven food production for local consumption on public land, particularly urban land, including green ways, utility land, parks and other underutilized public land.
c) Farm land protection measures 
d) Tax incentives and land use plans that incentivize regional food processing and distribution centers and retail outlets that carry a significant percentage of fresh (low carbon) and local fruits and vegetables, particularly in low income communities that lack access to healthy food. 
Renewable Energy on Farms
While the scoping strategy identified biomass utilization and methane production as a key strategy for GHG reduction, it neglected important other renewable energy opportunities in the agricultural sector, such as wind and solar.  
Recommendations:
1) Support research programs to identify the barriers and opportunities for solar and wind farming on California farms.  

2) Direct the PUC to work closely with other agencies to identify policy opportunities for expanding solar and wind generation on farmland.

3) Encourage CDFA to work with farmers to access the new Federal dollars in the 2008 Farm Bill that will be available for renewable energy.

Thank you for your consideration of these important issues.
Sincerely,
Kari Hamerschlag, 

New Harvest Consulting

� United Nations, “Food and Agriculture Organization: Climate Change and Food Security, United Nations Joint Press Kit For Bali Climate Change Conference 3-14 December 2007,  Online: http://www.un.org/climatechange/pdfs/bali/fao-bali07-6.pdf Created on: November 2007.  Accessed on: July 14, 2008.   


� Rosenberg, N.J and Izaurralde, R.C (2001), ‘Storing carbon in agricultural soils to help head-off a global warming’, in J.N.Rosenberg


and R.C. Izaurralde (eds)  Storing Carbon in Agricultural Soils: A multi-Purpose Environmental Strategy, Dordrecht, Kluwer Academic Publishers, pp. 1-10.


� International Federation of Agricultural Producers (IFAP) Declaration:  Farmers’ Solutions to Climate Change The Bali Road Map http://ifap.org/en/documents/IFAPDeclarationPoznan.pdf





� El-Hage Scialabba, N. and C. Hattam (eds.). 2002. Organic Agriculture, Environment, and Food Security. Rome: UN Food and Agriculture Organization (Environment and Natural Resources Service, Sustainable Development Department).


� Heller, M.C. and G.A. Keoleian. 2000. Life Cycle Based Sustainability Indicators for Assessment of the U.S. Food System. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan, Center for Sustainable Systems.


� Fliebach, Andreas; Mader, Paul. (1999). Microbial biomass and size-density fractions differ between soils or organic and conventional agricultural systems. Soil Biology and Biochemistry, 32:757-768.


� Marriott, Emily E.; Wander, Michelle M. (2006). Total labile soil organic matter in organic and conventional farming systems. Soil Science Society of America Journal, 70:950-959.


� Robertson, G.P.; Paul, E.A.; Harwood, R.R. (2000). Greenhouse gases in intensive agriculture: Contributions of individual gases to the radiative forcing of the atmosphere. Science, 289:1922-1925.


� Khan, S.A.; Mulvaney, R.L.; Ellsworth, T.R.; Boast, C.W. (2007). The myth of nitrogen fertilization for soil carbon sequestration. Journal of Environmental Quality, 36:1821-1832.


� Pimentel D, Hepperly P, Hanson J, douds D, Seidel R (2005) Environmental Energetic, and Economic Comparisons of Organic and Conventional Farming Systems. Bioscience. 55: pg 577.


� U.S. Environemtnal Protection Agency (US EPA). (2006). Solid Waste Management and Greenhouse Gases: A Life-Cycle Assessment of Emissions and Sinks. 3rd Edition. Online at http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/wycd/waste/SWMGHGreport.html


� Xiaomei Li Yongsheng Feng, Carbon Sequestration Potentials in Agricultural Soils. Alberta Research Council Inc.,  2002 





� Ongoing research on the subject  by UC Davis Agricultural Sustainability Institute can be found at �HYPERLINK "http://asi.ucdavis.edu/research/energy_food_system.htm"�http://asi.ucdavis.edu/research/energy_food_system.htm�; However, more resources are needed to complete this research.


� Klein, G., M. Kregs, V. Hall, T. O’Brien, B. Blevins. (2005, November) California’s Water-Energy Relationship. California Energy Commission Report CEC-700-2005-011-SF. AND Navigant Consulting (2006, December). Refining estimates of water-related energy use in California. Prepared for California Energy Commission . CEC-500-2006-118.


� Klein, G., M. Kregs, V. Hall, T. O’Brien, B. Blevins. (2005, November) California’s Water-Energy Relationship. California Energy Commission Report CEC-700-2005-011-SF


� NRDC Policy Fact Sheet, "Food Miles: How far your food travels has serious consequences on your health", Page 2, NRDC, 2007


� Tootelian, Dennis H (2003/, The Economic impact of shifts in consumer purchasing patterns to more California grown agricultural commodities. Available from the Buy California Initiative, CDFA


� The 40 signatories of the Food and Drink Federations (FDF) Environmental Checklist and Clause for Greener Food Transport have committed to using a 10-point checklist that includes: maximizing vehicle loading; the ratio of trailers to trucks; vehicle emissions standards; use of vehicle tracking technology; reducing empty running; avoiding difficult routes; use of rail and shipping; participation in industry best practice for a driver training; and vehicle maintenance.


� http://www.unitedfresh.org/newsviews/produce_traceability_initiative





