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Good afternoon. My name is Patricia Monahan, and I am the Deputy Director for the Clean Vehicles Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists. UCS is the leading science-based nonprofit working for a healthy environment and a safer world. 

We strongly support California’s implementation of a low carbon fuel standard (LCFS) that drives reductions in global warming pollution from fuels. The goal of the LCFS is simple and elegant. Set a performance standard, let fuels compete in the marketplace to meet the standard, and ground the standard in sound science. 
My presentation will focus on two areas. First, I’ll discuss why it is critically important to include biofuel-related emissions from land conversion in the LCFS. Second, I’ll discuss why CARB’s estimates for these emissions are too low. 
For California to be a global leader in reducing pollution from fuels, the LCFS must account for all major sources of emissions. For biofuels, emissions from indirect land use change are a major source. California must include these emissions for the LCFS to be credible. Any fuels policy that ignores these emissions can lead to perverse outcomes that appear to decrease emissions from the US fuel sector, but actually increase pollution worldwide. 
By including land conversion emissions from biofuels, California’s LCFS will be consistent with federal biofuels policy. The 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) requires the federal government to account for these emissions from biofuels in its upcoming regulations for the Renewable Fuel Standard.
The biofuels industry is condemning the regulation as unfair because biofuels will be held accountable for their impacts on global land use. Simply put, increased demand for crops to make fuel results in higher global commodity prices. These higher prices can induce farmers in other countries to plow up sensitive ecosystems - including rain forests in South America and Southeast Asia that store large amounts of carbon. 
While there is not scientific consensus on the exact magnitude of indirect land-use effects from biofuels, scientists generally agree that the impact is real and significant. When prices for biofuel feedstocks go up, land use change accelerates.  The debate is mostly over what are the best models and the best inputs for assessing the impact.  

So far, no significant indirect effects have been found for other transportation fuels. Current science indicates that indirect land use emissions from biofuels dwarf land use emissions from other fuels.  
Now I’m going to discuss why CARB’s proposed values for the land use effects of biofuels are too low. Biofuels are unique from other transportation fuels because there is an initial emissions spike due to land conversion, with benefits accumulating slowly over time. 
CARB is proposing to account for these carbon impacts over time using a traditional economic approach. This approach takes the total indirect land use emissions from biofuels and divides by 30 years. There are several problems with this approach. First, it doesn’t take into account that global warming pollution has a long residence time in the atmosphere. Second, it doesn’t take into account the actual radiative forcing – the fuel warming potential – of that unit of global warming pollution. And finally, it assumes that for 30 years, we’ll still be using that same biofuel. 

We have been working with researchers at UC Berkeley and UC Davis on an alternate approach that uses climate science to evaluate the pollution impacts of land conversion. Our recommended approach, described by CARB as the Fuel Warming Potential approach, would result in significantly higher emissions from indirect land conversion than CARB’s current proposal – an increase of at least 50 percent. Under our recommended approach, it would take more than 50 years before California’s average corn ethanol provided any global warming benefit.
In conclusion, the LCFS is groundbreaking policy that, if done right, will be a model for the country and the world. CARB has made good progress in developing a robust regulation and we applaud staff for its technically sound analysis. However, CARB’s approach to accounting for emissions over time is overly conservative, and artificially lowers emissions from biofuels that have indirect land use effects.    
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
