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TRACKING EMERGING PATHWAYS (Project 1)

BIOFUEL LANDSCAPE...
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(Project 2)

Policy incentives are additive... US Technical Potentials for ‘3 biofuel

) .
o Ethan N routes forward’ (estimated)
(highest biorefinery Cl rating ~121gC0,e/M) . '”t_'esfsgﬂz"; 5:; E/Hrzu Key uncertainties remain about whether bioenergy can deliver GHG emission-lowering benefits
$3.0 - : i 8 =ATE $3.0 - (Cl rating =83.25gC0,e/MI) without undue unintended consequences. Questions persist about which feedstocks can be used
. mTax Credit W Biodiesel RINs M LCFS Credit : sustainably, in what volumes, and under what conditions (where, etc.).
= o5 " LCFS Credit = 55 Fuel Production
3 W Ethanol RIN Z 10 _ _ _ o o _ - _
o $20 - o $20 - One result: proliferating sustainability schemes aiming to assess sustainability of bioenergy use,
5 S measure criteria associated with it, and sometimes mitigate unwanted consequences. Choosing if and
S = Incremental . L : : . : : : :
8 L5 B 15 - how to participate in biofuels (and other biomaterials) increasingly requires businesses to navigate
& & z 1s0y) this “sustainability landscape” — t kets through policies or “green” credential
g $1.0 - g §1.0 - % g - 1S SuStainadlity 1anascape 0 ACCCSS MaArkets tnrougi poliiCices or green credacntials.
T T ‘
O 505 - o 505 - i \ . .
@ i I I I I - e Sustainability Criteria, Aims, Metrics
s[][] [ — | : : : | | | | SUU 7 | | T T T T T T T T T E = E
$05 | 2012 2013 2014 2015 $0.5 4 2012 2013 2014 2015 E E i
@ Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Qi Q2 Q2 04 QI @ 3 Q4 QI @ Q3 Q4 Q1 A Business e.g., SKYNRG
< 5 RSB, FSC,
Corn Ethanol Cellulosic Biofuel I E 4 - Feedstock g rou pS
(lowest biorefinery Cl rating =77gC0,e/M)) (assumed Cl rating =20gC0,e/M)) = Leapfrog Roundtables s
—  $3.0 - — $30 - M LCFS Credits m Cellulosic (Waiver) RINs = Biufﬂenew. ~——
E M Ethanol RIN E | Advanced RINs W Tax Credit B 3 Diesel _ NGOS
25 - - -
° ? B LCFS Credit e »2:5 2 - Bolt-on POI ICIES
E 220 - E $2.0 - (corn fiber) R g
E.O' $15 - o G5 I I . .- & e.q., EU RED e.g., NRDC scorecard
e E _ - o
9 510 - O 310 - | P
@ T ]
1.‘;5? 505 - £ s0s ] I I I I I I I I I 2015 2020 3025 2030 The research will ask: | |
$0.0 _- I - I I I S oo W M . I B EEENENDS * How do these types of schemes compare (overlap or involve different tradeoffs)?
505 2012 2013 2014 2015 E s05 | 2012 2013 2014 2015 Based on NextSTEPS biofuels analysis (2014). Incremental volumes « How generic can they be — or do they need to be customized (feedstocks and/or locations)?
- . - B . - - - - ) . . o - - - - - - - ?
©® B3 ol @ B o @ 3 o oql & Q B 4l @ Qa4 ol Q2 Q3 a4 al displace existing production. Leapfrog and bolt-on are additional Policy implications (especially California):
volumes.
...but value accrues to blender under RFS2, v. proaucer unaer canrornia LCUES.
Source: Adapted from Morrison et al. (submitted and 2014). Contacting the Authors:
Julie Witcover (Jwitcover@ucdavis.edu), Lew Fulton (Imfulton(@ucdavis.edu)




