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: FCV : fud cdl vehicle
SUbSCl’lp NG : natural gas
Naphtha SR:naphtha steam reforming LNG : liquified natural gas
NGSR : natural gas steam reforming VOC : volétile organic compounds
WE : water electrolysis POCP : photochemica oxidants creation potential

LCA : life cycle assessment
LCCA : lifecyclecost analysis
RAP : regulated air pollution
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Fig 6. Fossil resources consumption of each fuel pathway
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Fig 8. RAP of each fuel pathway
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Fig 9. Well to tank costs of each fuel pathway
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