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General Comments
Lowering the speed limit from 70 to 65 would probably accomplish the same thing as the Low Carbon Fuel Standard.  My Honda Civic jumps from around 43 mpg to 48 mpg when slowing down from 70 mph to 65 mph.  This is a clear 10 % gain in efficiency.

In general, the entire cap and trade scheme being proposed, along with all of its attendant “market mechanisms” is a recipe for failure.  There are too many unknowns.  I believe it can be clearly shown, and has been shown in part of CARB’s own studies, that a simple carbon fee will be the cheapest and most efficient way to reach the goals of AB 32.  Admittedly, fees can get complicated when deciding how the money is to be collected and spent.  Investments in renewable power and technology obviously need direct monetary incentives.  Low income areas of the state, such as the San Joaquin Valley, need direct intervention as well to help avoid the worst effects of regressive increases in energy costs.  The unknowns of a cap and trade system, where the only justification is the unrealistic example from Econ 101 where the market behaves perfectly in a perfect world, has not worked elsewhere.  How many times does this approach need to be proven wrong?  The latest stock market and banking disaster is only the latest example of free market approaches gone wrong.  How is CARB convincing itself that this time around it will do everything the correct way?
The question of whether to bring Agriculture under regulation or not is important.  Ag produces 6 % of the problem in the inventory.  It must be understood that we have an unsustainable industrial type agriculture system which is based on cheap fossil fuel.  It is not sustainable for that very reason.  If a large sector such as agriculture is left out then many other industries will want to be left out.  The same thing happens when we try to control ag sources of air pollution in the SJV.  Ag gets a free ride yet they are a large part of the problem.  We end up picking around at the edges of our pollution problem and not making much progress when major sources like ag are left out.  On the basis of their fossil fuel dependence and because of the tremendous GHG emissions from the dairy industry, it is not fair to the rest of society to be asked to make sacrifices and life style changes and ag gets to go on with business as usual.  All of ag should have to bear the burden of higher energy costs and those segments that emit extra GHG like the dairy industry with their milk factories and massive methane emissions should have to pay the real cost of those emissions through direct and mandatory regulations.  More comments on dairies and methane digesters are below.

We also cannot afford to exempt diesel equipment and trucks on farms.  Sure, if an old diesel truck is driven less than a thousand miles per year it can be exempted.  But, a blanket exemption for all equipment and harvest type trucks is ridiculous and will only lead to everyone else asking for exemptions.  There is nothing special about agriculture in the way it operates.  Anything so dependent of fossil fuel must come under the same regulations.  
Agriculture and Farmland
While saying that Agriculture needs to be regulated under AB 32 like everything else that uses fossil fuel, there is another side to it.  We must preserve prime farmland here in the SJV.  Quite simply, we will need to eat in the future and the price of future energy will not let us import most of our food.  Stop urban sprawl.  Support development easements with farmland trusts and put the true cost of developing farmland on to the developers by forcing them to preserve at least two acres of prime land for every acre they wish to develop.  This is such an important part of the need to reduce vehicle miles traveled as part of the 2020 and 2050 goals of getting down to 80% below 1990 levels of GHG emissions.  Light duty vehicle transportation is 38% of the entire GHG problem.  
We must plan our future now.  There is a need to designate vast land areas in the San Joaquin Valley for specific future uses as we start with AB 32 drastically changing the way we do business.  Use marginal land in the valley such as the salted up alkali ground on the west side or some of the dry foothills to the east to put up massive solar arrays using the cheapest pv technology available. In comparison to other parts of the state we do have cheap land to spread out larger solar arrays and cheap labor for construction and maintenance.   We have thousands of acres of very marginal farm land that should appropriately be used for growing biomass for cellulosic ethanol or perhaps hydrogen.  That would be using our land in the right way.  No more sprawling subdivisions which are on the best farm land near our present towns which will always be needed for food crops.  No need either to build new cities in these empty areas either until every town has a built up center that is multi-storied and energy efficient.  
The state, especially through the attorney general’s office is beginning to force new projects to mitigate GHG emissions.  This is good but it is far to miss and hit at this time.  For example, we have some requirements now in Kern County for a thousand trees from this corn ethanol project and 10,000 trees on this oil refinery and nobody really knows how much mitigation will actually be achieved by planting these trees.  A few years ago I planted 4000 trees on 40 acres with the help of a few other people.  This is happening already at a huge scale every year throughout the SJV.  How does planting 10,000 more trees mitigate the tremendous amount of GHG from a huge new oil refinery like the Big West Project in the center of Bakersfield?  Especially with trees grown in the SJV, there are tremendous inputs the first few years for fertilizer, water, and labor plus some machinery.  Every acre of 50 to 75 shade type trees will need 2 or 3 acre feet of water annually to maintain health and vigor if they are not being grown over shallow aquifers.  The energy to pump this water alone could offset most of the gains from growth in that same year.  Trees are worth planting for pollution control and for cooling of surrounding areas but are trees that need constant watering really going to give us a net gain in GHG emissions.  This is why farmers with orchards should never receive any carbon credits for trees on their property.  These are extremely high maintenance trees in order to push them into maximum production so it becomes very difficult to realize certain gains when there is so much to account for on both sides of the equation.  Concentrating on greater efficiencies in irrigation and water use, plus less energy inputs in general operations and pesticide applications will get far greater reductions in GHG than letting some power plant buy carbon credits from a farmer who plants 16000 almond trees on 160 acres.  The rest of the state needs the leadership of ARB to determine the value of this kind of mitigation and not leave it up to individual towns and counties.
Then there is the talk by the San Joaquin Valley Air District that they will soon start giving away carbon credits and start a trading system locally for GHG offsets.  ARB should shut down those kinds of ideas immediately if they ever hope to get a lid on the entire emissions inventory and who is doing what to mitigate some of these things.  There needs to be a command and control system from the top down, not the bottom up regarding our mandates to lower CO2 emissions.

Another example of the wrong way to do things.  As part of GHG mitigation for new housing, the town of Shafter is giving city land to a private company to install PV panels and sell the power to the grid.  Shafter then can charge developers for the supposed carbon credits generated by the installation.  There is good in this and the potential for corruption as well.  We need state wide guidelines.
About Dairies

There are 20 MMT of CO2 equivalent emissions from dairies.  This is about 4% of the inventory.  Current proposals in the scoping plan indicate that it may be mandatory for dairies to install methane capture systems on their lagoons in the future.  This is generally an excellent idea and should be implemented.  But, there is a lot more that needs to be done in this area.  And certainly, some cheaper technology is needed to clean the raw methane so that it can be used in nearby engines while not increasing our pollution burden.  Too many dairies are too separated to get these systems all coordinated and get the methane into a pipeline delivering natural gas to the public at large.  So, make it mandatory but invest in the technology so it will happen.
But, here are the real issues with methane digesters at dairies:

The modern dairy industry in California is a fossil fuel based enterprise manufacturing a dry powder which is shipped halfway around the world and partially dependent on getting parents in third world countries to feed it to their kids instead of breast milk.  A very small fraction of their output is to put milk on our tables locally.  Meanwhile they use vast quantities of land and water for feed.  The problem with dairies is they are too big for the amount of land they occupy.  They force tons of manure daily into lagoons and continue to use the same water over and over for washing out the barns until the water is saturated with nitrates.  Tons of methane gets emitted in the process as the manure is rotting in the lagoon and throughout the barns.  

But, many other pollutants are also emitted from dairies.  The SJV has extreme air pollution problems with a huge part of the problem comes from confined animal feeding operations.  The ammonia being released from the lagoons and manure piles plus the VOC’s from the manure, the feed, and all the gases produced directly by the cows because their digestion is so screwed up from eating corn all the time, these things all combine with other elements like NOx in our air to produce ozone and ammonium nitrate or PM 2.5.  

So, it is not appropriate to talk about just maybe making methane capture at dairies mandatory.  The methane should be captured to the benefit of the dairy because it is a valuable byproduct of their operation.  What we need is pollution reduction from dairies.  If someone is to mandate a drastic restructuring of dairy pollution controls for GHG emissions, they would do much better to also implement strategies that also reduce ammonia and VOC emissions.  The amount of ammonia is not insignificant in comparison to the methane.  Ammonia capture and reuse alone would reduce fossil fuel based fertilizer use so there is a double co-benefit of less pollution and less GHG.  

A majority of the really large factory dairies built over the past ten years use the free stall barn to house their milking herds.  These barns each house over 700 cattle on cement and can easily be enclosed so that all emissions are forced through a ventilation system.  This would include methane, ammonia, and other VOC’s and hazardous compounds such as methanol.

The lagoon capture system for methane needs to be modified so the ammonia gases are also captured for reuse.

Dry lot dairy farms, where the cows are on dirt most of the day, need more complete removal of manure at more frequent rates.  They still use lagoons for washing out the milk barns but not as much.  This manure is very valuable if we are interested in reducing fossil fuel based fertilizer use.  It should be meticulously composted in enclosed structures with all gases, such as methane, ammonia, and VOC’s removed and separated.

Dairies are importing tremendous amounts of feed from outside their own acreage.  To be self-sufficient in food they would need a minimum of two acres for every animal.  The manure could then be sustainably returned to the land and we wouldn’t be talking about methane capture at all.  But, alas, most modern dairies have at least 4 cows per acre and must import the majority of their food and end up with far more manure than can ever be sustainably used on their own land.  This is why so many of the nutrients are allowed to escape into the air by the modern dairy.  It is too expensive to deal with the manure otherwise.  This manure is also ruining the land and groundwater because there is no where else for it to go.  
CARB now has the opportunity to work cooperatively with local air districts and the regional water boards to encourage or better, force dairies to be more sustainable in their operations.  They should be allowed to reduce herd size or pay for their emission of excess nutrients, such as the methane, ammonia, and VOC’s.  A carbon fee on dairies would force the reduction of tremendous amounts of pollution, lead to sustainable practices and reduce GHG emissions simultaneously.  A volunteer system where a dairy gets credit for capturing some of its methane does no one any real good without the whole sustainability idea being taken seriously.

Biomass from Agriculture and Forests in the SJV
Although our forests are over crowded with trees and trash because of misguided fire suppression over the past 100 years, there is no easy way to remove this forest trash and use it for a fuel other than to burn it close to its source in fairly small power plants.  There are some possibilities but air quality can suffer greatly under this kind of system from both the fossil fuel based energy to remove this trash and the incineration itself. 

The same is true for waste biomass from farms.  There really isn’t any such thing.  Removing wheat stubble or corn stubble to make ethanol has no future in this state even though it is theoretically possible.  This stuff is more readily usable as nutrients for future crops reducing the need for fossil fuel based fertilizer.

The only possibility for biomass that can be grown in the SJV and used for cellulosic ethanol production is probably some crop like Bermuda grass that can grow on salty ground on the west side of the valley and use salty water at the same time.  We welcome such a use for some of the land in the Westlands water district that should never have been used for normal farming.

There is a lot of opportunity to remake the whole agricultural scene in the San Joaquin Valley.  Some of this will be forced automatically with the higher energy and water costs that come in the aftermath of peak oil.  Marginal land will be taken out of production.  Crops will change in their water use.  Fertilizer and pesticide use will decrease as well.  This is all good except for the negative effects on the local economy.  We must find ways to stimulate new investment in green jobs for this area.  Carbon fees that lead to some of the changes just mentioned must be used to stimulate the right kind of industry right here to take the place of what will be lost.  More directed study is needed for the SJV to see all the possibilities and start planning for a unique and different future.

Corn Ethanol Plants

This brings us to corn ethanol plants which the State Alternative Fuel Plan, the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, and the AB 118 investment plans are all jointly encouraging.  The State Alternative Fuel Plan, released jointly by CARB and the CEC says 30 to 60 corn ethanol plants should be built in California.  It would seem that the state would like to see dozens of corn ethanol plants built right here in the San Joaquin Valley because of its access to rail and the market for the byproduct of the corn ethanol product, the wet distillers grain which can be fed to cattle.  This is problematic in the extreme.  We do not have the water to grow corn for ethanol in this Valley.  The thought is ridiculous.  It would take 2000 gallons of irrigation water to grow enough corn for one gallon of ethanol.  There is a lot of corn grown for silage currently but that crop is harvested six weeks sooner than corn for grain and uses much less water.  Besides, there is food produced from that crop.  100% of the corn needs to be imported from the Midwest.
The corn ethanol and associated infrastructure is said to be needed now as a transition to cellulosic ethanol in the future.  But, the technology is not ready yet and the type of facility needed to make cellulosic ethanol is quite a bit different then the fermentation and distillation stuff needed for corn ethanol.  These will be separate refineries with very little overlap.

Now, we already have billions of dollars in higher food prices here and around the globe as a direct result of using corn for fuel.  There is a dispute about the actual numbers but no dispute that these increased food prices are equivalent to more than a dollar and possible several dollars per gallon of ethanol that is being produced currently.  

I fail to see the logic in disrupting the world food economy in order to get some infrastructure in place like gas stations with E-80 pumps when sustainable ethanol production is not yet proven. 
If the land use issues, the food sustainability issues, and the marginal land erosion and subsequent increase in the dead zone in the Gulf of Mexico are not enough for California to give an emphatic no to corn ethanol than the state is really corrupt and beholden to special interests.  That is about all you can say about it.
To top it all off, we have a real environmental justice issue when this questionable endeavor is bringing more pollution to the SJV in the form of refinery emissions and additional truck traffic.  Never mind that we also have in this valley one of the lowest quality of life standards in the entire United States already because of our pollution level, and our education and income levels.  
One glaring mistake in the life cycle analysis of corn ethanol in the so-called California modified GREET analysis.  The supposed energy gains of even 25 % quickly disappear if there is not a high value put on the waste product of the ethanol production process, the so-called wet distillers grains.  Talk to any local dairyman here in California and you do not get much value placed on this product.  The ever increasing marginal efficiencies of the ethanol refinery in removing the energy from the corn leaves less and less value in the WDG.  This stuff is also hard on the cow’s stomach, increasing the rates of growth of bacteria such as harmful strains of E. coli and cannot be fed in large quantities, if at all, to valuable, milk producing cows that really need a special diet to maximize production.  It actually increases the VOC emissions from cows and increases the need for antibiotics to keep the cows healthy.  So, our air and water pollution is increased in another way with the increase in local ethanol plants and there is a good chance this valuable byproduct which helps greatly in giving the corn to ethanol a positive energy ratio, is really somewhat worthless and even dangerous to the economy of this valley.  

The real solution is simple.  Put a carbon fee on gasoline to stimulate reduced consumption and to maintain stable fuel prices.  A good part of the fee should be used to help low income people get through the hurdles of higher transportation costs.  Encouraging vehicle efficiency through higher prices for carbon based fuel is absolutely essential.  Reducing vehicle miles traveled through this and better planning will get most of the gains in reduced GHG needed from the transportation sector, at least in the light vehicle area.
I also need to mention again AB 118.  This is closely related to AB 32 and the state’s alternative fuel plan.  CARB is working with the CEC to develop investment planning to promote alternative fuels and infrastructure.  This is fine but the investment is coming off the backs of the poorest people in the state such as our population here.  The money is coming from increased smog check fees and increased vehicle registration fees.  This is a regressive tax on low income residents of the SJV and what are they going to get in return?  They are not going to benefit from electrification of the ports and more metro link lines in LA.  They cannot afford the new cars that will use the new fuels like electricity and hydrogen.  They will continue to get the used gas hogs that wealthier parts of the state are getting rid of.  We need to see some aggressive investment in the SJV directly in jobs and job training suitable for local residents if this money is to be spent equitably.  

If carbon fees or a serious cap on carbon emissions are put in place there will obviously be an increase in energy and fuel costs.   This will also affect low income residents much more than others.  There needs to be in AB 32 more clear language about how these economic effects will be dealt with in places like the SJV.  There is an obvious need to drive investment into the poorest and most polluted parts of the state to reach all the AB 32 goals of GHG gas reduction, economic stimulus, and air pollution reduction and we need to see this in straight forward language for specific areas, not just in general language about how AB 32 is going to stimulate the economy.
The San Joaquin Valley needs green jobs from the implementation of AB 32 and simultaneously, large improvements in air quality.  We need to be helped to do our part to use less energy and drive fewer miles.  We have more un-insulated homes than anywhere else in the state.  We have the oldest, most polluting vehicles in the state.  We have one of the most unsustainable farming systems, because it is based on cheap fossil fuels, than found anywhere else in the world.  We have the least public transportation and the most recent urban sprawl when compared to other populated areas in the state.  All of these things can be improved if AB 32 is implemented in the right way.  Please, do not let industry, factory farms, power plants, oil companies, and an ignorant governor keep you from doing what AB 32 mandates.  The consequences of doing otherwise are not pleasant to contemplate.
