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October 2, 2008

Principal Deputy Assistant Administrator: Robert J. Meyers

Office of Air and Radiation

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20760
Dear Mr. Meyers;

Our organizations have a substantial interest in the rulemaking being undertaken by your office on the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA).  Modeling the greenhouse gases (GHG) released from the indirect land use change induced by biofuels expansion is a very complex endeavor.  We understand that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is employing sophisticated computer models to estimate these GHG emissions. Stakeholder organizations such as ourselves will require sufficient time and ample documentation to understand the conclusions drawn from these modeling efforts. We therefore encourage the EPA to follow closely the recommendations of the National Research Council (NRC)1 and the EPA’s own draft guidance on regulatory environmental modeling, as well as the review of this draft by the EPA’s Science Advisory Board (SAB) 1, 2, 3.
The EPA is basing its GHG analysis on a combination of three economic models: FAPRI, FASOM-GHG, and GTAP. Neither FASOM-GHG nor FAPRI is available to the public for examination, nor will the documentation available for these models be adequate to explain the assumptions and limitations of the EPA’s results. We would like to ensure that EPA intends to provide both the information and time necessary to allow substantive feedback on its rulemaking.

Based on our review of the guidelines noted above, we specifically request that the EPA follow these recommendations:

1) Transparency
EPA should provide clear and complete documentation to allow stakeholders to understand the models and their limitations. We support the NRC recommendation that the EPA ensure that stakeholders have access to the models it uses. If this is not possible, then stakeholders will rely entirely on the documentation, making completeness and clarity even more imperative.
2) Peer Review
In applying economic equilibrium models to fuel and GHG regulation, the EPA is following a fundamentally new approach to life cycle assessment. EPA should engage at least one qualified independent party (and preferably, several) to provide a transparent and unimpeachable peer review of the models and methodologies employed.
3) Model Review
As recommended by the NRC, we recommend that the EPA ensure that stakeholders have greater opportunity to review and suggest improvements to models than is available in the usual 60-day review period.
4) Uncertainty
EPA should formally quantify the uncertainty in its GHG estimates to document the certainty with which the agency believes that individual fuels actually meet EISA’s GHG reduction requirements.
We appreciate the challenge EPA faces in developing the EISA rule.  We hope that the process used to develop the rule will be as transparent as possible and that we will be provided with as much information as possible in order to provide substantive, constructive comments that will assist you in this effort.
Sincerely,
Christine Dragisic, Business Practices Manager
Center for Environmental Leadership in Business
Conservation International
Aimee Delach, Senior Science Associate
Defenders of Wildlife
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