Comment 1 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Jeanne

Last Name: Michaels

Email Address: jeannemic@comline.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Rice
Comment:

In drought conditions, perennially, California should not be
growing rice which is a water intensive product. Cotton?

Attachment;
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-04 12:02:18

No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: James

Last Name: Miller

Email Address: jrusmiller@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: No Till farming
Comment:

The open field burning rules need to be strictly enforced and no
till farmng nore strictly enforced.

Attachment;
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-07 17:18:53

No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Andrew

Last Name: Fynn

Email Address: andrew@marincarbonproject.org
Affiliation: Marin Carbon Project

Subject: Rangeland soil carbon sequestration
Comment:

Pl ease see attached word docunent for comments on behalf of the
Marin Carbon Project. Thanks.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-agriculture-ws/3-marin_carbon_project_comments on_dsp.doc
Original File Name: Marin Carbon Project comments on DSP.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-15 11:09:50

No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Rebecca

Last Name: Overmyer-Velazquez

Email Address: rovermyer@whittier.edu
Affiliation:

Subject: Agricultureisvery polluting
Comment:

Large-scale intensive agricultural run-off and air pollution
contributes a huge anount of the total pollution in the U 'S CARB
needs to take the lead in changing the way we farm noving away
from unsustai nabl e practices towards truly sustainable
agriculture. But this neans taking the problens of nassive usage
of chemical inputs and water really seriously. "Encouraging"

ef ficiency nmeasures is not enough: CARB needs to nandate and
regul ate good stewardship of our land, air, and water. The
research being done on sustainable agriculture is inpressive (see
e.g., Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Livelihoods Internationa
Institute for Environnent and Devel opnent) and shoul d not be
over |l ooked as you wite the final plan.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-15 12:03:04

No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Danila

Last Name: Oder

Email Address; doder@usc.edu
Affiliation:

Subject: General comments and Agriculture
Comment:

Cener al

1. To get the public on board with both the increase in governnent
bureaucracy and the additional fees and taxes necessitated by the
mul tifaceted task of reducing GHG the public has to know through
transparency of allocation that all funds collected will be
applied to these prograns. If there was ever a case for a |ock
box, this is it.

2. | entirely oppose cap and trade program Direct taxation is
much easier to inplenent, gives returns in the short-term is
transparent, understandable to the public, not susceptible to

mar ket mani pul ati on or phony offsets, and returns the funds
directly for GHG reduction prograns. Cap and trade is conplicated,
| ong-term and si phons off funds to nmarket manipulators. It has

al ready been proven to fail at reducing GHG W cannot afford to
trust this historic opportunity to reconfigure our econony to this
fail ed strategy.

3. As a general principle, the Draft Scoping Plan should include
suggestions on steps that should be taken now in order to
facilitate GHG reductions that will be quantified in future
editions. Funding is necessary in anticipation of results that
will only appear |ater.

Agriculture

1. Oganically grown crops have significantly | ower GHG eni ssions
than conventionally grown crops, fromnon-use of nitrate
fertilizers, the sequestration of carbon in the soil and other
means. But converting a significant percentage of California farns
to organic production takes tine, as farners experinent with new
met hods and possibly new crops, and in nmy opinion is a nmediumterm
goal . Conversion requires technical assistance to farners,

addi tional inspection, and nost inmportantly, marketing

assi stance.

WI1l the new (organic) production will be marketed as organic, or
not? If it is, Public Qutreach should design a narketing canpaign
“Buy California organic: it’'s the new standard.” Even direct
paynents to farners during the transition period may not be enough
to keep themorganic if custoners are confused by finding nore
organi ¢ (and nore expensive) and fewer conventional crops in their
stores. Custoners in that case may choose cheaper inported
conventional crops.

The trend el sewhere to rel ocalizing produce production in urban
areas (to save transportation-related GHG w |l decrease the

mar ket for |ong-di stance shi pment of conventionally grown
California produce, and give California farners an additiona
incentive to try organic farming if the products can be sold at a
hi gher price in California.



Fundi ng shoul d be nmentioned in the Draft Scoping Plan now to
assist farners in converting to organic, to increase organic
agriculture training at state universities, to offer agricultura
training as vocational education at all California high schools,
and to encourage new farnmers to start organic farnms in urban and
subur ban areas.

2. Locally produced flowers. Cut flowers are nostly inported into
the US by airplane, and in-state production may represent a snal
CGHG reducti on opportunity.

3. Henmp. Henp or kenaf grown in California for paper can replace
ti mber cut for paper in Washington and Oregon. Can this kind of
regi onal shifting be included?

4. Regarding the Sierra dub’'s suggestion of a carbon tax on
bovi ne food products because of significant nethane em ssions
from bovine digestion, |I'd like to support it but | think people
will resent it. Subsidized food, especially animal products, is
one of Anericans’ nost cherished privileges, available to poor and
rich alike. This tax has to be applied on the federal |evel for
broad accept ance.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-17 13:39:46

No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Alexander

Last Name: Clayton

Email Address: AlexRClayton@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Methane Capture/Reduction
Comment:

While | amencouraged that the ARB is | ooking into the agricultura
sector with regard to reduci ng GHG em ssions, | am di sappoi nted
with the | ow expectations for agriculture, particularly the
scopi ng plan, which only nentions one potential ton reduction from
nmet hane capture at large dairies. It has been proven worl dw de that
CGHG eni ssions fromlivestock are even greater than those from
transportation. | have personally bought annual carbon offsets for
my car, half of themconing fromw nd and the other half from

nmet hane capture at nmanure | agoons, so there is no question that
"recycling" methane to keep it out of the atnosphere and use it

for energy needs is already being done. W need to encourage it
further.

Additionally, nmany in the know are aware of the significant

nmet hane emni ssions from bovi ne di gestion, which raises the question
of whether a carbon tax should be applied to cow products, such as
beef and m | k.

ARB needs to push harder in this area, which is ripe for reducing

CGHG emi ssions and cl osing the | oop on the bovine cycle, thus
creating a nore sustainable environnent.

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-17 17:33:39

No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 8 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Chris

Last Name: Fitz

Email Address: cfitz@mclw.org
Affiliation: LandWatch Monterey County

Subject: Agriculture
Comment:

Agriculture

Enmi ssion reductions for agriculture are voluntary. |Increased
wat er efficiency, greater reliance on organic farm ng and reduced
use of petrol eum based pesticides and fertilizers are areas that

shoul d be addressed by the agricultural sector. Addi tionally,
enforceabl e eni ssion reductions should be required of this
sector.

Attachment:

Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-30 07:47:33

No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Edward

Last Name: Mainland

Email Address; emainland@comcast.net
Affiliation: Sierra Club California

Subject: Ideas for Strengthening Agriculture Section, Socping Plan
Comment:

e The Plan's Agriculture Section (p. 35) is disappointing. |Its
expectations for carbon reduction in agriculture are low. The

Pl an foresees, for exanple, only one potential ton of reduction
from met hane captpure at large dairies

e Many studies by California scientists and others throughout the
wor | d have shown how organically grown crops have significantly

| owered GHG emi ssions, fromnon-use of nitrate fertilizers and

ot her neans.

e Studi es have shown significant nethane em ssions from bovine

di gestion, which raises the question of whether the Plan should
stipulate a carbon tax to be applied to cow products, such as beef
and milk. CARB is urged to consider this option

e The Plan should support for urban agriculture, especially
community gardens, as a means of carbon reduction through

| ocalization of food production

e Inline with the Departnent of Conservation's study of
greenhouse gas emni ssions associated with conversion of
agricultural land to urban uses, both direct and indirect

em ssi ons shoul d be consi dered.

e Pronoting nore conpact, efficient, transit-oriented urban

devel opnent will not only reduce greenhouse gas em ssions from
vehicle travel but also conserve agricultural |land by mnim zing
conversion to urban use.

« The Plan should reference and encourage CDFA s devel opnent of a
strategic plan for agriculture. Efforts to mnimze conversion of
prime farmand will be helped if agricultural enterprises now on
the land maintain profitability and sustainability.

e The Plan shoul d enphasize that |inking good | and use with | oca
food systens can reduce transportation-rel ated emn ssions, provide
a premumfor farners selling locally, and even inprove access to
heal t hi er foods.

e State and | ocal governnents could increase access to |oca
foods, for exanple, by direct investments, incentives and
public-private partnerships to devel op needed | ocal foods system
infrastructure

e Locally produced food consuned in the state could be increased
by concerted action, thus reducing nore em ssions from
transportation. Departnment of Food & Agriculture, with CARB
could track and neasure “food nmiles travel ed” and seek ways to cut
di stances fromfood to producer. Cutting down on transport of
agricultural products fromagriculture areas to other parts of the
state would cut GHG which neans enphasis on urban agricul ture.

e The Plan should address turban agricultural issues, such as a)
what funding can the state supply to assist nunicipalities in
supporting urban agriculture: b) Wat focus can CARB bring on
renoving barriers to urban agriculture, such as finding useable

Il and for comunity gardens, inventories of such land, testing for
toxicity, outreach to potential urban gardeners, recasting city
regul ations in favor of urban orchards, edible |andscaping, |oca
conposting, rooftop gardens; nore UC Master Gardener training and
technical assistance? c¢) Could CARB facilitate funding of |oca
offices in each municipality to inventory potentially avail abl e



stat e-owned | ands and nobilize | ocal community gardeners and

organi zers?

e The Plan needs to highlight the greenhouse bas reduction
benefits of organic agriculture. See The California Energy

Commi ssion's Oimate Change Research Conference Sacranento,

Sept ember 10-13, 2007 had five presentations:

http://ww. cl i mat echange. ca. gov/ event s/ 2007_conf er ence/ present ati ons/ i ndex. ht
e Data from The Rodal e Institute’ s® | ong-runni ng conpari son of
organi ¢ and conventional cropping systens confirns that organic

met hods are far nore effective at renoving the greenhouse gas,
carbon di oxide, fromthe atnosphere and fixing it as beneficia
organic matter in the soil. See Laura Sayre, 2003

http://ww. newfarm org/ depts/NFfield_trials/1003/ carbonsequest. shtm
-- Anot her study confirmed ecol ogical virtues of organic farni ng
WWW. pnas. org/ cgi/reprint/ 103/ 12/ 4522. pdf

htt p: // news-servi ce. st anf ord. edu/ pr/ 2006/ pr - or gani cs- 030806. ht ni

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 06:23:38

No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Cory

Last Name: Brennan

Email Address: cory8570@yahoo.com
Affiliation: Green Leadership Consortium

Subject: Agriculture
Comment:

Create regul ati ons about water use and particularly water waste and
enforce them |'ve seen nunerous fields where water is just
running off down the street fromleaks in the irrigation system
Regul ating water use will force smart water conservation nethods
i ke water conserving irrigation nethods, swales and other water
cat chnent (which al so reduce soil run off and pollution of

wat erways), and nul chi ng.

Facilitate mulching via smart distribution of conpost and "green
waste" materials which will reduce need for artificial energy

i nputs (petrol eum based products) and will reduce water needs.
Facilitate safe use of human waste for agriculture which wll
reduce the need for petrol eum based fertilizer.

Facilitate pol ycropping instead of monocroppi ng which protects
soils, and reduces need for pest managenent and fertilizer
products.

Facilitate wetlands, tree w ndbreaks and other soil conservation
nmet hods whi ch do the sane.

Facilitate local distribution practices for food and ot her ag
products produced.

Many of the above steps will increase carbon sequestration and
reduce carbon out put.

Facilitate use of drylands crops in driest areas.

| mpl enent education prograns for farnmers that bring themup to
speed on nethods that reduce need for high external energy inputs
and allow themto go nore organic with | ess water.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 08:47:09

No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Karen

Last Name: Del Compare

Email Address. kdcyew@excite.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Agriculture and AB 32
Comment:

While | support the goals of AB 32, | strongly disagree with the
nmet hods to decrease G eenhouse Gas (GHG Em ssions from
Agriculture

1. Confined Aninal Feeding Qperations (CAFCs) are a danger to the
envi ronnent and shoul d not receive any subsidi es and assi stance.
According to the Draft Scoping Plan Appendi ces, “Econonic

i ncentives such as narketabl e enission reduction credits,
favorable utility contracts, or renewabl e energy incentives will

be key to early inplenmentation.” CAFGCs nust be required to clean
up their pollution with their own funding, including the capturing
of their methane releases. |n deciding whether to provide

financial assistance to CAFGs, the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) needs to consider all the negative effects of such
operations which include water and air pollution, [ower property
values for rural comrunities, the cost of antibiotics and the
associ ated antibiotic resistance that cones with excessive use of
these nedications. Antibiotic resistance is especially inportant
as it makes human di seases nuch nore difficult to treat. In
addition, manure pits are a hazard to farmwrkers and have caused
nunerous fatalities.

2. Your scoping docunent does not nention the benefits of eating
locally. This would decrease transportation em ssions as well as
support our local econony in California. Please consider
supporting Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) and | oca
farnmers’ markets and pronote education to discourage the
consunption of inmported produce

3. Your educational efforts should include health benefits as well
as the decreased GHG eni ssions associated with eating a plant based
di et.

4. Pesticides are primarily petrol eum based. O ganic farnng
met hods to decrease their use nust be encouraged. Education
shoul d be provided to farmers on how to change from conventiona
farm ng to organic. Subsidies should be provided to organic
farmers as needed to provide incentives for this change.

5. Industrial fertilizers are typically produced using natura
gas. Oganic farm ng nmethods can al so decrease enissions rel ated
to fertilization.

6. Please study and include in your analysis the benefits of
pasture produced neat and dairy products vs. those from CAFGCs.
This anal ysis should include health benefits as well as GHG

em ssions. According to a report fromthe Uni on of Concerned
Scientists, “Healthy pastures are al so | ess susceptible to
erosion, can capture nore heat-trappi ng carbon dioxide than feed
crops, and absorb nore of the nutrients applied to them thereby
contributing less to water pollution. Furthernore, the nmanure
deposits by aninmals onto pasture produces about six to nine tines



| ess volatilized ammonia — an inportant air pollutant — than
surface applied manure from CAFO s.”

7. Biofuels will nost likely NOT be the answer to our energy
crisis. The anount of nitrogen based fertilizers and petrol eum
based pesticides used for nost crops negates the energy that
bi ofuels ultimately deliver. Burning pesticide |laden crops can

al so add to hazardous air pollutants released into the air. Soi
degradation and water pollution fromnitrogen and pesticide runoff
nmust al so be considered. Increases in the price of food from

converting farm and to fuel production nust al so be consi dered.

8. CARB shoul d eval uate water consunption for different crops and
in different regions. It nakes no sense to farmwater intensive
crops in desert-like regions of California when other nore arid
crops can be pl ant ed.

9. Snall farns and integrated crop |ivestock operations can form
ener gy exchange systens which are successful with very little
fossil fuel input. Please ook at the link to the Rodal e
Institure for nore informati on on how organic farm ng can decrease
gl obal warm ng. This should be the focus of CARB s research and
subsidies to farners.

Ref er ences:

“CAFCs Uncovered: The Untold Costs of Confined Animal Feeding

OQperations” fromthe Union of Concerned Scientists, April 2008.

http://ww. ucsusa. org/ f ood_and_envi ronnent/ sust ai nabl e_f ood/ caf os- uncover ed. ht n
“Putting Meat on the Table: Industrial Farm Aninmal Production in

Anerica” A Report of the Pew Commi ssion on Industrial Farm Ani mal

Producti on

http://ww. pewtrusts. org/our_work_report_detail.aspx?i d=38442

"Cimte Change Solution" by Rodale Institute
http://ww. rodal ei nstitute.org/ 20080425/ gwé

htt p: //ww. ucsusa. org/ f ood_and_envi ronnent/ sust ai nabl e_f ood/ gr eener - past ur es. ht ni
“Leapi ng Before They Looked: Lessons from Europe’ s Experience

with the 2003 Biofuels Directive” fromthe Cean Air Task Force,

Cct ober 2007

http://ww. catf.us/publications/reports/Leaping Before They Looked. pdf

Di et, Energy and d obal Warni ng
htt p://geosci . uchi cago. edu/ ~gi don/ papers/ nutri/nutri El . pdf

"Facts about Pollution fromLivestock Farms" from NRDC
http://ww. nrdc. org/water/pollution/ffarns.asp

"Preventing Deaths of Farm Wrkers in Manure Pits" from Center for

Di sease Control and Prevention, My 1990.

http://ww. cdc. gov/ ni osh/ 90- 103. ht mi
http://articles.latines.conf2006/jul/14/1ocal/me-sbriefsi4.1
http://findarticles.com p/articles/m _qn4l176/is_20040922/ ai _n14585680

htt p:// m nnesot a. publ i cradi o. or g/ di spl ay/ web/ 2008/ 06/ 09/ f ar m

htt p: / / ww. washi ngt onpost . com wp-dyn/content/articl e/ 2007/ 07/ 03/ AR2007070302136. ht ni

http://ww. heal t h. state. ny. us/environnental /i nvestigations/face/docs/04ny010. pdf

http://ww. nsnbc. msn. conli d/ 11720746/

htt p: //wwv. publ i c- heal t h. ui owa. edu/ f ace/ Report s/ PDF- Report s/ Manur e%20Pi t 9%20Agi t at i on. pdf



http://findarticles.comp/articles/m _qn4188/is_20080119/ai _n21210257

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 10:18:46

No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Koa

Last Name: Lavery

Email Address: koamapping+ARB@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Local = Cleaner
Comment:

Pl ease support locally produced produce and grains.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 19:57:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Shellee

Last Name: Davis

Email Address; colville@sonic.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Support organic agriculture and local food systems
Comment:

August 1, 2008

Mary Nichol s

California Air Resources Board
1001 “I” Street

PO Box 2817

Sacranento, Ca 95812

RE: AB 32 Scoping Plan: Sustainable and local food systens reduce
carbon eni ssions

Dear Chairperson N chols and Menbers of the California Air
Resour ces Board,

Qur food systemrel eases 30% of all annual emissions. | amwiting
to urge you to take a nore conprehensive and effective approach to
addressing the role of sustainable agriculture and Iocal food
systenms in the state’'s strategy to reduce greenhouse gas

em ssi ons.

I call on the Air Resources Board, the California Department of
Food and Agriculture, and city and county governments to adopt a
wi de range of policy, regulatory, research and fundi ng neasures
t hat support:

e Organic, water-and-energy-efficient sustainable farmng

practi ces;

e Local food production, distribution and consunption, especially
to nmeet the needs of under served | owincone conmmunities; and

e On farm production of wind and sol ar energy.

These practices will reduce greenhouse gas em ssions and provide
many addi tional benefits, including increased tax revenue for
cities and counties, better air and water quality, inproved farm
wor ker and public health, reduced nedical costs, and the creation
of local green collar jobs. Further, one recent paper concluded
that “Organic, sustainable agriculture that |ocalizes food systens
has the potential to mitigate nearly thirty percent of globa
greenhouse gas eni ssions and save one-sixth of gl obal energy use.”

| understand that there are a range of regulatory and market based
options available to the State Governnment to curb greenhouse gas
em ssions. Gven their lack of effectiveness in other regions, we
do not support Cap and Trade and Cap and Auction-based approaches.
We are supportive of approaches that:

« Effectively, rapidly and efficiently reduces carbon em ssions in
the tinefrane outlined by |aw,

e Do not increase the eni ssions of other health harning

pol | ut ants;

e« Have strong enforcenent nechani sns, including crimnal and civi



consequences for entities that violate regulations, as well as
large enmitters of carbon pollution

e Ensure we transition conpletely away froma fossil-fuel based
econony that disproportionately harns | owincone conmunities and
conmmunities of color to one that is efficient and run on
sust ai nabl e energy technol ogi es;

* Are denocratic, neaning that Californians have a say in all
maj or efforts to reduce carbon emni ssions;

e Support early and current adopters of |ow carbon practices, such
as today’'s organic farner and cities and counties enacting carbon
action plans, and

« Do not give away free or drastically cost-reduced polluting
rights to big polluters.

I look forward to an inplenentation of the California d oba
Warm ng Sol utions Act that supports a | ow carbon, sustainable and
just food systemwi th neaningful, effective and denocratic

regul atory approaches.

Yours Sincerely,
Shel | ee Davi s

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-31 22:32:26

No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Yichuan

Last Name: Pan

Email Address: quanyinsd@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Livestock Sector the #1 Cause of Global Warming
Comment:

The chart on page 7 of dimte Change Draft Scoping Plan - a
Framewor k for Change shows that the whole agriculture industry
causes 9% of the total greenhouse gas enissions. This is not a
true representation of the reality.

According to a report published by the United Nations Food and
Agriculture Organi zation in 2006, the |livestock sector worl dwi de
generates nore greenhouse gas eni ssions as neasured in CO2

equi val ent than transportation

W have to account for all emissions related to the industry.
Everyone knows that raising animals causes nmet hane bei ng rel eased
to atnosphere. However, we also need to consider the |arge anount
of water needed whi ch consunes energy and causes greenhouse gas
em ssi ons. Raising and preparing animal food al so consunes energy.
Besi des, the | and used for raising aninmals can be used to grow
trees that can balance CO2 emission. Adding all these together we
will see that the true contribution of the livestock industry to
greenhouse gas em ssion is nuch greater. Therefore, | call on the
Air Resources Board and the Departnent of Food and Agriculture to
take courage and recal cul ate the true contribution of the
agriculture and the livestock sector. | recommend that the
livestock industry to be divided out as a relatively independent
sector. | also recormend that the protocol in the 2006 report of
the United Nations Food and Agriculture O ganization be foll owed.

Another way to look at the contribution of the livestock industry
to global warming is fromthe amount of neat consuned by the 37
mllion residents of California each day and the rel ated
greenhouse gas emissions. This is equivalent to | ook at the anmount
of gasoline consuned in California each day. W nmay not produce all
the nmeat and dairy products here in California. As we consune them
we are the ones to cause the rel ated greenhouse eni ssions.

Therefore, | recomrend that ARB and CDFA take actions to pronote
vegetarian or vegan diet to conbat the greenhouse gas em ssions.
Nobel Prize laureate, the Chair of the Intergovernnmental Panel on
Cimte Change (IPCC), plead for people around the world to tane
their carnivorous inpulses and stay away frommeat in order to
save our planet. And, experts pronoted a plant-based diet not only
to fight global warming, but to benefit public health. | believe
when properly educated, every honorable and noble citizen wll
take responsibility and converts to a pl ant-based diet.

| also recommend that as part of the Plan, the subsidies to the
livestock sector be gradually phased out. It makes no sense to use
t axpayer’s noney to support the neat industry which generates lots
of pollution and causes health problens. Instead, the noney can be
used to support growing green food or organic food to benefit the
envi ronnent and people’s health.

W are at an urgent tinme, so urgent actions are necessary. Please



revise the Plan to nore neaningfully reflect the contribution of
the livestock sector to global warmi ng, and to include plans to
cub the livestock sector and to pronote plant-based diet.
Attachment:

Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 11:07:59

No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Heather

Last Name: Fenney

Email Address: heather @caf oodjustice.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Sustainable and local food systems reduce carbon emissions
Comment:

Pl ease see attached

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-agriculture-ws/15-arb_scoping_plan_comments-final .pdf
Original File Name: ARB Scoping Plan Comments-FINAL .pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 14:53:57

No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: David

Last Name: Runsten

Email Address: dave@caff.org

Affiliation: Community Alliance with Family Farmers

Subject: Comments on AB 32 Scoping Plan
Comment:

Attached are comments fromthe Community Alliance with Fanmily
Farnmers. These comments have been posted to the sections on
Agriculture and Land Use and Local Governnent.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-agriculture-ws/16-ab_32_scoping_plan--caff_Itr_8-1-08.doc
Original File Name: ab 32 scoping plan--caff Itr 8-1-08.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 16:34:46

No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Katy

Last Name: Mamen

Email Address: katy@polarisinstitute.org
Affiliation: Polaris Institute

Subject: CAWS input - AB 32 scoping report/agriculture
Comment:

Pl ease find our submission in the attached letter.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-agriculture-ws/17-caws ab_ 32 scoping_report_comment.pdf
Original File Name: CAWS AB 32 scoping report comment.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 16:45:22

No Duplicates.



Comment 18 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Douglas

Last Name: Estes

Email Address: dceO0O5@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Sustainable Agriculture/Local Food
Comment:

August 1, 2008

Mary Nichol s

California Air Resources Board
1001 “I” Street

PO Box 2817

Sacranento, Ca 95812

RE: AB 32 Scoping Plan: Sustainable and local food systens reduce
carbon eni ssions

Dear Chairperson N chols and Menbers of the California Air
Resour ces Board,

| amwiting to urge you to take a nore conprehensive and
effective approach to addressing the role of sustainable
agriculture and |l ocal food systenms in the state’s strategy to
reduce greenhouse gas eni ssions.

I call on the Air Resources Board, the California Department of
Food and Agriculture, and city and county governments to adopt a
wi de range of policy, regulatory, research and fundi ng neasures
t hat support:

&#61623; Organic, water-and-energy-efficient sustainable farnng
practi ces;

&#61623; Local food production, distribution and consunption
especially to neet the needs of under served | owincone
comunities; and

&#61623; On farm production of wind and sol ar energy.

These practices will reduce greenhouse gas em ssions and provide
many addi tional benefits, including increased tax revenue for
cities and counties, better air and water quality, inproved farm
wor ker and public health, reduced nedical costs, and the creation
of local green collar jobs. Further, one recent paper concluded
that “Organic, sustainable agriculture that |ocalizes food systens
has the potential to mitigate nearly thirty percent of globa
greenhouse gas eni ssions and save one-sixth of gl obal energy use.”

| understand that there are a range of regulatory and market based
options available to the State Governnment to curb greenhouse gas
em ssions. Gven their lack of effectiveness in other regions, we
do not support Cap and Trade and Cap and Auction-based approaches.
I am supportive of approaches that:

&#61623; Effectively, rapidly and efficiently reduces carbon
em ssions in the tineframe outlined by |aw,

&#61623; Do not increase the enissions of other health harmng
pol | ut ants;

&#61623; Have strong enforcenent nechani sns, including crimna



and civil consequences for entities that violate regul ations, as
well as large enmitters of carbon pollution

&#61623; Ensure we transition conpletely away froma fossil-fue
based econony that disproportionately harns | owincone conmunities
and conmmunities of color to one that is efficient and run on
sust ai nabl e energy technol ogi es;

&#61623; Are denocratic, meaning that Californians have a say in
all major efforts to reduce carbon eni ssions;

&#61623; Support early and current adopters of | ow carbon
practices, such as today's organic farner and cities and counties
enacting carbon action plans, and

&#61623; Do not give away free or drastically cost-reduced
polluting rights to big polluters.

I look forward to an inplenentation of the California d oba
Warm ng Sol utions Act that supports a | ow carbon, sustainable and
just food systemwi th neaningful, effective and denocratic

regul atory approaches.

Yours Sincerely,

Dougl as C. Estes

Attachment:

Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 17:33:41

No Duplicates.



Comment 19 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Frantz

Email Address: ini @lightspeed.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Agricultural Considerations
Comment:

These comments are about net hane di gestors and manure nanagenent.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-agriculture-ws/19-
agriculture_ab 32 scoping_plan_comments_tom_frantz.doc

Original File Name: Agriculture AB 32 Scoping Plan Comments Tom Frantz.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 19:50:51

No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Joyce M

Last Name: Eden

Email Address; comment@sonic.net
Affiliation: West Valley Citizens Air Watch

Subject: Greenhouse Gas Sector 10. Agriculture
Comment:

GHG 10. Agriculture
Conposting of agricultural waste or use as nulch to reduce GHG
Eli mi nate both burning and rotting.

A significant portion of the noneys generated by carbon fees

shoul d al so go towards hel ping fund wi nd turbines on the nmany

small farns in California and rural dwellings. O the 76,000 farns
and ranches in California, it is surprising and heartening to learn
that nearly half are classified in the smallest category. It is an
asset to California to have and keep these farns viable. So sol ar
and wi nd subsidies to these small enterprises in the mddle and
long run as the wind and solar investnents pay for thenselves
(which will happen sooner as energy prices fromthe grid rise),

will help enable themto keep them going. Wile, “one nmegawatt of
sol ar panels installed on |and can take eight acres or nore, a one
megawatt w nd turbine woul d need only one acre of land.”(California
Institute for the Study of Specialty Crops report, Chapter 3, p

18)

We are in support of carbon fees subsidizing small operations, but
we do not support themfor confined ani mal feeding operations
(CAFOS). These are highly polluting and unheal thy operations, we
do not want to encourage nore of the sanme. They need to use their
profits to pay to clean up their own pollution. C eaner, smaller
past ur e- based operations shoul d be subsidized and encouraged as a
way to reduce enmissions. Californians are nore and nore aware of
where their food conmes fromand howit is treated and they care.
Organic farns have | ower GHG eni ssions and should al so receive
priority farm subsidies. The |arge operations are already over
subsi di zed.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 12:15:05

No Duplicates.



Comment 21 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Danila

Last Name: Oder

Email Address; doder@usc.edu
Affiliation:

Subject: Compaction of soils/state lands
Comment:

The gl obal warnming contributions of livestock are not limted to

t he nmet hane they produce. The effect of tranpling on soils'

ability to capture carbon is not yet clear (see

htt p: // www. bi ol ogi cal di versity. org/ news/center/articles/science-07-13-2008. htnl),
but the attached article (Teepe) suggests intact soils capture

carbon better than tranpled soils. On a large scale, this may be

significant for CARB' s purpose

For this reason, CARB should follow the science on this issue and
if it has potential for significant quantifiable carbon capture,
Il ook into elimnating livestock grazing fromstate public |ands.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-agriculture-ws/21-teepe et_al.pdf
Original File Name: teepe et al.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-07 16:19:52

No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: James

Last Name: Reischutz

Email Address. james@greenpyro.com
Affiliation: Green Pyro

Subject: Soil Carbon Sequestration
Comment:

While the draft sections on agriculture nake sone reference to

bi omass utilization and farmefficiency inprovenents, an energi ng
techni que of biomass utilization that has synergistic benefits for
efficiency and residue utilization is negl ected.

"Bi o- Char sequestration"- the storage of residue derived char
products in agricultural soil appears to offer a large, pernanent,
and beneficial CO2 precursor sink. "Waste" bionmass fromfarning or
forestry operations is thermally separated into a solid el emental
carbon fraction and an energetic gas. The charcoal fraction is
derived from at nospheric CO2 captured by plants. It is bio-inert,
and seens to be a permanent sink on the ~1000 year tinme frane.
Anecdot al studies show a | arge decrease in nmethane and N2O

emi ssions from amended soil. Further studies show ~10% decrease in
irrigation demand.

Furt hernmore, by applying carbon to fields, primary pollutants such
as NOx and pesticide runoff are reduced. Particul ates fromresidue
burning are controlled. The public health and environnmenta
benefits fromusing this techni que need anal ytica

quantification.

As nmuch as 25 MMI per year can be offset with this method in a
relatively short tine frane.

Al t hough the energing science behind this technique is promsing,
it hasn't reached full nmaturity, perhaps disqualifying it from
inclusion in this scope. Opening the door in the scope to soi
carbon sequestration schenes (conservation or no till carbon
systens, rangel and nmanagnent etc) will provide a small w ndow for
bl ack carbon (bio char) sequestration research

We support the use of California offset projects so Bio char
prograns can be used for AB 32 conpliance.

The attached docunment is an acadenic anal ysis of some general case
bi o char sequestration

Adoption of this technique neans advanci ng | eadi ng edge science
and climate policy in California.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-agriculture-ws/22-energy balance.pdf
Original File Name: Energy balance.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 14:18:46



No Duplicates.



Comment 23 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Patrick

Last Name: Griffith

Email Address: pgriffith@lacsd.org

Affiliation: Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts

Subject: LACSD Comments on the ARB Draft Scoping Plan: Agriculture Strategies
Comment:

LACSD offers the followi ng conments on the discussion concerning
Agriculture Strategies in the Draft Scoping Plan:

1. Page C-157: It nmay be overly optimstic to think that farners
may wi sh to operate conbustion turbines.

2. Page C-158: Tank digesters are nore feasible where there is a
muni ci pal sewage treatnment plant nearby to handle the

hi gh-strength liquid waste.

3. Pages C- 158, C-159: Research/ Qpportunities: W believe that

bi osolids applied to agricultural lands will result in net carbon
sequestration and be a win-win situation for both farners and the

nmuni ci pal wastewater conmunity. This potential synergy should be
nmentioned in the Scoping Pl an.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 14:48:38

No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Casey

Last Name: Creamer

Email Address: casey@ccgga.org

Affiliation: California Cotton Ginners & Growers Assn

Subject: CCGGA Comments
Comment:

CCGGA Scoping Plan comments. See Attachnent.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-agriculture-ws/24-ccgga scopingplan_8-11-08.pdf
Original File Name: CCGGA _ScopingPlan_8-11-08.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 17:32:36

No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Derek

Last Name: Walker

Email Address: dbwalker@edf.org
Affiliation: Environmental Defense Fund

Subject: EDF - Agriculture comments
Comment:

Pl ease accept the attached agriculture coments from Environnent al
Def ense Fund on the AB 32 draft Scoping Pl an.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-agriculture-ws/25-edf - agriculture_comments.pdf
Original File Name: EDF - Agriculture comments.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-12 15:31:39

No Duplicates.



Comment 26 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: CY

Last Name: Beh

Email Address: cybeh2000@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Agriculture & Diet
Comment:

Dear Sirs,

The fact that such a plan is being devised is highly comendabl e.
For it may well becone the blue print for all other states and
nations to enulate, and Planet Earth will be able to heal herself
and there will be hope for sustainable |iving.

However, as it has been pointed out by scientists and as detail ed
in the UN s reports - Livestock's Long Shadow, neat diet is a nuch
bi gger contributor to greenhouse gases em ssions, nore than all the
transports in the world conbined. Thus, it is only logical that we
enbrace this one elegantly sinple solution of encouraging nore to
Go Veg, adopt a vegetarian or vegan diet. This one sinple change
has far reaching positive inpact on not just the human heal th but
al so that of the planet, such tangible positive outcones are
reasons enough for the government to take the |eadership role in
sharing the knowl edge with all citizens, generate the awareness on
the urgency and many benefits of us adopting the plant-based diet.

It is hoped that the plant-based diet solution that requires
little investnments and whose inpact is i mediate can be an
integral part of the AB32 plan.

Go Veg, Be Green, Save The Pl anet!

Thank you.

Respectfully yours

cy: beh

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-20 09:46:14

No Duplicates.



Comment 27 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Don

Last Name: Winn

Email Address. donsta@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: We can solve 80% of global warming by using animal-free products!
Comment:

Switching to a vegetarian or vegan diet is the easiest and fastest
way to conbat gl obal warnming. Green technologies are too slowto
devel op since our tine toward the point-of-no-returnis within a
coupl e of years. W know the answer to solve gl obal warm ng,

pl ease hel p spread this answer! Thank you!!

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-23 01:55:46

No Duplicates.



Comment 28 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Julie

Last Name: Bolton

Email Address: dr.jbolton@charter.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Support urban agriculture to reduce carbon
Comment:

The CARB plan | ooks at the nacroeconomic industrial agriculture
sector level, which is inportant, but | would Iike the board to

al so consider the micro level in thinking about ways to reduce the
carbon footprint and water use of food. CARB should al so | ook at
ways to support food production with in cites which has the
potential to dramatically decrease carbon output from food
production as well as bring about other benefits public health.

| would Iike to see a CARB plan that supports s Victory Garden
resurgence. Encourage edi bl e backyard gardens, front yard gardens,
community gardens, raised beds at apartnment conpl exes and the w se
use of public lands for food production that al so serves as

| andscapi ng.

Consi der this scenario - change park grass to clover which is 1)
drought-resistant and 2) requires little or no mowi ng. This saves
wat er and fuel, both of which |ower the carbon | oad. Next renove
the mal e pollen producing (highly allergenic) trees so comopn in
city landscaping and replace themwth fruit trees. The

mai nt enance staff that once spent hours nmowing thirsty grass could
instead use the tine tend the fruit trees. Produce could be sold
for incone for the city or given to food banks. This tactic
further reduces carbon as it | essens the anount of food that needs
to travel into a city. Additionally, the city would benefit from an
increase in local food supplies at no extra | abor cost. An added
bonus woul d be inprovenent in allergies and asthma of city
residents fromboth reduced carbon and reduced pollen

I nstead of | andscaping |ike ol eanders on the freeways and road
medi ans, such properties could be used to grow kal e, beets, corn

| ettuce, strawberries, tomatoes..etc — crops that not only | ook
attractive, but also taste good. This would further increases food
supplies and little or no cost to the city.

Such neasures solve nultiple problens. Carbon niles of food is
reduced, water use is reduced, food production is increases and
this can al so provide sources of food for the poor who have
limted access due to the high cost of fresh fruits and vegetabl es
conpared to the artificially lowered prices (due to agricultura
subsi dies on industrial crops) of processed foods. Even now, the

i ncreasing price of energy is squeezing the poor. Food banks
report being overwhel med by calls from people that no | onger can
afford food at the end of the nonth due to the high cost of fuel
This situation worsens al ready skyrocketing rates of diabetes and
obesity by forcing the poor to eat calorie dense but nutrient poor
fast food and cheap starchy staples such as white rice and pasta.
Additionally a binge-eating |like cycle occurs when food
intermttently which encourages wei ght gain.

Hence, bringing food production into the city will not only
decrease C2, save water, and provi de new sources of healthy
nutritious food; it will decrease diseases |ike diabetes and



obesity.

And if it sounds like a crazy idea, consider that nore than half

of the food eaten in Hong Kong — one of the npbst densely popul at ed
concrete cities in the world, is growm with in the city limts - on
bal coni es, patios or rooftops.

Surely, if we use just a portion of our vast expanses of urban

par ks, | andscaped nedi ans, banks of retaining ivy, enpty derelict

| ots, back and front |awns, and dusty apartnment conplex perineters
for food production, we could expect to produce bountiful crops
which will inprove our health, and feed the hungry, all while
reduci ng our carbon output.

Dr. Julie Bolton
Fam |y Physi ci an
Commmuni ty Gardener
Long Beach,

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-27 10:52:01

No Duplicates.



Comment 29 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Michagl

Last Name: Marsh

Email Address: info@westernuniteddairymen.com
Affiliation: Western United Dairymen

Subject: Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan
Comment:

Western United Dairynen is a statewide dairy farm ng organi zation
representing our nenbers on issues of inportance in all rel evant
venues. Qur 1,100 nmenber fanilies produce 60% of the California

m |k supply. Qur farns are |ocated throughout the |Iength and
breadth of the state, and cover a w de range of geography, size,
and other characteristics. W appreciate the chance to comrent on
the Cinmate Change Draft Scoping Pl an.

W believe that the capture of greenhouse gas (specifically

nmet hane from manure) and its conversion to renewabl e energy
presents an opportunity for our nenbers, and we wish to facilitate
their participation. However, any dairy nethane capture program
must be inplenented in an appropriate and cost-effective nanner.

Pl ease consider the follow ng conments on the Cimate Change Draft
Scopi ng Pl an.

Gener al

The total greenhouse gas (GHC) emissions of California are
presented in sectors and sub-sectors. G aphs and ot her anal yses
are presented without reference back to the total state inventory.
We understand the reasons for this approach, but as presented, the
i nformati on can be easily msinterpreted or misquoted. W suggest
that when a sub-sector graph or analysis is presented, information
as to its contribution to the sector and to the state inventory be
prom nently included.

Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan, 1. Prelimnary Recommendati on
16. Agriculture

(1) Investnment in manure digesters is encouraged by the Scoping
Plan. At a recent international dairy sunmt on clinmate change it
was recogni zed that bio-digesters are one of the nmain neasures
that dairy farners can take to reduce net hane em ssions. W agree.
However, there was universal agreenent that manure di gesters cannot
be a part of any clinmate action plan w thout a significant
contribution fromthe public sector for financial and technica
assistance, and there will need to be considerable regulatory
recognition and facilitation. W agree with this conclusion, and
do so from our experience adnministering the California Dairy Power
Production Program (CDPPP). This fact is inportant to include in
the Scoping Plan—t is not only a California situation, but

fam liar around the world. |nplenmenting a significant dairy
digester programin California, like everywhere else in the world,
will require substantial public investnent.

(2) Western United Dairymen i s unequivocally opposed to any
consideration, at any time and in any nanner, to a nandate to
install methane digesters on dairy farns. If digesters are a

requi renent of |aw, any opportunity to acquire carbon credits and
participate in the carbon marketplace will be lost to dairy
producers. W anticipate that the potential revenues generated
fromsales of dairy digester carbon credits will be an inportant
part of inproving the financial feasibility of digester
installations. Qur experience so far, as rel ated above through our
adm ni stration of the CDPPP, has shown that digester installations
have a very difficult tinme returning conpetitive financial
performance. Any action to worsen this situation should be



rigorously avoided. Mention of future consideration of a mandate
to install digesters should not appear in the Scoping Report. W
request that it be renpved.

(3) Reference is nade to the need for further research regarding
enteric methane emi ssions. W concur, but this does not show up in
the research section of the Agricultural Appendi x.

Appendi x C, Chapter 11, Agriculture, Prelimnary Reconmendati ons
(A-1):

(1) The title of this section reads “Methane Capture at Large
Dairies.” Qpportunities are not linited to large dairies. W
suggest sinply dropping the term*“large.”

(2) Paragraph 1 of (A-1) leads with the statenment that the “The
primary driver behind the projected increase in agricultural CGHG
enmissions is growh in dairy livestock.” Wile this statenment may
be technically correct, i.e. dairy contributes to overall growh
in conbined agricultural enmssions, as it is currently presented
it tends to lead to the conclusion that the primary source of
agricultural GHG is dairy nmanure, which we do not understand to be
true. Qur understanding specifically is that while dairy is the
primary source for nethane fromnmanure in California, it is not
true for total GHGs. Qur understanding is that the nmajor nmanure
contribution is in the formof N2O from pastoral sources, and that
pastoral enteric nethane is also significant. Wile we agree that
there is little growmh in pastoral emi ssions fromall classes of
livestock, clarification in this section is necessary so that it
is not msleading. Linmiting dairy manure nmethane will not
elimnate livestock GHG emissions, nor will it be sufficient to

of fset emissions fromother agricultural sources.

(3) Paragraph 2 of (A-1) identifies that biogas can be flared,
burned in a turbine, or cleaned for natural gas use. No mention of
utilization in an internal combustion engine is nmade. This should
be corrected, since as new | C engi nes are devel oped, their use is
likely to remain valid for biogas. This will be in a stationary
situation such as generator sets and water punping, or as you
mention in the case of landfill gas, as a vehicle fuel

Furt hernmore, other technol ogies for the efficient and cost
effective uses of dairy digester gas have so far proven to be
unsust ai nabl e. Fuel cells and m croturbines appear to have
potential in dairy biogas applications but much work is necessary
to adapt these technol ogies for reliable operation. Pipeline
injection is receiving a lot of attention and has certain

advant ages; however, it is not only a very expensive alternative,
but is limted to those dairy facilities |ocated near a utility

pi peline. Additionally, reliable and sustai nabl e performance for
gas cl eanup and conpression has yet to be denonstrated in a dairy
envi ronnent. Acceptabl e gas standards nust be net before injection
will be allowed. These issues are valid considerations that nust be
addressed if the carbon reductions expressed in the Scoping Pl an
are to be realized. As we nention below, barriers—be they
technical, regulatory, financial, or physical —that m ght be
expected to inpede inplenmentation of dairy digester technol ogy
shoul d be a proninent part of the Scoping Plan di scussion

(4) Paragraph 3 of (A-1) states “.dairies will provide early

vol untary emni ssions reductions...” No nention of the unresol ved
regul atory barriers that currently exist and that are inpeding the
continued devel opnent of this opportunity are presented until |ater
in Paragraph 4, and even then it is sonewhat buried in the text. In
order to be conplete, any report or scopi ng docunent must enphasize
the kinds of difficulties encountered regarding potential adoption
and utilization of any technol ogy, including digester gas

technol ogies. To fail to prom nently display the roadbl ocks

simul taneously with the presentation of potential opportunities
will give a faulty assessnment of the rel evance of the technol ogy
and an inaccurate picture of the reductions available, and it may
lead to misdirection of future courses of action

Appendi x C, Chapter 11, Agriculture, Areas of

Research/ Qpportunities for Future GHG Em ssi on Reducti ons,

Ef ficiency | nprovenents:

(1) W appreciate and concur with the presentation of efficiency

of agricultural operations as a sound strategy to acconplish GHG



reductions. This is especially true for the dairy industry. Qur
forthcom ng di scussions should focus on enissions per unit of mlk
production, not on a per cow basis.

(2) W were surprised to note that efficiency in mlk production
was not identified as a research need. W believe that additiona
work needs to be supported in this area to quantify and inventory
reductions from California-specific dairy efficiencies, especially
in the areas of enteric em ssions and reproduction. California
dairy farns have already acconplished per unit production
efficiencies far beyond what we find in other countries and other
states. This contribution should be recognized in the Scopi ng

Pl an. Conparative information of dairy farmng internationally is
avail able fromthe International Farm Conpari son Network, |ocated
in Germany. The contact is Torsten Hemrme at

torsten. hetme@fcndairy. org

Western United Dairynen thanks you for the opportunity to coment
on the Clinmate Change Draft Scoping Plan. W know that our
suggestions will be seriously considered. Please feel free to
contact us if you wi sh further discussion

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-agriculture-ws/29-scoping_comments. pdf
Original File Name: Scoping comments.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-28 16:26:13

No Duplicates.



Comment 30 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Athanasios
Last Name: Alexandrou
Email Address; aalexandrou@csufresno.edu
Affiliation: CSU Fresno

Subject: Turfgrass emissions
Comment:

The followi ng coment has been aut hored by:

Charlie Krauter, Professor, CSU Fresno

At hanasi os Al exandrou, Associ ate Professor, CSU Fresno
John Bushoven, Assi stant Professor, CSU Fresno

Dave Goor ahoo, Assistant Professor, CSU Fresno

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-agri cul ture-ws/30-fresno-state-arb-scoping-plan-comments-final .doc
Original File Name: Fresno-State-A RB-Scoping-Plan-Comments-Final.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-03 13:31:48

No Duplicates.



Comment 31 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: sophie

Last Name: Lapaire

Email Address: Sophie@bridgemakersconsulting.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Missing vital information
Comment:

Greet i ngs,

Agriculture is responsible for approxi mately 30% of gl oba
war ni ng, nainly through carbon dioxide (CX2), nethane (CH4) and
nitrous oxide (NOx) emni ssions.

| couldn't help notice that you have no nmention of organic farmng
in your plan. You may or may not know that organic farmng not only
produce virtually any CO2 but also captures it in the soil for a
very long time. Vegetative material deconposes and adds to the

soil organic matter levels in the soil, thus storing carbon

di oxi de. Soil contains about twi ce as nuch carbon as the

at nrosphere

Unli ke conventional agro farm ng which uses | arge anounts of
nitrogen fertilizer and pesticides (all petroleumbased) that are
rel eased into the air. This MJST be consi dered and added to your
pl an as a sustainable solution in the short, mediumand |long run

Organic farmng not only out perforns chenical based farm ng, but
protects the health of the soil, farnmers, |aborers, rivers,
beneficial insects, consuners, animals, just to nmention a few

If only 10,000 nedium sized farns in the US converted to organic
production, they would store so nuch carbon in the soil that it
woul d be equivalent to taking 1,174,400 cars off the road, or
reducing car mles driven by 14.62 billion mles.

This isn't sonmething snmall and MJUST be included in your plan.

You have good data so far, but this information is totally

m ssing. Please see that it is added to it. Thank you

Bel ow are links to nore information fromrespected institutions on
this topic:

htt p:// persi anoad. wor dpr ess. com 2007/ 04/ 08/ or gani c- f ar m ng-t ackl es- gl obal - war m ng/
htt p: // www. or gani cconsuner s. or g/ organi ¢/ st abal i ze062404. cf m
http://ww. strauscom coni r odal e- whi t epaper/

http://ww. newf arm or g/ depts/ NFfield_trials/1003/carbonsequest. shtm
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Comment 32 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Susan

Last Name: Barney

Email Address: susangbarney @yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Reduce More Methane to Buy Time in Global Warming Flight
Comment:

I recommend we follow in the footsteps of Taiwan (No Meat No Heat
initiative led to Governnent recommend eating | ess neat as one of
top 10 personal actions people can take to reduce eni ssions),
Queensl and, Australia (Low Carbon Di et recomends reduced neat and
dairy), and University of California-San Francisco (banning red
meat from school cafeterias, functions and hospital).

According to Dr. Kirk Smith, UC Berkeley, |IPCC panel nenber and
menber of US National Acadeny of Sciences, nmany earth scientists
are beginning to realize that with gl obal warm ng happening faster
than previous estimtes, we can buy ourselves critical tinme by
reduci ng nmet hane. \Wy?

1) Met hane's global warnming potential (GAP) is 62 to 72 tinmes nore
potent than CO2 over a 20 year period according to the | PCC.

Most reports use the estimate of methane as being 21 - 26 tines
nore potent over a 100 year period. But global warming is
happening too fast for us to use 100 year estinates.

2. Methane's Atnospheric Lifetime is 9 to 15 years, neaning it
di ssi pates fromthe atnosphere in 9 to 15 years. CO2 has an
atmospheric lifetime of centuries, possibly nore than a thousand
years. So if we place nore enphasis on nethane, we see a nuch
faster reduction of emissions in the air.

You nay have noticed that the atnospheric lifetine is only 9 - 15
years and yet the global warnming potential (GAP) is 62 - 72 at 20
years and 23 to 26 at 100 years. According to Dr. M chael Prather
(also on IPCC) fromUC-Irvine, the nmethane RESIDUAL is what is
causing the GAP at 20 and 100 years.

There is apparently no neasurenment for the global warning
potential at 10 years or 5 years when the nmethane is still in the
atnosphere. this neans nmethane is FAR nore warning than our
current estimates, and underscores the inportance of placing a
greater enphasis on reducing nethane relative to CO2.

As you are aware, the single |argest source of nethane in
California and the US is |ivestock

The Livestock group at the UN s FAO i ssued "Livestock's Long
Shadow' finding that |ivestock cause 18% of global warnming. this
assunes net hane has a GAP of 23 tinmes CO2. But if you use a GAP
of 68 over 20 years, the livestock industry becones responsible
for 24 % of gl obal warni ng

And we can only imgi ne what the GAP of nethane is in tine periods
when the nethane is not a residual (ie under 15 years).

I highly recommend that we reduce nethane by encouragi ng a vegan
di et, banning neat and dairy from California governnent (including
school s, prisons) and encouraging our creative chefs to use their



talents to come up with good dishes to put on menus to help us al
find good foods to nake the transition

In conclusion, | seek to answer two questions you night have.

1) WIIl people neet their nutritional needs on a vegetarian diet?
From "Position of the Anerican Dietetics Association and the
Dietitians of Canada: Vegetarian Diets"

"Wl | - pl anned vegan and ot her types of vegetarian diets are
appropriate for all stages of the life cycle, including during
pregnancy, lactation, infancy, childhood and adol escence.”

Source: http://ww. eatright.org/ada/fil es/vegnp. pdf

2. WII people like it?

For those doubting they will enjoy the taste, | subnit Oprah
Wnfrey's entry to her blog during her 21 day vegan cl eanse, which
elimnated all aninmal products, wheat, grains containing gluten
al cohol and sugar:

"Ww, wow, wow! | never inagined neatless neals could be so

satisfying. | had been focused on what | had to give up—sugar
gl uten, alcohol, neat, chicken, fish, eggs, cheese. "Wat's
left?" | thought. Apparently a lot. | can honestly say every nea

was a surprise and a delight, beginning with breakfast—strawberry
rhubarb wheat-free crepes.”

SOURCE:
http://ww. oprah. comfarticl e/ f ood/ heal t hyeat i ng/ pkgopr ahscl eanse/ 20080521 _ori g_cl eanse_bl og
2

Thank you very mnuch

Susan Bar ney
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Comment 33 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: David

Last Name: Cranston

Email Address: dcranston@ggfirm.com
Affiliation: Greenberg Glusker LLP

Subject: Comments on behalf of CARES
Comment:

Cct ober 2, 2008

Mary D. Nichols, Chair
California Air Resources Board
1001 | Street

Sacranent o, CA 95814

Re: Comments to Draft Scoping Plan
Dear Ms. Nichol s:

On behal f of the Conmunity Alliance for Responsible Environnental
Stewardship (“CARES’), we submit the followi ng cooments to the
California Air Resources Board's draft Scoping Plan. CARES is an
environnental coalition of California s dairy producer and
processor associations, including the state’'s |argest producer
trade associations (Western United Dairynmen, California Dairy
Canmpai gn and M Ik Producers Council) and the largest mlk
processi ng conpani es and cooperatives (including California
Dairies, Inc., Dairy Farnmers of Anmerica-California and Land O
Lakes). Fornmed in 2001, CARES is dedicated to pronoting a bal ance
of economi c and environmental sustainability for California
dairies.

CARES agrees that the voluntary inplenentation of manure di gester
systens can be an inportant element in California’s effort to
reduce greenhouse gases pursuant to AB 32’s nandate. W agree
with the Scoping Plan’s assessnent that “economic incentives such
as marketabl e em ssion reduction credits, favorable utility
contracts, or renewable energy incentives will be needed” in order
to nmake manure digesters an economnically viable opportunity for
California’s dairy farns. Wth such econonic incentives, we
believe that California s dairy farns can become an inportant
source of GHG emi ssion reductions in years to cone.

For the vast majority of California' s fanmly owned and operated
dairy farns, the costs of building and operating a nanure digester
systens are prohibitive. Manure digesters are still very much a
devel opi ng technol ogy. High routine and non-routine mai ntenance
and operational costs are the norm Unlike other businesses,
dairies are unable to pass along increased capital and operating
costs as the price of mlk is set by the California Departnment of
Food and Agriculture under its Agriculture MIk Stabilization
Plan. The thin operating margins that nost dairy farnmers operate
under are sinply incapable of absorbing the additional costs
necessary for the installation and operation of methane digesters.

Sonme incone to partially offset costs nay be avail abl e through

sal es of excess power to utilities. And for those dairy farners
that are located near utility pipelines and other necessary
infrastructure, the transm ssion of biogas directly fromthe farm



toautility facility may be a nore viable alternative.

In any event, nore study is necessary to devel op a sustainabl e
busi ness nodel from which dairy farners can devel op the
infrastructure and efficiencies necessary to realize neaningfu
income fromthe capture of nethane. Economic assistance to
conduct such studies will help spur the devel opment and

i mpl enent ati on of viable nodels.

Even if reliable incone fromsale of nethane or energy can be
acconpl i shed, for the vast majority of dairy farners, manure
digesters will remain econom cally unfeasible w thout the
availability of income fromthe sale of marketable em ssion
reduction credits. Once the market for em ssion credit nmatures,
dairy farnmers should be in a better position to attract the

i nvest nent necessary for the inplenentation of nethane digesters
on a larger scale. It is our hope that California dairies wll
play an inportant role in a nmarket-based cap and trade system by
providing a source of marketable credits for those industries who
woul d ot herwi se be unable to economically neet their greenhouse
gas (GHG em ssion “caps.”

As the Air Resources Board recognizes, the anticipated i ncome from
mar ket abl e eni ssion reduction credits that can nake net hane
digesters a reality on a large scale will not be possible if

net hane di gesters beconme nmandated. Hence, voluntary - and not
mandatory - inplenentation of nmethane digesters holds the best
potential for meaningful reductions in GHGs from California dairy
farns.

I ndeed, the continued growth of the dairy industry in California
alone will help achieve GHG reductions. Modern California dairies
are well known for their efficiency and high productivity. More
mlk fromless cows neans fewer GHG emi ssions per gallon of nilk.
The shift in the production of mlk to California dairies
essentially neans a shift in production that enmits |ess GHGs. The
California dairy industry takes great pride in its conmtment to
sustainability. Wth such cormitnent, we can expect that such
operations will only becone nore efficient and sustai nabl e.

On behal f of CARES, we | ook forward to working with the ARB in
reaching AB 32's goals for reduci ng GHGs.

Si ncerely,

David E. Cranston
DEC/ s
cc: WIlliam Van Dam Chair, CARES

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sp-agriculture-ws/33-inte7.pdf
Original File Name: intE7.PDF
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-02 16:37:46

No Duplicates.



Comment 34 for Agriculture Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-agriculture-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Carole

Last Name: Clum

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation:

Subject: Manure
Comment:

pl ease see attached letter
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