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re; Low Carbon Fuel Standard 

This paper is a recommendation to the Governor, the State Legislature, CARB and the 
CEC regarding the Low Carbon Fuel Standard and the pending inclusion of corn 
ethanol as part of the plan. Because of large negative impacts to the economy in the area 
of food price inflation and a probable lack of green house gas reductions when all land 
use issues are considered, it is the Association of Irritated Resident's strong 
recommendation that corn ethanol not be included as part of the LCFS. This discussion 
may be of particular interest to those involved in current efforts to codify further the 
LCFS in the State Legislature. 

Members of the Association of Irritated Residents live in Stanislaus, Fresno, Kings, 
Tulare, and Kern Counties. AIR members are being directly affected by proposed corn 
ethanol plants. Local air pollution will increase and scarce resources such as fresh water 
will decrease for them as a result of these plants being built. Some members live or work 
within a mile of at least three of these proposed plants in the San Joaquin Valley. If air 
quality and water availability are going to change for low-income residents in the SJV as 
a result of these corn ethanol plants then it requires, even more strongly, that every part of 
the life-cycle, environmental and economic analysis be done carefully and thoroughly. 

Food grain based ethanol has many issues that need to be clarified and considered before 
California makes its final guidelines and rules for the Low Carbon Fuel Standard. Some 
of the outstanding issues are in the full-cycle energy analysis where a positive energy 
balance is obtained only when certain energy inputs are either underestimated or not 
included such as the input values assumed for farm machinery, irrigation, and farm labor. 
Also, energy values assigned to the distillers grains byproducts are most likely being 
overestimated. Most people currently agree the carefully manipulated positive energy 
balance is embarrassingly small to the ethanol industry and of little value in reducing 
GHG emissions and saving people money. 
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Because the energy ratio is so small, we see proponents of the corn to ethanol process 
proclaiming higher corn yields and higher refinery efficiency to justify more investment 
and a continuation of subsidies. They don't mention, and it is not built into the analysis, 
that higher corn yields need higher inputs of water and fertilizer negating most of the 
energy gained. Also, there is a failure in the models to account for the negative side of 
more efficient processing of the corn. Modern refinery design can take more energy out 
of the grain but leaves less in the byproduct, resulting in a highly questionable feed value 
and less replacement value for other feed stuffs. 

We also have the strong indications in recent studies of actual increases in green house 
gases from grain based ethanol and other food-based biofuels when land use changes are 
taken into account. 

Here is a quote fiom Searchinger, et. al., in a recent Science Magazine publication: 

Using a worldwide agricultural model to estimate emissions from land use change, we 
found that corn-based ethanol, instead of producing a 20% savings, nearly doubles 
greenhouse emissions over 30 years and increases greenhouse gasses for 167 years. 
Biofuels from switchgrass, if grown on U.S. corn lands, increase emissions by 50%. This 
result raises concerns about large biofuel mandates and highlights the value of using 
waste products.' 

Another researcher, Fargione, puts it this way: 

Converting rainforests, peatlands, savannas, or grasslands to produce food-based 
biofuels in Brazil, Southeast Asia, and the United States creates a 'biofuel carbon debt' 
by releasing 17 to 420 times more C02 than the annual greenhouse gas (GHG) 
reductions these biofuels provide by displacing fossil fuels.2 

Leaving the above arguments aside, as most of them are being thoroughly discussed 
elsewhere, the rest of this discussion will center on the economic issues of food for fuel 
that must be examined and included in the final analysis. These economic issues have 
significant social and real environmental justice implications as they affect low income 
people more than others. There are many economic issues that need to be considered 
such as the question of subsidies and tariffs and the rising price of commodities such as 
cereal grains and soy beans due, in part, to increased biofuel production. Specifically, the 
discussion that follows is about the current crisis of food inflation and how it relates to 
recent and continuing increases in production of fuel from food. 

At the recent LIN Summit on Food Security, during the first week of June, 2008, the U.S. 
came under heavy criticism for its biofuel program. The loudest criticisms leading into 
the summit were directed at wealthy nations such as the United States which are turning 
massive quantities of food into fuel in the face of growing world food shortages, rising 
prices of basic grains and increases in starvation. 

The summit's host Jacques Diouf, director. general of the FAO, attacked western policies, 
targeting the US in particular. "Nobody understands how 11 to 12 billion dollar a year 
subsidies in 2006 and protective tariff polices have had the effect of diverting 1 OOm 














