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1. Biodiesel Census*
• In 2012 ‐ 8 In‐State Biodiesel Facilities Produced  16mgy, 

Capacity of <40mgy, 40% Utilization
• In 2013 – 9‐10 In‐State Biodiesel Facilities Produced 26mgy, 

Capacity of <60mgy, 43% Utilization
d b f ( ) d l• Compared to 3.3bgy of CARB ULSD (CI 98.03) Biodiesel 

Production in 2012‐2013 Equaled 0.5‐0.8%
• LCFS Requires 10% CI Reduction by Obligated Parties by 2020
• LCFS Needs <540 mgy of biodiesel with <20 CI in 2020 to 

achieve 10% reduction of ULSD GHG Equals 12 6% Blend B5 =achieve 10% reduction of ULSD GHG, Equals 12.6% Blend, B5 = 
<215mgy, B20 = <855mgy

• Current US Biodiesel Production Capacity is over 2bgy
• Feedstocks

UCO (CI 11 76 15 84) 100 150 mgy in state out of state– UCO (CI 11.76‐15.84) 100‐150 mgy in‐state , out‐of‐state 
1bgy

– Animal Fat (CI 19.65‐39.33) in state XXX, out‐of‐state 
800mgy

– Corn Oil (CI 4) in‐state 5 mgy, out‐of‐state 500 mgyCorn Oil (CI 4) in state 5 mgy, out of state 500 mgy
– New feedstocks could produce everything required in‐

state
• Tremendous Opportunity to Develop In‐State Production with 

In‐State Feedstocks
• World Class Biodiesel Feedstock Programs at the CA Biomass 

Collaborative at UC Davis, CalState Fresno & USDA ARS, Algae 
Programs at CalPoly SLO and UC San Diego

* Informal survey conducted by Teall & Gershen



2. CBA Biodiesel Survey
• How much biodiesel will be produced in CA from 2013 to 2020?• How much biodiesel will be produced in CA from 2013 to 2020?
• Depends upon “factors” in existence at the time.
• We asked CBA members to list the factors they considered “influential” for 

predicting low, middle and high scenarios for production of biodiesel in p g g p
CA.

• Compiled all of the factors and had CBA members review for accuracy.
• Sent survey to CBA member/producers and had them:

k f i l iddl d hi h i b i i fl i l ( )• Rank factors in low, middle and high scenarios as being  very influential (10), 
or not influential (1).

• Project estimated in‐state biodiesel production volumes based on the factors 
they ranked.

• The results were tabulated both for the factors and production 
estimates and divided into 25% cohorts for each scenario.

• An average for all scenarios was derived and ranked for each factor 
subject (independently derived)subject. (independently derived)







A. These are averages not ceilings.
B. Factors for greatest growth potential should be used to help make informed policy.
C. For CEC specifically:

1. Market signals matter.
2. Funding is needed for feedstocks and production facilities.
3. CEC funds can be leveraged through loan enhancements and tax free bonds 

with little or no exposure to the CECwith little or no exposure to the CEC.
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3. Biodiesel Metrics
A. The Law
B. 2011 IEPR & Benefits Report
C. Benefits
D. Cost Effectiveness
E AB 118 BudgetE. AB 118 Budget
F. Impact on Biodiesel Growth

HSC 44272 (c) The commission shall Based on the 2011 IEPR & Benefits Report, biodiesel
provide preferences to those projects that
maximize the goals of the Alternative and
Renewable Fuel and Vehicle Technology
Program, based on the following criteria,
as applicable: (a list of 11 criteria follows)

Based on the 2011 IEPR & Benefits Report, biodiesel
use in California provides 34.7% of the benefits –
more than all other modalities – and yet only
received 4.8% of the funding. In comparison, a Cost
Benefit Analysis of the numbers from that same

i f h 2011 IEPR h h has applicable: (a list of 11 criteria follows) section of the 2011 IEPR shows that other programs
were 9 to 20 times more expensive in achieving the
same goals

The ARFVT Program has beenThe ARFVT Program has been
underfunding biodiesel for
several funding cycles.
In‐state biodiesel growth has

been inhibited as a result.

An updated White Paper describing this problem will be submitted to the docket.


