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Analysis ignores likely and promising natural gas pathways.

1) CNG-Rocky Mountains: Unlike the pathways cited above, CNG from the Rocky Mountains is
currently being piped to California, where it is liquefied for the LNG market. Clean Energy, a
member of the CNGVC, operates a plant in Boron, CA that receives pipeline gas for LNG
production. Another plant in Arizona receives piped gas from west Texas for conversion to LNG.

2) Biomethane: The capture and conversion of methane from landfills, dairies, and wastewater
treatment plants present a much more likely scenario for future growth in natural gas
transportation fuels, and the GHG emission analysis on this pathway will be outstanding
regardless of the source of the gas. There is a significant opportunity to process biomethane and
use it in on-site vehicles or add it to the state’s natural gas pipeline grid. Even biomethane
produced at a significant distance would yield very good emission results and could be
transported to California via pipeline. For example, Clean Energy recently purchased a landfill in
Dallas, TX for the express purpose of producing up 20,000 GGE/day of pipeline-grade
biomethane.

As the ARB knows, a well-to-wheels pathway analysis of biomethane has been conducted for the
ARB and CEC by TIAX. The TIAX document has not been made available, despite repeated
requests by members of the Coalition at various LCFS meetings. It is important that the results of
this analysis be released to the public and be incorporated into the LCFS consideration of natural
gas as a transportation fuel.

LCFS diesel pathway is speculative and vague.

The analysis uses a “generalized diesel pathway,” but provides no details on the sources of the
petroleum used to produce the diesel fuel. For example, are the values assigned to various
segments of a well-to-wheels analysis of diesel fuel based on the sources of current petroleum
supplies? Does the diesel pathway account for anticipated changes in supply sources in the
future?

The values for LCFS diesel are simply a straight-line 10% reduction in carbon intensity from
current California diesel. Does this mean the ARB has analyzed the likely production of LCFS
fuel and concluded there will be no changes in any of the segments for LCFS diesel compared to
California diesel?

The ARB appears to favor a compliance path for LCFS diesel that will allow refiners to make only
minimal reductions in carbon intensity for most of the period leading up to the 2020 deadline. We
believe this approach is a recipe for failure and makes the 10% carbon intensity reduction in
LCFS diesel all the more speculative. The fact is that various CNG and LNG pathways show
significant GHG emission reductions compared to California diesel, and even ultra-low GHG
emission biomethane is currently being produced and is expected to grow substantially by 2020.
Conversely, no LCFS diesel exists or is expected to exist, even in the best of worlds, before 2018.
Whether it is available in 2020 remains more a hope than an expectation.

In summary, the CNGVC urges the ARB to delete specific pathways that are not relevant to
California’s transportation fuels market and to add biomethane and other relevant pathways to the
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Once the pathways are properly documented, CARB should publish guidelines on
how to properly use the data to address a mix of CNG and LNG fuels that can consist
of North American natural gas and renewable natural gas. Then conducting the in-use
emissions modeling will give the correct assessment of natural gas as a transportation
fuel.

In conclusion, the Comparison Document requires substantial disclosure for
evaluation purposes, correction in accuracy for its proposed pathways, and inclusion
of critical values that demonstrate CNG and LNG fuel pathways fairly and accurately.
If done correctly, Clean Energy believes both CNG and LNG can demonstrate clear
reductions of greenhouse gas emissions when compared to CARB diesel and
forecasted fuels that are not currently in the marketplace like LCFS diesel. Failure to
revise the Comparison Document as proposed will undeniably harm the public and the
natural gas fueling industry as well as misrepresent the true benefits of utilizing
domestic natural gas as a vehicle fuel to the public and both current and future
customers. Understating the GHG reduction benefits of utilizing natural gas as a
transportation fuel will result in continuing dependence on petroleum fuels and
seriously impair California’s ambitious goals with respect to GHG reductions and the
expansion of alternative fuels. Quite frankly, we believe that utilizing domestic
natural gas and biomethane in transportation is the single best way to achieve
substantial GHG reductions in the transportation section utilizing available technology
and resources and that a thorough and complete study based on actual market realities
will support this conclusion. CARB's apparent failure to utilize appropriate inputs for
LNG sourcing, disregard of biomethane production, and inclusion of a hypothetical
petroleum based fuel (Low Carbon Diesel) that could be a decade from commercial
production and achieves only a 10% carbon reduction constitutes a total abdication of
CARB's responsibility to the citizens of the State of California. Liquified biomethane
can be utilized today (not in a decade) to fuel heavy duty vehicles while reducing
GHG emissions by 100% or more, not 10%. We can't afford to wait 10 years to
achieve 10% reductions in GHG, particularly when the technology is currently
available to do so much more.

We request that CARB (1) disclose the values and assumptions used to justify each
pathway analysis it provides in the Comparison Document, (2) re-draft the pathways
to reflect real conditions of the market for CNG and LNG (in particular the source of
CNG and LNG used in transportation), (3) include biomethane pathways (which serve
as natural gas’ renewable pathway) in its Comparison Document analysis and (4)
schedule a face-to-face meeting to discuss these items in full. Finally, we also
question the inclusion of LCFS diesel in the Comparison Document as the regulation
doesn’t call for such a comparison, nor is it clear if such a fuel will ever exist in the
marketplace. We look forward to your response.

Since

T - Campbell
Director of Public Policy

North America’s leader in dean transportation


































































