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API Responses to House Energy and Commerce Committee RFS Questions 

API believes that the RFS is irretrievably broken, and should be repealed.  It requires blending 

of ethanol in gasoline at levels much higher than the 10% limit used in the design, certification, 

and warranties of the vast majority of vehicles and fuel retail infrastructure to date. 

1. To what extent was the blend wall anticipated in the debate over the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 and the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007? 

The blend wall was not an issue under the RFS enacted as part of the Energy Policy Act of 
2005 as the renewable fuel mandate was limited to 7.5 billion gallons.  The blend wall only 
becomes an issue when the mandated volumes exceed levels compatible with vehicles 
and infrastructure – i.e., 10 volume percent ethanol. In 2013, that occurs at approximately 
13.3 billion gallons of ethanol. 

The mandates enacted as part of the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 are a 
different matter as the mandated levels exceed levels compatible with vehicles and 
infrastructure.  The RFS as passed in 2007 was based on a forecast of rising U.S. fuel 
demand. It is clear now that forecast was way off the mark.  In fact, the demand for 
gasoline has steadily declined since the laws were passed.   

In its most recent 2013 Annual Energy Outlook early release (AEO2013er), EIA is projecting 
gasoline demands for calendar years 2013 and 2022 that are 12% and 28% lower, respectively, 
versus what it was anticipating in 2007 (AEO2007) when the EISA2007 was enacted (as shown 
in the chart).   

 

When combined with recent significant increases in US domestic oil and gas production, the 
overall context and outlook for implementing the RFS has indeed changed relative to the 
environment in which Congress substantially expanded the trajectory of RFS mandated biofuel 
volumes back in 2007.  This has made an aggressive RFS unnecessary to meet our energy 
security needs.   The charts below compare U.S. crude oil and natural gas reserves projected 
by EIA in 2007 and 2013 – note the very significant increases in the volumes! 
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EPA was made aware of the ethanol blend wall in a presentation (Attachment 1) that was given 
by Marathon Petroleum at an EPA Mobile Sources Technical Review Subcommittee in May of 
2009 (Note that EPA did not finalize the RFS regulations mandated by the 2007 EISA until well 
into 2010).  In this presentation, various blend walls and timing concerns were discussed.  Since 
this presentation, EPA has not taken any steps at its disposal to address the blend wall.  Instead 
of addressing the blend wall, EPA issued an E15 waiver in violation of and without following 
Clean Air Act requirements and has continued to propose aspirational cellulosic mandates in 
violation of recent Court decisions. 

 

2. What are the benefits and risks of expanded use of E-15 to automakers, other 
gasoline powered equipment makers, refiners, fuel retailers, and others involved 
in the manufacture and sale of gasoline and gasoline-using equipment? 

Study after study shows that E15 poses significant risks to consumers, automakers, small 
engine manufacturers, refiners, fuel retailers, and those involved in the manufacture and 
sale of gasoline and the equipment they use to store and dispense gasoline.  All of these 
entities have mutual customers to satisfy, and thus, fuels must be compatible with vehicle 
technologies, auto manufacturer recommendations, non-road equipment and the fueling 
infrastructure needed to distribute them.  E15 constitutes a new transportation fuel and as 
such, required extensive research. As described in subsequent responses, this research 
has shown that E15 is not compatible with existing vehicles and infrastructure.    

E15 blends increase the ethanol content of gasoline by 50%, well outside the range for which 
most US vehicles and engines currently in operation have been designed and warranted.  
Currently, the vast majority of vehicle owner manuals do not allow E15 use.  No owner manuals 
prior to 2012 allow E15 usage except in flex fuel vehicles.  Two companies are now allowing 
E15 starting with their 2012 or 2013 vehicle models, but not for prior model years.  Future 
vehicles can be designed and manufactured to run on E15; but the problem is the premature, 
improper, and retroactive allowance of E15 in vehicles not designed for operation on fuels 
greater than E10.  The auto industry’s vehicle warranty views on E15 are summarized in 
responses to Congressman Sensenbrenner where they were unanimous in that warranties only 
cover up to 10% ethanol:  http://sensenbrenner.house.gov/uploadedfiles/e15_auto_responses.pdf 

 

The risk to non-road engines is significant. The Outdoor Power Equipment Institute (OPEI) has 
indicated that E15 is harmful to outdoor power equipment, boats and marine engines and other 
non-road engine products. They state, “[t]he fuel used for automobiles and other engine 
products would have to be divided, substantially increasing the risk for misfueling, significant 
engine damage and consumer hazard."1 
 

E15 also dramatically impacts gasoline service station infrastructure as it is incompatible 
with much of the retail gasoline station storage and dispensing equipment.  Retailers 
choosing to sell E15 are required by OSHA and fire codes to use equipment certified by a 
nationally recognized testing laboratory such as UL, and EPA rules require that the 
equipment be proven compatible with E15.  The incompatibility of E15 with much of the 
existing fuel storage and dispensing equipment will require significant investment at retail 
stations to eliminate safety and environmental risks for both consumers and workers.  

API and DOE have conducted extensive test programs to determine the compatibility of 
existing fuel storage and dispensing infrastructure with E15.  More than half of the tested 
equipment was incompatible with E15.  

                                                 
1
 http://opei.org/epa-decision-to-permit-15-percent-ethanol-e15-in-gasoline-puts-consumers-and-equipment-at-risk-

says-outdoor-power-equipment-institute/ 

http://sensenbrenner.house.gov/uploadedfiles/e15_auto_responses.pdf
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Ten research papers have been published on the effects of increasing the ethanol blend 
ratio to E15 from the current E10.   A third-party consultant reviewed the research on 
storage and dispensing infrastructure and found: 

- All gaskets, seals, and o-rings swelled, and most lost important qualities which 

could result in leaks (Oak Ridge National Laboratory). 

- The National Renewable Energy Laboratory tested a number of samples of used 

and new service station equipment.  On average, about half of the equipment failed 

the compatibility tests.  Using E10 compatible equipment with E15 could result in a 

reduced level of safety due to leaking equipment. 

- The GAO reported challenges related to E15 implementation, specifically stating 

that, “the vast majority of existing retail dispensers in the US are not approved for 

use with intermediate ethanol blends under OSHA’s safety regulations.”  Further, 

GAO saw challenges with using existing equipment including costs of equipment 

upgrades, logistical limitations on the types of fuel a retailer may be able to sell, 

and legal uncertainty about whether existing dispensing equipment can be lawfully 

used with E15. 

- Independent API testing found that many of the gaskets between the devices and 

piping failed after 30 days exposure to the test fuel. 

The retail gasoline station owner must analyze the cost/benefit of upgrading their station 
infrastructure to offer E15 to customers who might be confused about which vehicles can use 
E15.  And as noted above, studies show that more than 50% of retail gasoline infrastructure is 
not compatible with E15.  Consequently, upgrading the station fuel storage and dispensing 
equipment can run from the thousands to hundreds of thousands of dollars depending on the 
age and type of equipment at the station.   

Prior to 2010, there were no UL-listed fuel dispensers that were compatible with fuels containing 
more than 10% ethanol, and there are limited legal mechanisms for recertifying legacy/existing 
devices.  Some states or local fire marshals have waived the fire codes and required additional 
inspection criteria, but they cannot waive the federal OSHA requirements.   

The EPA requires that “owners and operators must use an UST system made of, or lined with 
materials that are compatible with the substance being stored in the UST system.”  It continues, 
“If the UST owner and operator is not able to demonstrate that the UST system is made of 
materials that are compatible with the ethanol blend or biodiesel blend stored, according to 40 
CFR 280.32, the UST owner and operator may not use the system to store those fuels.”  

Further, there is no Stage II vapor recovery equipment that is certified for use with higher level 
blends of ethanol and it seems very unlikely that any company will submit equipment to the 
California Air Resources Board to certify their equipment on E15. CARB certifies this equipment 
for the entire country.  

The station owner also has to determine if their bank, insurance company and the state 
underground storage tank (UST) trust fund will insure their station if they sell E15.   These 
companies most likely will require the station to have equipment that meets the federal and 
state requirements for compatibility. 

It is possible to install E15 compatible equipment at the retail station, but the owner must 
properly verify the UST system and dispensing equipment’s compatibility with mid-level ethanol 
blends.  If their fuel storage and/or dispensing equipment is not compatible with E15, the station 
owner must evaluate the business case of investing additional funds to bring their infrastructure 
into compliance.  The vast majority of the 156,000 gasoline stations are owned by independent 
businesses (not the major integrated oil companies).  And about 58% of the stations are owned 

http://www.api.org/news-and-media/news/newsitems/2012/aug-2012/~/media/Files/Policy/Alternatives/E15-Infrastructure-Comprehensive-Analysis.ashx
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by a person that owns a single store.  So there are a lot of small businesses that would have to 
make business decisions on whether to sell E15. 

 

In response to those who claim that E15 and E85 infrastructure compatibility is the 

responsibility of integrated oil companies, please consider the following statement from the 

Petroleum Marketers Association of America (PMAA) in a March 20, 2013 letter-to-the-

editor to the Wall Street Journal: 

“…Some ethanol advocates are claiming that major oil companies are blocking the market 
for E15 (15% ethanol, 85% gasoline). Advocates on both sides of the E15 issue are 
ignoring the most obvious barrier— retail infrastructure. There are 700,000 gasoline 
dispensers in use in the U.S. and probably fewer than 5,000 have been certified for E15. 
There are over 3,000 miles of underground piping systems that have not been certified as 
safe for E15 as well.  

Who is going to pay to replace the dispensers and underground piping, which will cost 
some retailers hundreds of thousands of dollars? Over 94% of the gas stations in the U.S. 
are owned by independent businesses, and the major oil companies cannot order those 
retailers to replace dispensers and piping. The retail gasoline business is brutally 
competitive and the average retail outlet has an annual net profit of $40,000.  

The federal Treasury cupboard is bare, and it is very difficult to imagine hundreds of 

millions being appropriated to replace dispensers and underground piping. We have 

member companies who want to offer E15 but simply cannot make the numbers 

work.” 

In summary, a station owner has to weigh the cost of installing compatible equipment, if 

necessary to ensure they are in compliance with OSHA and EPA’s requirements for 

compatibility, as well as complying with banking and insurance requirements, against any 

incremental revenue anticipated from selling E15.  In that equation he/she must also 

consider the fact that most auto manufacturers have stated that the use of E15 may void 

the warranty.  For example, the 2013 Nissan Altima owner’s manual states, “Do not use E-

15 or E-85 fuel in your vehicle. Your vehicle is not designed to run on E-15 or E-85 fuel. 

Using E-15 or E-85 fuel in a vehicle not specifically designed for E-15 or E-85 fuel can 

adversely affect the emission control devices and systems of the vehicle. Damage caused 

by such fuel is not covered by the NISSAN new vehicle limited warranty.” As a second 

example, the 2013 Dodge Challenger owner’s manual states, “DO NOT use gasoline 

containing Methanol or gasoline containing more than 10% Ethanol. Use of these blends 

may result in starting and driveability problems, damage critical fuel system components, 

cause emissions to exceed the applicable standard, and/or cause the “Malfunction 

Indicator Light” to illuminate.” 

3. What are the risks of the introduction and sale of E-15 to the owners of pre-2001 
motor vehicles, boats, motorcycles, and other gasoline-powered equipment not 
approved to use it? Are there risks to owners of post-2001 vehicles? How do 
these risks compare to the benefits of the RFS? 

There are significant risks to both pre-2001 and post-2001 motor vehicles as well as boats, 
motorcycles and gasoline-powered equipment: 
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Boats, motorcycles, small engines and pre-2001 motor vehicles:  The risks of E15 to owners of 
boats, motorcycles, other gasoline-powered equipment and pre-2001 motor vehicles arise 
primarily because these vehicles and equipment were not designed to operate on gasoline 
containing ethanol in excess of 10% by volume.  In fact, the risks were well-documented by EPA 
in its decision to issue a partial waiver.  Broadly speaking, they include an elevated potential for: 
engine failures and malfunctions, fuel system component failures and malfunctions, and 
materials compatibility issues.  For non-road vehicles and equipment, these concerns have 
been well documented in studies sponsored by the US Department of Energy (DOE).  For 
instance, in November 2011, DOE released the results of two studies which showed significant 
problems with using E15 in outboard, stern drive and inboard marine engines.  Results of the 
reports showed severe damage to engine components and an increase in fuel consumption 
relative to E0.2 3  
 
A previously issued DOE study indicated that operation of non-road engines on ethanol fuel 
blends would likely lead to both performance and safety problems.4  Unlike modern cars, small 
engines lack an oxygen sensor feedback control and are unable to compensate for higher 
oxygen content in ethanol-containing fuels. As a result, engines operate under "lean" or oxygen-
rich conditions which may lead to engine overheating.  Higher temperatures were detected for 
non-road engines operated on every level of ethanol in fuel (E10, E15 and E20) in the DOE 
study.  The study identified serious risks to the engine user: three handheld trimmers 
demonstrated higher idle speed and experienced unintentional clutch engagement when 
operated on fuels with greater ethanol content. This means that small equipment could turn on 
spontaneously when fueled with higher ethanol blends, posing particular risks for equipment 
with exposed moving parts and blades like lawn mowers and chainsaws. In addition, small 
engines also experienced "missing" and "stalling" during operation on ethanol blends in this 
study. 
 
In recognition of the above risks and concerns with E15, the president and CEO of the OPEI 
stated in an interview that:  
 

“Manufacturers of outdoor power equipment and their engines say they will not honor the 
warranty of a product someone has been running with E15. The reason? Besides the above 
effects of ethanol, engines running even E10 gasoline run hotter. And with E15, the results can 
be dangerous, considering reports of "unintentional clutch engagement"—such as a powered-up 
chain saw that suddenly decides, because it's running so hot, that you've pressed the button to 
start the chain.” 

 
Furthermore, in deciding against allowing the use of E15 in pre-2001 light-duty vehicles, 
motorcycles, non-road equipment and other gasoline-powered vehicles, the EPA also 
concluded that the available literature suggested a higher risk of materials compatibility issues 
and engine/fuel component system durability concerns associated with this fuel.   Taken as a 
whole, these elevated risks strongly suggest that owners of pre-2001 light-duty vehicles, 
motorcycles, boats and other non-road equipment will likely be exposed to higher ownership 
and operating costs as well as safety concerns if operating on E15. 
 

Post-2001 motor vehicles:  The use of E15 will expose the owners of most post-2001 light 
duty models to loss of warranty coverage by the manufacturer, and, hence, an increased 

                                                 
2 Zoubul, G. et al, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Volvo Penta 4.3 GL E15 Emissions and Durability Test , October 2011, 

available here   
3
 Hilbert, D., National Renewable Energy Laboratory,  High Ethanol Fuel Endurance: A Study of the Effects of Running Gasoline 

with 15% Ethanol Concentration in Current Production Outboard Four-Stroke Engines and Conventional Two-Stroke Outboard 
Marine Engines, October 2011, available here 
4
 Knoll, K. et al, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Effects of Intermediate Ethanol Blends on Legacy Vehicles and Small Non-

Road Engines, Report 1 – Updated, February 2009, available here 

http://news.consumerreports.org/home/2012/10/e15-gasoline-rears-its-ugly-head-at-outdoor-gear-show.html
http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy12osti/52577.pdf
http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy12osti/52909.pdf
http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy09osti/43543.pdf
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potential for higher vehicle ownership and operating costs.  With the exception of flex-fuel 
vehicles (FFVs) and a few late model vehicles (e.g., from GM and Ford), most 
manufacturers do not warrant the use of gasoline containing greater than 10% ethanol by 
volume in their vehicles.5  Chrysler, for instance, includes the following statement in its 
owner’s manual for a model year 2013 Dodge Charger: 
 

“DO NOT use gasoline containing Methanol or gasoline containing more than 10% Ethanol. Use 

of these blends may result in starting and driveability problems, damage critical fuel system 

components, cause emissions to exceed the applicable standard, and/or cause the “Malfunction 

Indicator Light” to illuminate.” 
 
Even if the vehicle is no longer under warranty there could be unexpected damage to the 
consumer’s vehicle.  In Congressman Sensenbrenner’s letter to Administrator Jackson he 
states that the auto manufacturers have “been nearly unanimous in their beliefs that E15 
will damage engines…”4  
 
The oil and auto industries, through the Coordinating Research Council (CRC), undertook 
a wide ranging research program to better understand the emissions, air quality and 
performance impacts of intermediate-level ethanol blends for consumers.  Several of the 
studies which make up this program have been completed or will be published shortly, all 
of which confirm that EPA’s E15 waiver was indeed premature and improper for the 
existing fleet of vehicles and engines not designed for E15 use. 

The most recent CRC study released as part of this wide-ranging program identified risks to fuel 
system equipment common in the existing vehicle fleet.6  This effort showed that use of E15 
could lead to seizure of the vehicle fuel pump and inaccurate readings on the vehicle dashboard 
(“check engine” light illumination, fuel gauges, etc.) on certain popular post-2001 models.  It 
supplements a CRC Engine Durability study released in May 2012 which found that operation 
on E15 damaged the valve and valve seat engine parts in some of the test vehicles which are 
common in the existing US fleet.7  The CRC fuel system study results coupled with the more 
than 5 million vehicles represented from the CRC Engine Durability Study show that millions 
upon millions of consumers’ vehicles could be adversely impacted with E15.  In addition to 
CRC’s research, a recent paper from Oak Ridge National Lab (ORNL) that was published by the 
Society for Automotive Engineers (SAE) showed that E15 can cause check engine lights to 
malfunction.  Taken together, these results suggest that the owners of millions upon millions of 
post MY 2001 light-duty vehicles could be adversely impacted with E15.   While some ethanol 
advocates have criticized the CRC studies, these criticisms were unwarranted as explained in 
Attachment 2.  CRC is the gold standard for conducting fuels and vehicular research and has 
been doing this for over 70 years often with the support and funding from DOE, EPA, RFA, 
national labs, and states. 

4. What is the likely impact, if any, of the blend wall on retail gasoline prices? 

The NERA8 study indicates that the blend wall constraint could result in significant impacts on 
motor fuel supply – not just gasoline but also diesel fuel, thus increasing their costs.  Specifically 
NERA states: “As the RFS2 mandate is ratcheted up every year, the fuels market will be pushed 
into a death spiral…Once the blendwall has been reached, the annual increase in the RVO 
results in decreased fuel availability and increased fuel costs to society.  These increased fuel 
costs have a broad impact across the economy.”  The recent run-up in RIN prices may be 

                                                 
5
 See the summary of automobile manufacturer responses regarding E15 warranty coverage in a letter dated July 5, 2011 from U.S. 

Congressman  F. James Sensenbrenner  to EPA Administrator, Lisa P. Jackson, available here.  
6
 CRC Report No. 664, “Durability of Fuel Pumps and Fuel Level Senders in Neat and Aggressive E15,” January 2013  

7
 CRC Project CM-136-09-1B, “Intermediate-Level Ethanol Blends Engine Durability Study,” April 2012  

8
 NERA Economic Consulting, “Economic Impacts Resulting from Implementation of RFS2 Program”, October, 2012. 

http://a.tribalfusion.com/p.media/a5mQCNVWfhYbMdYFQg0EqoRUFZdUFr3TtM0nFjmRUjqXavs5EUi4qY4mTBCYrUcTWfVm6vBmsYppWMB5EUk2tIM5mnZdnbQE0VU0XVF21VjMpT743UM5WUnEWmQ1REMYQsZbtPHJOYdZbuTPMn3VZbXYbrDT6im2PUePAMA4HZbtXd3ZdmtIO36YQ5cvaTsn8VVbjS6FoYTYcxmZdGcR/3804526/pop.html
http://papers.sae.org/2012-01-2305/
http://sensenbrenner.house.gov/uploadedfiles/e15_auto_responses.pdf
http://www.crcao.com/reports/recentstudies2013/CRC%20664%20%5BAVFL-15a%5D/AVFL%2015a%20%5BCRC%20664%5D%20Final%20Report%20only.pdf
http://www.crcao.com/reports/recentstudies2012/CM-136-09-1B%20Engine%20Durability/CRC%20CM-136-09-1B%20Final%20Report.pdf
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indicative that the process described in the NERA report has already begun. In a recent article 
titled, “The Ethanol Gas-Pump Surcharge,” the Wall Street Journal reported, ”According to 
Darrel Good, a University of Illinois agriculture economist, the RIN price "could continue to rise 
as we approach the higher ethanol mandate for 2014" as credits run out.”9 
 

NERA predicts:  Consumers negatively impacted8 

 According to NERA, if sufficient RINs are not available for purchase, a refiner may have 
no option other than to reduce domestic gasoline and diesel supply in order to reduce 

their obligation.
 8

 

o Refiners can reduce their obligation by increasing gasoline and/or diesel exports, 

or by reducing refinery production.
8
 

 The NERA study finds that the blend wall impacts on diesel fuel, in addition to gasoline 

are significant.
8
 

o The highest compatible biodiesel blend is B5.  Refiners are not able to meet their 
RFS requirements at this blending level and therefore must purchase additional 
RINs. 

o Increased RIN prices, due to the RIN shortage, leads to a dramatic increase in 
the price of diesel.  The cost to move raw materials and finished goods also 
increases.  The resulting reduction in consumption of goods and services harms 

economic growth.
8
 

o An extreme disruption in the commercial transportation sector results from diesel 

rationing.
 8

 
 
 

NERA concludes:  The situation gets worse each year, creating a “death spiral”.8 

As renewable mandates increase each year while demand for transportation fuel decreases, 
refiners are forced to blend more biofuels into a gasoline and diesel pool that is further 
reduced by companies trying to reduce their RFS compliance obligation. According to 
NERA, this increases the cost of fuel.

 8 

 The NERA study shows that the destructive cycle repeats, compounding and further 
increasing the cost of fuel and reducing supplies.

 8 

 Transportation fuel cost increases and fuel supply disruptions ripple adversely through 
the economy. NERA estimates that diesel costs could go up 300% and gasoline up 

30%.
8
 

 GDP decreases by $270 billion in 2014 and decreases by $770 billion in 2015.
 8

   

 American household average consumption decreases by $1,300 in 2014 and by $2,700 

in 2015.
8
  

 American worker take-home pay decreases by $27 billion in 2014 and by $580 billion 

2015.
 8

 

   
 

5. What is the timing of the implementation challenges related to the blend wall? Will 
some entities face difficulties earlier than others? 

In the early days of RFS2, ethanol remained economically priced for the most part, so more 
gasoline was blended with ethanol than was required by EISA07 in 2010, 2011 and 2012. This 
overblending created excess RINs and these were carried forward into the following year 
subject to EPA’s 20% limitation. 
 
One of the major problems with EISA07 is the too rapid increases in the mandated renewable 
fuels volumes from year to year.  In 2012 (final numbers are still not available), it appears that 

                                                 
9
 http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887323826704578354260914712792.html?KEYWORDS=RINS, 

March 2013 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887323826704578354260914712792.html?KEYWORDS=RINS


9 | P a g e  

 

the amount of ethanol blended in gasoline was very close to the mandated ethanol volumes.  
However, in 2013 the consumption of gasoline is forecasted to drop further while the mandated 
volumes of ethanol continue to rise.  It is likely that at least some obligated parties will rely upon 
carry-over RINs for compliance in 2013.  As illustrated in the NERA8 study, it will become 
increasingly difficult to rely upon carry-over surplus RINs for compliance.  According to the 
NERA study as early as 2013, and no later than 2014, no surplus RINs will be produced.  NERA 
finds that by 2015-2016 compliance with the RFS2 in its current form will likely be infeasible, 
which would result in significant damage to the economy. With all obligated parties being aware 
that 2014 RIN production and 2013 RIN carry-forward will fall short of the 2014 RIN obligation, 
each company will probably attempt to maximize their 2013 RIN carry-forward (up to 20%).  
However, the surplus RINs from 2013 amount to less than 10% of the 2014 obligation. 
Companies that want to carry forward 20% of their RINs to help with 2014 compliance will likely 
bid against other companies that need the RINs for 2013 compliance.  This is akin to a game of 
musical chairs where there is more need than chairs. 2013 will likely end with many obligated 
parties being forced to carry a RINs deficit into 2014.  Since the situation will worsen in 2014 
and get even worse in 2015, there is unlikely to be an opportunity for obligated parties in a RIN 
deficit to acquire the RIN’s needed to comply with the EISA mandates. Any deficit carried 
forward into 2014 must be cleared in 2014.  In addition, the party that carries a deficit forward in 
to 2014 must fully comply with its RVO in 2014. Thus, carrying forward a deficit in to 2014 where 
the RVOs become even bigger in 2014 is not a solution to the blend wall problem. 

 
6. Could the blend wall be delayed or prevented with increased use of E-85 in flexible 

fuel vehicles? What are the impediments to increased E-85 use? Are there policies 
that can overcome these impediments? 

 
Increased E85 use might ease, but will not prevent the blend wall, due primarily to lack of 
consumer acceptance of E85.   While obligated parties are attempting to maximize E10, there 
are still customers who demand E0 for their boats, motorcycles and small engines.  In fact, in 
2012, the average ethanol content of the gasoline pool was only 9.7% by volume because the 
demands for E0 were larger than all of the E85 and E15 sold. 
 
The states of Minnesota and Iowa experiences, since they have been some of the most 
aggressive in promoting E-85, is indicative of the lack of consumer acceptance of E85. The 
chart below from the Minnesota Department of Commerce’s Division of Energy Resources, has 
a lot to say about one important facet of the current debate over ethanol mandates contained in 
the Renewable Fuel Standard. 

 
The dotted line represents monthly numbers of service stations in Minnesota offering E85 – fuel 
containing up to 83 percent ethanol. The other line reflects monthly sales of E85 in Minnesota, 
which ranks number five in the nation in ethanol production.   
  

http://mn.gov/commerce/energy/images/E-85-Fuel-Use-Data.pdf
http://www.ethanol.org/pdf/contentmgmt/plantsreport.pdf
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What we see is that despite an aggressive push with promotions and massive state investment, 
the state has gone from recorded E85 sales of just under 18 million gallons in 2006, when there 
were 287 stations selling the fuel, to less than 15 million gallons of E85 sales in 2012 (a 17% 
decline) – even though there were 343 stations selling the fuel. We also see below that demand 
for E85 has fallen even further in Minnesota in the early part of this year, from monthly station 
average sales of 3,492 gallons in 2012 to 2,080 so far in 2013 (a 40% decline).  So, though 
there are more stations offering E85 for sale in Minnesota now than a few years ago, 
significantly less of it is being bought by consumers. 

 
Iowa, another ethanol friendly state, has experienced a similar trend, showing a 15% decline in 
E85 sales from 2011 to 2012 (from 10.7 million gallons to 9.1 million gallons), despite adding 23 
stations (from 171 to 194).  While fuel consumption as a whole slowed between 2011 and 2012, 
26% and 15% decreases in E85 sales from 2011 to 2012 in Minnesota and Iowa, respectively 
are stunning when compared to a minuscule 0.6% decrease in gasoline sales over the same 
period.  Why? In the marketplace the merits of products are judged by consumers. What’s being 
seen nationally is weak consumer demand for both E85 fuel and flex-fuel vehicles (FFVs) that 
can use E85. No doubt, reduced fuel economy on E85 is a leading cause.  It appears that 
consumers realize that while E85 is often priced lower than gasoline per gallon, E85 can cost 
more to go the same number of miles.  As the example below shows (using DOE data for the 
average fuel economy of E85), a consumer’s fuel economy could go from 20 miles per gallon to 
nearly 15 mpg and they would have to fill up 32% more often. 
  

  Gasoline "E85" 

FFV MPG: 20 15.2 

Vehicle Tank Size (gals): 10 10 

Vehicle Range (miles) 200 152.0 

% Increase in "E85" refuelings 

to get equivalent gasoline 

range:   32% 

  
This dynamic undermines an argument by ethanol supporters in the RFS debate that federal 
ethanol mandates could be reached if refiners simply made more gasoline with higher than 10 
percent ethanol content, E85 or E15 (up to 15 percent ethanol). The marketplace (with 
Minnesota as a microcosm) appears to be signaling pretty clearly how it feels about E85. 
Making more of it in the face of weak consumer demand would not address issues with the 
RFS.  A March 14, 2013 report by the Congressional Research Service states that “Turnover of 
the U.S. automobile fleet has slowed during the recession, making it more difficult to integrate 

http://www.governorsbiofuelscoalition.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/GBC_John-Hunter.pdf
http://mn.gov/commerce/energy/images/E-85-Fuel-Use-Data.pdf
http://mn.gov/commerce/energy/images/E-85-Fuel-Use-Data.pdf
http://www.iowa.gov/tax/educate/11motor_fuel_retailers_annual_report.pdf
http://www.iowa.gov/tax/educate/12motor_fuel_retailers_annual_report.pdf
http://www.iowa.gov/tax/educate/11motor_fuel_retailers_annual_report.pdf
http://www.iowa.gov/tax/educate/12motor_fuel_retailers_annual_report.pdf
http://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/pet_cons_psup_dc_r20_mbbl_a.htm
http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/er/pdf/tbla11.pdf
http://www.platts.com/RSSFeedDetailedNews/RSSFeed/Oil/6131220
http://www.fueleconomy.gov/feg/flextech.shtml#sources
http://fuelgaugereport.aaa.com/?redirectto=http://fuelgaugereport.opisnet.com/index.asp
http://fuelgaugereport.aaa.com/?redirectto=http://fuelgaugereport.opisnet.com/index.asp
http://www.eia.gov/biofuels/issuestrends/pdf/bit.pdf
http://www.eia.gov/biofuels/issuestrends/pdf/bit.pdf
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FFV’s into the fleet”10. In addition, automakers could be prompted to either slow down or 
abandon production of FFVs based on recent draft EPA guidance11.  If finalized, the guidance 
would scale back the existing GHG credit for FFVs for model years 2016-2019 based on the 
assumption that they are fueled with E85 20 percent of the time, compared to the estimate of 50 
percent that is currently employed.  This revised assumption likely remains overly optimistic 
(especially in the near term) given the abundant evidence of a lack of significant current 
consumer refueling of FFVs with E85 (discussed above). Nevertheless, if the automakers 
perceive this change to be a disincentive for FFV production, it would further weaken future 
consumer demand for E85.  The chart below shows EIA’s projections in 2012 and 2013 of E85 
fuel use as % of transportation energy in the U.S.   Note the sharp decrease in the projections – 
E85 fuel is expected to be less than 0.5% of transportation energy demand. 

 
 

7. Is E-15 misfueling unavoidable? Are there lessons from the labeling and 
dispensing of diesel, E-85 and other fuels that prevent their misfueling that can 
also be applied to E-15? What specific actions are companies taking to address 
potential misfueling concerns under MMPs? 

The EPA has stated that misfueling mitigation is sufficient to protect the consumer from 
purchasing E15.  EPA’s recommended label is shown to the left below. To our knowledge this is 
the label that is being used in stations selling E15.   

 

 

 

 

We believe that EPA’s label may be insufficient to protect consumers for the following reasons: 

 EPA weakened its originally proposed label (shown above to the center), which had 
“cautionary” language in red lettering which the consumer will more readily identify and 

                                                 
10

 Congressional Research Service Report, “Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS):  Overview and Issues, March 14, 

2013, p. 31. 
11

 78 Federal Register 17660, March 22, 2013 

EPA’s Label EPA’s Proposed Label API’s Proposed Label 
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read, to one that simply says “Attention” which the consumer will probably ignore and 
mistake for some kind of promotion. 

 

 There was significant misfueling in the transition to unleaded gasoline to unleaded 
gasoline even with labels and different nozzles. Similarly, E15 is being sold as a 
“gasoline” which will lead to similar confusion. 

   

 The recent misfueling incident with the President’s vehicle shows that if it can happen to 
him, it can happen to anybody. 

 
API’s label that we recommended that EPA adopt is shown to the right above.  Our 
recommended label would have clearly warned the consumer about which vehicles and 
equipment E15 could be used in, reminded them to first check their owner’s manual, and 
informed the consumer that fuel economy might be lower.   EPA ignored our recommendations. 
API and several other stakeholders have challenged EPA’s decision on its label and misfueling 
mitigation plan because it could have been more effective in preventing misfueling, and 
therefore it was arbitrary and capricious. That litigation is being held in abeyance until the E15 
partial waiver case is resolved. 
 

But even more concerning than misfueling is that consumers might use E15 in 2001 and newer 
vehicles – i.e., vehicles that EPA has approved.  Automobile manufacturers do not support the 
use of E15 in such vehicles as described above, and the CRC studies described above indicate 
that the use of E15 in such vehicles may cause damage. 

 

8. Can blend wall implementation challenges be avoided without changes to the 
RFS? Is the existing EPA waiver process sufficient to address any concerns? If 
the RFS must be changed to avoid the blend wall, what should these changes 
entail? Should any changes include liability relief or additional consumer 
protections for addressing misfueling concerns? 

The RFS is irretrievably broken, and should be repealed.  It requires blending of ethanol in 
gasoline at levels much higher than the 10% limit used in the design, certification, and 
warranties of the vast majority of vehicles and fuel retail infrastructure to date.   As biofuel 
volumes continue to increase in an environment of declining fuel demand, the compatibility 
concerns do not subside in the future.   

EPA’s waiver is statutorily limited to one year, and the Administrator may extend it.  If EPA were 
to exercise this authority, an unacceptable level of uncertainty would remain in the market that 
would depend on a year-by-year decision from EPA.  The uncertainty in the market today may 
be a contributor to the RIN price escalation, even though on average companies can 
comply.  Preventing market volatility that hinges upon an annual EPA decision requires repeal 
of the RFS program. 

The core problem with the RFS is the volumetric basis of setting biofuel targets.  Repeal is 
necessary because a revised volumetric mandate would only create new blend walls later in the 
program.  The market has incorporated ethanol into the transportation fuel mix and it is an 
important component that will continue to be used in the absence of a mandate.  The free 
market is best at picking winners and losers in the biofuels market.     

EPA’s premature and improper decision to allow E15 into the marketplace prior to the 
completion of industry testing was improper and should be rescinded.  Short of rescinding the 
E15 waiver, Congress should provide liability protection for suppliers of E15.  Millions of 2001 
and newer vehicles approved to use E15 could be damaged from its use.  API is currently 
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challenging the legality of EPA’s partial waiver before the U.S. Supreme Court.12  Judge Brett 
Kavanaugh of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit succinctly summed up the merits of 
API’s litigation:  “The merits are not close.  In granting the E15 partial waiver, EPA ran 
roughshod over the relevant statutory limits.”13  Indeed, EPA’s partial waiver for E15 is illegal 
and improper because “in order to approve a waiver, EPA must find that the proposed new fuel 
will not cause any car model made after 1974 to fail emissions standards.”14  Judge Kavanaugh 
concluded that “EPA’s E15 waiver thus plainly runs afoul of the statutory text.  EPA’s disregard 
of the statutory text is open and notorious – and not much more needs to be said.”15 

Liability relief should be provided for the entire supply chain (refiner/importer, biofuel producer, 
terminal, distributor and retailer). The use of renewable fuels such as ethanol in domestic fuels 
is not a matter of choice by the private sector; rather, it is mandatory as a result of the 
renewable fuels mandate established in section 211(o) of the Clean Air Act.  Product liability 

relief legislation should remove legal barriers standing in the way of new fuels approved by the 
EPA and reduce the associated costs of entry, helping the market achieve the nation’s energy 
policy objectives.  It should:  

- Ensure that entities that manufacture and market fuels which are authorized and 
registered by the Federal government, in accordance with Federal regulations, cannot 
be held retroactively liable for damages caused by fuels that the Federal government 
previously determined to be safe to the public and the environment; 
 

- Authorize a new pathway for retailers to ensure their storage and dispensing equipment 
is safe and legally recognized as compatible with the new fuels; and, 
 

- Require that fuel marketers who place the EPA label on dispensing equipment to inform 
consumers of the approved uses of new fuels and place responsibility for any 
complications associated with misfueling on the party who chooses to ignore that 
information. 

 
9. Have the 2017 and Later Model Years Light Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions and Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards for cars and light 
trucks changed the implementation outlook of the RFS? 

 
Yes and significantly.   When Congress passed the Energy Independence and Security Act of 
2007 (2007 EISA) that significantly expanded the RFS program, it was relying on projections of 
transportation fuel demand provided by the US Energy Information Administration (EIA) which 
did not incorporate the growth in new vehicle fuel economy which has since occurred and which 
is projected to accelerate in the future as a consequence of the 2017 and later light duty vehicle 
Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions standards.    
The chart below shows, for instance, that EIA is currently projecting the fuel economy of new 
model year 2022 cars to be 48.7 mpg as a result of the tighter standards, or 15.6 mpg  (47%) 
higher than the comparable estimate made back in 2007 – which did not comprehend the more 
stringent CAFE requirements.  Similarly, the fuel economy of new model year 2022 light-duty 
trucks is currently projected to be 34.9 mpg, or 9.3 mpg (36%) higher than the comparable 
estimate made by EIA back in 2007.16 

 

                                                 
12

 Grocery Manufacturers Association et al, v. Environmental Protection Agency, No. 12-1055 
13

 Waiver opinion, p. 20 (Kavanaugh, J., dissenting). 
14

 Id. at 21. 
15

 Id. 
16

 See US Energy Information Administration Annual Energy Outlook 2013 Early Release, and earlier editions 

available here 

http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/er/early_introduction.cfm
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Largely as a consequence of the expected significant growth in new vehicle fuel economy, EIA 
has substantially downgraded its outlook for future trends in gasoline demand (See Response to 
Question 1 for latest projections).   

10. What other methods, including the use of drop-in fuels, are available to industry to 
ease the challenge posed by the blend wall? 

Drop-in biofuels are not currently available to industry, nor are they projected to be available in 
the near term. The chart below shows EIA’s drop-in fuels projections.  Note the small scale on 
the y-axis – drop in gasoline and diesel will be less than 0.02 million barrels per day in 2020, a 
meager 0.15% of the projected gasoline, E85, and distillate demand.  Based on these 
projections, it is obviously that drop-ins cannot ease the challenge posed by the blend wall for 
the next several decades. 
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11. What are the impacts on renewable fuel producers if the RFS is changed to avoid 

the blend wall? 

Refiners will continue using ethanol and other biofuels without the RFS mandate.  Ethanol has 
valuable blending qualities – enhancing octane, helping fulfill environmental requirements, and 
meeting consumer demand – and there is also potential to increase exports of ethanol to 
overseas markets.  The RFS was enacted at a time when our nation’s energy landscape was far 
different.  Today, with domestic production of oil and natural gas on the increase, we are 
steadily reducing our dependence on foreign sources, with benefits well beyond what the RFS 
program has achieved. 
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RFS 1&2 FLAWS 

 As designed by Congress in EPACT05 and EISA07 

the RFS’s have many problems and two major flaws. 

– Wrong obligated party  

 Refineries never see or touch current biofuels.  Rather than 

place direct responsibility on biofuels blenders, Congress 

decided to use a very complicated, indirect and problematic 

credit system. 

– Failed to properly align the biofuel mandates with the ability 

of the vehicle fleet to use them 

 This has resulted in the approaching E10 blendwall problem 
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What is the E10 blendwall? 

 The E10 blendwall is the point at which no more 

ethanol can be blended into the US gasoline pool 

due either to regulation or infrastructure. 

 Currently there are only two legal routes for 

blending ethanol 

– E10 – blending up to 10% ethanol in gasoline  

– E85 – can only be used in FFV’s 

 FFV’s make up less than 3% of gasoline fleet 

 Currently less than 1% of FFV’s use E85 
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When Does Industry Hit the Theoretical E10 

Blendwall? 

 2009 & 2010 – Obligated parties only  

– Not small refiners 

– Required to blend over 10% (must rely on RIN 

market) 

 2012 – If gasoline demand reductions continue 

 2013 – Current estimate based on EIA projections 

(AEO2009)  

 2014 – Assuming cellulosic biofuels waivers which 

also reduce overall mandate 
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Other Blendwalls* 

 E12 Blendwall - 2014 

 E15 Blendwall - 2017 

 E20 Blendwall - 2020  

 E85 Blendwall - 2020 

 

* Based on EIA projections (AEO2009) 
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How is the Real World E10 Blendwall 

different from the Theoretical Blendwall? 

 The real world blendwall results from some E10 

blending infrastructure not being installed due to 

remote locations and lack of sufficient and timely 

financial incentives.   

– Also includes the failure to use existing blending 

infrastructure due to state blending laws/bans. 

 The real world blendwall will be hit earlier than the 

theoretical blendwall 
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HOW TO GET TO ETHANOL LEVELS ABOVE E10? 

 E15/E20-We really know nothing about these 

– No ASTM  or U/L specifications 

– No real world experience 

– Limited research 

– Vehicle warranty/owners manuals-no mention 

– Retail infrastructure limitations 

 E85 

– Requires FFV’s  and retail infrastructure 

– Doesn’t work in non-FFV’s (97% of current fleet) 

– 25% Fuel economy decrease 

 Gives ethanol in E85 a value less than 75% of gasoline 

– Problems meeting ASTM specs and U/L certification 
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Status of Midlevel Ethanol Engine/Vehicle Research 

 Recently there have been many Midlevel research studies 
reported by DOE, universities and ethanol interests  

– Mainly looked at short term effects 

– Many had very small vehicle fleets 

– Some were not peer reviewed 

– Some had inexplicable results 

 The Auto and Oil Industries have worked with DOE and EPA to 
find data gaps in the existing research and define a complete 
research program to cover these gaps. 

– CRC has been tasked to develop many of these research 
programs 

 The Oil industry is working with DOE, EPA and OSHA to 
determine what technical and regulatory barriers there may be 
to storing and distributing a mid-level ethanol blend fuel in the 
existing retail infrastructure  
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Components of Test Plan 
 

 Fuel Storage and Handling 

– Pump, Tank, Level Sender, Fuel Line Damper, Fuel Injector and 
Rail 
 

  Base Engine Durability  

  On-Board Diagnostics Evaluation 

  SULEV & Cold Ambient (20F) Operation  

  Catalyst Durability & Degradation 

  Evaporative Emissions 

–  Long-Term Permeation and Durability of Fuel System 
Components 
 

  Emission Inventory and Air Quality Modeling 

  In-use vehicle driveability 

 Non-automotive engines must also be tested using a plan 
endorsed by the small engine community 
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7 8 9 10 11

J A S OND J FMAM J J A S OND J F MAM J J A S OND J FMAM J J A S OND J FMAM J

Catalyst Durability Aging Orbital  CRC E-87 Ph-I  DOE V4

Evap Emissions Systems CRC E-91

Base Engine CRC CM-136-09

Fuel system, Damper, Lvl sen, Mat'l Compat. AVFL-15 AVFL-15 Follow-On

Catalyst Durability Aging  CRC E-87 Ph-I  DOE V4

Powertrain Systems Cold Operation (MSAT NMHC &SULEV) CRC E-XX

Vehicle Emissions, Late Models DOE V1  DOE V4

Vehicle Emissions, Late Models EPAct

Vehicle Emissions, Older Models Orbital

Emissions - DOE will monitor MN RFA E20 Study

Veh Perf & Emissions - DOT sponsored RIT Study

Evap Emissions, Permeation CRC E-65 CRC E-77

Evap Emissions, Permeation and Durability CRC E-91

Powertrain Systems Cold Operation (MSAT NMHC &SULEV) CRC E-92

Vehicle Emissions, Late Models DOE V1  DOE V4

Driveability of 20 FFVs 6 non-FFVs CRC CM-138

Driveability of 80 vehicles - DOE will monitor MN RFA E20 Study

Veh Perf & Emissions - DOT sponsored RIT Study

Base Engine CRC CM-136-09

Permeation of Fuel System CRC E-91

Fuel system, Damper, Lvl sen, Mat'l Compat. AVFL-15 AVFL-15 Follow-On

Elastomer, Plastic & Metals - DOE will monitor MN RFA E20 Study

Emissions/Air Quality Monitoring E-68a Follow-on / A-73

On-Board Diagnostics CRC E-90

Key: Comprehensive

Note: 2003 Australian Orbital Study includes preliminary data for Comprehensive in development

catalyst durability, emissions tests & materials compatibility. Preliminary, partial or screening

Gap Programs with Red Borders are Unfunded

CRC, DOE and other E10+ Testing CRC, DOE and other  

Midlevel Ethanol Highway Fleet Research Programs 
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Mid-level Ethanol Approval Timeline 
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Some Thoughts 

 Midlevel ethanol research, EPA waiver and the various other 

approval processes will not be completed in time to avoid the 

E10 blendwall. 

 Significant retail volumes of E85 and as well as ethanol blends 

above E10 are likely to encourage misfueling problems. 

 Only completion of the full research program has a chance of 

providing the data for deciding the appropriate level of ethanol 

for the current fleet and the future fleet.  

 Until EPA approves an E?? waiver and the various other 

approval processes are complete, the levels of mandated 

ethanol in the RFS’s must be aligned with the current vehicle 

fleet capability. 
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Next Steps 

 Need to acquire funding for unfunded projects 

– Without timely funding, research completion date will keep 

moving out on a month by month basis 

 Need to carefully manage projects 

– Nothing of this magnitude has been attempted since the 

last Auto/Oil program 

 Member companies have fewer experts and fewer resources 

 May need significant retiree support 

 Need to continuously review project results to 

identify any new data gaps that become apparent 





 

 

Robert L. Greco, III 
Group Director: Downstream and Industry Operations 

 
1220 L Street, NW 
Washington, DC  20005-4070 
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Telephone 202-682-8167  
Fax 202-682-8051 
Email greco@api.org 
www.api.org 

 

February 26, 2013 

 

Vice Chairman Chris Stewart (R-UT) 
House Committee on Science, Space and 
Technology, Subcommittee on Environment 
2321 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC  20515 

Ranking Member Suzanne Bonamici (D-OR)  
House Committee on Science, Space and 
Technology, Subcommittee on Environment 
2321 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC  20515 

 

Dear Vice Chairman Stewart and Ranking Member Bonamici: 

API greatly appreciates your holding this hearing on “Mid-Level Ethanol Blends:  Consumer and 
Technical Research Needs”.   The key objective for API and the auto industry in undertaking the 
comprehensive mid-level ethanol blends research program being conducted by the Coordinating 
Research Council (CRC) is to ensure that the safety and performance of our mutual customers’ vehicles 
are not compromised or otherwise adversely affected.  You recently received a letter from the 
Renewable Fuels Association (RFA) which criticized the CRC studies.   As shown in the attached 
rebuttals, we believe such criticisms are unwarranted.   You can also find these rebuttals in blog 
postings at:    

http://energytomorrow.org/blog/study-e15-could-put-some-engines-at-risk/#/type/all 

http://energytomorrow.org/blog/back-to-the-facts-on-e15/#/type/all 

CRC is a research organization that has been conducting research on fuels, engines and vehicles for 
more than 70 years.  The CRC tests are developed and managed by the same company automotive 
engineers who design and build cars.  We have great confidence in the ability of the automotive and 
fuels experts who sit on CRC committees to conduct well-conceived and thorough technical 
investigations of consumer acceptance and vehicle safety-related issues associated with the use of 
mid-level ethanol blends in vehicles operated by our mutual customers.   The US Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), US Department of Energy (DOE), California Air Resources Board, National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL), Renewable Fuels Association and Growth Energy recognize and 
acknowledge the credibility of CRC research by virtue of the fact that all of these institutions have 
financially supported CRC projects in recent years. 

In a June 2008 presentation to stakeholders, EPA outlined for industry the testing it anticipated 

would be needed for a waiver to be approved.   EPA’s requirements at the time were consistent 

Attachment 2 

http://energytomorrow.org/blog/study-e15-could-put-some-engines-at-risk/#/type/all
http://energytomorrow.org/blog/back-to-the-facts-on-e15/#/type/all


 

 

with the auto and oil industry’s comprehensive test plans.  EPA did not follow through on its own 

recommended broader suite of testing, but instead relied almost entirely on DOE’s catalyst 

durability test project.   EPA improperly used the DOE catalyst program to evaluate consumer 

acceptance and vehicle safety issues which were outside the scope of the DOE study.   And 

DOE/EPA’s decision to use the catalyst study for these parameters was not even a well thought 

out or statistically designed process.  It was a last minute DOE/EPA decision made when the 

catalyst testing was almost completed.   This is the complete opposite of the CRC approach where 

automotive engineers designed the studies with detailed and scientifically sound methodologies 

and plans from start to finish.  The testing procedures used were based on existing protocols 

which are widely used in the automotive industry to evaluate engine durability and fuel systems 

durability to predict product life.  Many of the vehicles operated on E15 using these procedures 

with no problems, but others did not.  This in itself shows that CRC used the proper test tools. 

While more detailed rebuttals to RFA’s criticisms are provided in the attachments to this letter, I 

want to highlight a couple below: 

CRC Used Aggressive Ethanol 

CRC used aggressive ethanol in the fuel systems durability study as a worst case scenario, which is 

often done when research is properly conducted.  Regular E15 also was tested and passes and 

failures were observed.  The aggressive nature of one of the blends made no difference in the 

overall results. 

E15 Is the Most Tested Fuel Ever -- Equivalent to 12 Round Trips to the Moon 

It does not matter how many miles are accumulated if you used an inappropriate test, so the real 

question is “how were they tested?”  You need the right test to give consumers confidence in the 

test results.  The CRC studies employed the same established testing procedures widely used 

within the automotive industry to evaluate and predict new product life.   So who should be 

trusted – automotive experts who design engines, emissions control systems and fuel systems or 

people who design regulations? 

We look forward to your hearing today.  Please contact me or Jim Williams at 202-682-8155 if you 
have any additional questions. 
 
Sincerely, 

 



 

 

Study: E15 Could Put Some Engines at Risk 

 

by Bob Greco 

May. 18, 2012  

More on the potential risk to America’s car and truck fleet posed by E15 – gasoline containing 15 

percent ethanol that has EPA approval: Just-released research indicates that more than 5 million existing 

cars and light trucks, which EPA says are OK for E15 use, could develop engine problems as a result. 

Why this discrepancy? The Coordinating Research Council (CRC), a non-profit entity supported by the 

automotive and oil and petroleum industries, tested the durability of engines using tests that have been 

conducted for more than a decade to determine how well engines would hold up with a new fuel.  

On the other hand, the Department of Energy (DOE) and EPA tested the catalyst system and then used 

the results of those tests to say the engine would be fine. It’s a bit like taking a reading test to determine 

whether your heart is healthy.  

A key finding in the CRC study: 

 Of eight different tested engine types, one had a design that was (in retrospect) inappropriate for 

the test cycle, two failed on E20 (20 percent ethanol) and E15, and five passed on E20 and by 

assumption E15 and E0 (gasoline with zero ethanol content). The two engine types that failed 

E15 testing successfully completed reference testing on E0. 

 The majority of the failures can be linked to issues with valve seats, either related to material or 

wear/deformation. 

There are at least 5 million known engines on the road today with the same or similar characteristics to 

the two engines that failed on E20 and E15. Because testing was done on only a small proportion of the 

light-duty engine types currently in use, the number of at-risk engines probably is higher. 

API President and CEO Jack Gerard, during a conference call with reporters this week: 

“EPA’s decisions in 2010 and 2011 approving E15 ethanol-gasoline blends for most American vehicles 

were premature and irresponsible. … Worse, as API noted in its press briefing two weeks ago, it 

approved the fuel even though government labs had raised red flags about the compatibility of E15 with 

much of the dispensing and storage infrastructure at our nation’s gas stations. … Not all vehicles in the 

CRC tests showed engine damage, but engine types that did are found in millions of cars and light duty 

trucks now on America’s roads.” 

http://energytomorrow.org/blog/author/21
http://energytomorrow.org/blog/author/21
http://www.crcao.com/reports/recentstudies2012/CM-136-09-1B%20Engine%20Durability/CRC%20CM-136-09-1B%20Final%20Report.pdf
http://energytomorrow.org/blog/e15-a-fuel-before-its-time/#/type/all


 

 

Mike Stanton, president and CEO of Global Automakers: 

"We can build the cars for the fuels, but the EPA made this retroactive to 2001 and that is the problem. 

… Our goal is to ensure that new alternative fuels are not placed into retail until it has been proven they 

are safe and do not cause harm to vehicles, consumers, or the environment. The EPA should have waited 

until all the studies on the potential impacts of E15 on the current fleet were completed." 

Mitch Bainwol, president and CEO of the Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers: 

“The study… indicates the risk for consumers is profound, with clear environmental, safety, fuel 

efficiency and financial implications. Cars were not built for E15. It’s that simple – and now we have 

material evidence that validates our concerns.” 

Not surprisingly, the CRC study doesn’t sit well with some folks. A DOE blog criticized the CRC 

study’s methodology rather than focusing on the identified risks and concerns for consumers. 

First, DOE seems to think that it has more expertise than the car designers and manufacturers who 

conducted the CRC tests. CRC has been doing work of this kind for more than 70 years, often with 

DOE’s funding. Even more interesting: Through the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, DOE was 

an active participant in the technical oversight panel for the CRC study throughout its duration and at no 

point raised any concerns. Other points: 

 Valvetrain-type engines that were tested were selected from among popular 2001-2009 models, 

not cherry-picked for failure. Indeed, five of the engines that were tested passed the E20 test. If 

someone was trying to pick engines that would fail testing they did a pretty poor job of it.  

 The engine pass/fail determination was made after engine teardown and analysis. The use of the 

10 percent cylinder leakage criterion to determine whether there may be engine distress is a well-

established and accepted industry standard used in engine development and was used as a signal 

that teardown was required. The CRC study indicated use of E15 would damage the valves in 

some engines, leading to cylinder leakage, loss of compression and power. 

 Nobody should be all that surprised that DOE found no discernible impact of E15 based on 

teardown inspections of engines used in its catalyst durability study. After all, its study was just 

that – an evaluation of the effects of higher levels of ethanol on a catalyst (i.e., the catalytic 

converter). It was never designed to specifically assess the stresses of mid-level ethanol blends 

on an engine. For DOE and others to draw conclusions about the effect of ethanol on an engine 

based on a test designed for a catalyst evaluation is not only scientifically unsound, it is just plain 

wrong.  

See a more detailed rebuttal of DOE’s comments, here. (See attached). 

E15 is a perfect example of why the Renewable Fuels Standard is becoming unrealistic and unworkable. 

EPA made a rushed and premature decision to meet a political deadline in the fall of 2010. The CRC 

research shows that EPA didn’t do its homework and is willing to put the consumer’s vehicle at risk. 

EPA needs to base its decision on sound science, not political goals. The auto and oil industries 

conducted a scientifically sound and robust study, and the results from the CRC study should be 

concerning. 

http://www.api.org/~/media/Files/News/2012/12-May/Detailed-rebuttal-DOE-Others-Comments-CRC-Engine-Durability-Study.ashx


 

 

Gerard: 

“The value of these vehicles along with the value of vulnerable gasoline dispensing equipment at the 

nation’s 157,000 gasoline service stations could run into many billions of dollars. EPA’s waivers put 

these investments at risk. The result could be more vehicle repairs for consumers and upward pressure 

on gasoline prices. … This is breakthrough research that should’ve been done by EPA. … Our data 

needs to be looked at.” 



 

 

 

Detailed Rebuttal of Critiques of the CRC Mid-Level Ethanol Blends Engine Durability Study 
  
Background  

 DOE in its critique, rather conveniently neglects to mention that, through the National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL), (a DOE contractor,) it was an active participant in the 
technical oversight panel for the CRC engine durability study throughout the duration of the 
program.  At no point did NREL object to the tests, test cycles or the test procedures. 

 DOE seems to think that it has more expertise than the car designers and manufacturers who 
designed and conducted the CRC tests.  CRC has been doing work of this kind for over 70 years, 
often with DOE’s funding.   It is interesting that DOE now feels the need to critique this 
particular study. 

 There is ample evidence that in the end, DOE’s and EPA’s testing and timing was driven more by 
the political  time clock rather than a desire for a comprehensive test program:   

o Initially, in a June 2008 presentation, EPA outlined for industry the testing it anticipated 
would be needed for a waiver to be approved.   EPA’s requirements at the time were 
consistent with the auto and oil industry’s comprehensive test plans.  EPA did not follow 
through on its own recommended broader suite of testing, but instead relied almost 
entirely on DOE’s catalyst durability test project.  EPA has not offered an explanation for 
the change. 

o DOE initially contemplated co-funding this CRC study, but then changed their funding 
plans and decided to instead fund a tear down of the engines used in their catalyst 
program knowing full well their approach would not reveal anything because the study 
tested the catalyst, not the engine.  This allowed EPA to do some hand waving at the 
end of the catalyst test and to say they also looked at engine durability and materials 
compatibility.  

o DOE made the political decision to inspect “critical engine parts” more than a year after 
the catalyst testing had already started.  EPA and DOE realized that they were missing 
critical engine durability and materials compatibility data needed to approve a waiver, 
so instead of running meaningful tests to evaluate these parameters, they piggy-backed 
onto the catalyst study which was almost near completion.  This is the complete 
opposite of the CRC project where automotive engineers designed the study with 
detailed and scientifically sound methodologies and plans from start to finish.     

o The driver in all of this was EPA’s desire to make an October 2010 approval 
announcement.  DOE’s withdrawal of funding for CRC had nothing to do with test cycles 
and engine selection for the CRC project and everything to do about getting to the finish 
line before October 2010. 

o Coincidentally, mid-term elections were held November 2, 2010. 

 Also, DOE looked for ways to accelerate the catalyst study since testing on one of the vehicles 
had been delayed.  DOE changed the way the test was being run to accumulate miles more 
quickly so that the delayed vehicle could catch up with the rest.   Auto and oil industry 
representatives strongly disagreed with this approach since this in effect made this one 
vehicle’s test different from the other vehicles.   

 



 

 

 
 
Rebuttal of specific critiques: 
 
E0 Testing 
It was unnecessary to test more than three engines on E0.  The auto and oil industries do not believe in 
wasting resources on unnecessary tests.  The fact that the test cycle was able to pass or fail the seven 
other engine models means we had a good test tool.  The engineers who designed the engine that 
failed on all three fuels explained what happened during this testing – mainly that for this particular 
engine the test cycle did not cause the valves to rotate which resulted in abnormal wear for all three 
fuels.   Even so, the E0 failure was less severe than E20 or E15.  
 
E10 Testing 
DOE complained that there was no E10 testing.  This allegation is akin to “the pot calling the kettle 
black.” Curiously, DOE fails to mention that, in its own evaluations of mid-level blends on marine 
engines, light-duty vehicle evaporative emissions testing, and teardown analyses of engines used in 
catalyst durability testing, E10 was not used as a control.  These tests compared E0 with either E15 or 
E20. In its catalyst durability testing of Tier 2 vehicles DOE tested 19 vehicles on E0 and E15 but only 5 
on E10.  DOE chose to not tear down any of the vehicles tested on E10.  In support of its initial E15 
waiver decision, EPA prepared a Technical Memorandum which analyzed the DOE data and stated that 
“…since the waiver request is for E15, this analysis focuses on those vehicles that were aged on E15 
compared to those vehicles that were aged on E0.”  DOE’s testing in support of EPA’s waiver of NLEV 
and Tier 1 emissions vehicles included not one E10 test. The fuels selected and tested in the CRC 
engine durability program are fully aligned with both the DOE and EPA work referenced above.  The 
use of E0 and E15 in the CRC study avoids ambiguity as to the source of any effects that may be 
observed. 
 
Engine Durability Test Cycles  
Engine durability tests by definition stress the engine, unlike DOE’s catalyst test – which stressed the 
catalyst and nothing else.  We all know that when doctors test the durability of the human engine (i.e., 
our hearts), they put us on a treadmill and keep cranking it up.  They and their patients are not just 
satisfied with a leisurely walk in the park type-test.   The test cycle employed by CRC is a standard 
engine durability test cycle that has been in use for many years. The only modification made to it for 
this study was to limit the maximum engine speed to 3500 RPM.  This modification was made to 
reduce the test severity, making it more likely that engines would complete the test without 
experiencing failures unrelated to the test objective, i.e., evaluating the effect of E15 on engine 
durability.  Consumers should trust automotive engineers on this topic more than government 
regulators.  EPA is the expert on devising regulations -- that is what they do.  The automakers develop 
and build engines and emissions control systems -- that is what they do.  We have great confidence in 
our scientific experts who design engines, emissions control systems and fuels. 

Engine Pass/Failure Determination  
The engine pass/fail determination was made after engine teardown and analysis.  The 10 percent 
cylinder leakage criterion was used to determine whether there was engine distress and was used as a 



 

 

signal that teardown was required.  The use of a 10% leakdown criterion is far from arbitrary.  It is an 
accepted and standard industry practice/criterion for determining engine distress.  Engines that 
exceeded the 10% leak down criterion in the CRC study were further examined by teardown.  The 
failure was determined by inspection during engine teardown, this evaluation method has been used 
in the automotive industry for over 100 years.  In fact, 3 engines exceeded the 10% leakdown criterion, 
but were deemed to pass after engine inspections and detailed review of the data. 

The investigators in the CRC study evaluated the performance of several different compression and 
leakdown gauges and ultimately used one tool which provided extremely repeatable measurements 
(within +/- 1%) – much smaller than the range reported in the DOE program.   In addition, the fact that 
DOE concluded that engine leakdown is “not a reliable indicator of vehicle performance” is not 
surprising given that the test cycle on which they base their allegation is itself not a reliable measure of 
changes in engine durability.  In contrast to the driving cycle evaluated in the DOE study, the test cycle 
used by CRC produced dramatic and easily measurable changes so it provided an excellent basis for 
assessing engine durability.   
 
Test Engine Selection 
The real point to be made here is that all of the engines tested by CRC are engines that were waived by 
EPA and are expected by the general public not to have issues with the new fuel, E15.  It is true that a 
couple of the engines tested by CRC were subject to recalls by the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration (NHTSA).  However, none of these recalls were for engine-related issues associated 
with operation on E0 and E10.  It also is worth noting that 25 of the 27 vehicle models which DOE had 
used in its catalyst durability test program were subject to a NHTSA recall of some kind.   
 
Aggressive Ethanol 
Some who are not experts at fuels or vehicles have claimed that CRC used “aggressive ethanol” or 
“illegal fuels” in this study.    That assertion is blatantly false.  The ethanol used in this test program was 
not an “aggressive ethanol”.  It exceeded ASTM specifications, was made by an RFA member, and was 
representative of what can be found in the market place. 
 
Usefulness of the CRC Study 
The CRC study is the only real engine durability of its kind.  The 240 million drivers of vehicles in the US 
need DOE, EPA and other government agencies to take responsible actions when it comes to regulating 
their fuels and vehicles. 



 

 

Back to the Facts on E15 

 

by Bob Greco 

Feb. 1, 2013  

The ethanol lobby doesn’t like the latest research on E15 – gasoline containing 15 percent ethanol – 

because it raises questions about EPA’s premature decision to approve E15 for use in post-2001 cars and 

light-duty trucks. The Coordinating Research Council (CRC) study warns that E15 could damage fuel 

pumps and onboard fuel measurement systems, potentially affecting millions of vehicles. This follows 

last year’s CRC finding that E15 could damage car and truck engines.  

Since ethanol producers’ goal is more ethanol use, and an EPA pullback on E15 would get in the way of 

that goal, attacks on both studies – such as those by the Renewable Fuels Association – aren’t surprising. 

But let’s be candid: They won’t be around if and when motorists end up on the side of the road with a 

seized-up fuel pump, damaged by E15 use. Nor will they help consumers with repair bills for engines 

needing an expensive valve job due to E15 damage – which automakers say won’t be covered by 

warranties. 

Yet, instead of acknowledging the problem, ethanol backers go on the offensive. Click here for a 

detailed rebuttal of responses to the latest CRC research. But let’s make a couple of quick points now. 

First, CRC has been testing engines and vehicles for more than 70 years. This research often has been 

done with the participation and support of the ethanol industry and government agencies. Second, if 

CRC’s work is faulty as RFA suggests, why is RFA currently sponsoring a CRC research program 

examining the driveability of E15 (Page 62)? 

The oil and natural gas industry supports renewable fuels. Ethanol has desirable blending properties, and 

refiners would use it with or without a law requiring it. But scientific research shows that E15 could 

cause significant problems in some vehicles in use, for which consumers would bear the cost. EPA knew 

E15 vehicle testing was ongoing but decided not to wait for the results before approving its use – most 

likely to raise the permissible concentration level of ethanol in fuels so that greater volumes could be 

used, as required by the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). 

Instead of attacking research it doesn’t like, the ethanol industry should welcome information that could 

help more and more auto manufacturers adapt future vehicles to accommodate higher levels of ethanol. 

In the meantime, we’ll say it again: EPA should pull back its E15 decision and the RFS, which forced 

this fuel to market before its time, should be repealed. 

http://energytomorrow.org/blog/author/21
http://energytomorrow.org/blog/author/21
http://www.crcao.com/reports/recentstudies2013/CRC%20664%20%5BAVFL-15a%5D/AVFL%2015a%20%5BCRC%20664%5D%20Final%20Report%20only.pdf
http://energytomorrow.org/blog/the-growing-case-against-e15-and-the-renewable-fuel-standard/#/type/all
http://www.crcao.com/reports/recentstudies2012/CM-136-09-1B%20Engine%20Durability/CRC%20CM-136-09-1B%20Final%20Report.pdf
http://energytomorrow.org/blog/study-e15-could-put-some-engines-at-risk/#/type/all
http://sensenbrenner.house.gov/uploadedfiles/e15_auto_responses.pdf
http://www.api.org/~/media/Files/Policy/Alternatives/13-January/Detailed-Rebuttal-of-the-Ethanol-Lobbyists.pdf
http://www.api.org/~/media/Files/Policy/Alternatives/13-January/Detailed-Rebuttal-of-the-Ethanol-Lobbyists.pdf
http://www.crcao.com/index.html
http://www.crcao.com/about/Annual%20Report/2012%20Annual%20Report/2012%20CRC%20Annual%20Report.pdf


 

 

 

Detailed Rebuttal of the Ethanol Lobbyists’ Critiques of the CRC Fuel Systems Durability Study 
Background: 

 In their attacks on the recently released CRC Fuel Systems Durability Study1, various ethanol 

lobbying groups have conveniently gotten their facts wrong. 

 CRC is supported by both automotive companies and API – not just API.  Automotive company 

experts sit on CRC committees and help design these projects.  We have great confidence in the 

automotive engineers who sit on CRC committees and who design engines, emissions control 

systems and fuel systems to come up with the right tests to evaluate the effects of E15 in our 

customers’ vehicles. 

 CRC has been doing this kind of research for over 70 years – often with the participation and 
support of the ethanol industry and government agencies.  CARB, EPA, RFA, DOE, Growth 
Energy, ASTM, and several states have all chosen CRC to execute similar projects over the years, 
so clearly CRC work is highly valued. 

 The fact that the ethanol industry is now criticizing CRC because the results of recent research 
point out all the facts is disappointing, but not surprising.  The ethanol lobby has a history of 
attacking any study that points out problems with higher level ethanol blends. 

 The fact that the CRC research shows higher level of ethanol blends with passes as well as 
failures shows that the work was not “junk science” or “biased” or “the books cooked” as some 
ethanol lobbyists have claimed. 

 The ethanol industry should be applauding the research rather than criticizing it as the research 
is identifying what future vehicle changes are needed to accommodate higher levels of 
ethanol.  As a result of this research, more and more auto manufactures might start building 
future cars that can use E15, as two companies recently did. 

 The ethanol industry knows the value and credibility of CRC research.   That is why they are 
supporting a CRC research program to look at the drivabiltiy of E15 
(http://www.crcao.com/about/Annual%20Report/2012%20Annual%20Report/2012%20CRC%2
0Annual%20Report.pdf , see page 62), an area where CRC expertise is unique.  So for them to 
criticize CRC because they don’t like the results of some recent studies is not only 
unprofessional, but also defeats their own objectives of getting E15 to the marketplace. 

 
Rebuttal of specific critiques: 
 
CRC Used Aggressive Ethanol 
It is obvious that the ethanol lobbyists are using CRC’s inclusion of aggressive ethanol as a worst case 
fuel to detract from the fact that regular E15 also failed some of the tests.  Using aggressive ethanol as 
a worst case scenario is often done when research is properly conducted. Regular E15 also was tested 
and passes and failures were observed.  The aggressive nature of one of the blends made no difference 
in the overall results. 
 

                                                 
1
 CRC Report No. 664, “Durability of Fuel Pumps and Fuel Level Senders in Neat and Aggressive E15”, January 2013 

http://www.crcao.com/about/Annual%20Report/2012%20Annual%20Report/2012%20CRC%20Annual%20Report.pdf
http://www.crcao.com/about/Annual%20Report/2012%20Annual%20Report/2012%20CRC%20Annual%20Report.pdf


 

 

 
 
The Study Was Biased Against E15 
The study shows that some fuel systems passed on E15 without any problems, but others did not.   
That proves that the automotive engineers who conducted the tests were not biased against E15.  In 
fact, the study was actually conducted by a credible independent testing company and CRC simply 
reported the results. The testing procedures were based on existing SAE and USCAR protocols which 
are used in the automotive industry to predict new product life.  SAE and USCAR have substantial 
automotive testing expertise and experience. 
 
The DOE Study Found No Problems 
The DOE Catalyst Study was just that -- a study to determine the impacts of higher levels of ethanol on 
the catalyst.  EPA inappropriately extrapolated the results of that study to draw conclusions about 
parameters that the catalyst study was never intended to address (such as engine durability and fuel 
system materials compatibility).  And DOE/EPA’s decision to use the catalyst study for these 
parameters was not even a well thought out or statistically designed process.  It was a last minute 
DOE/EPA decision made when the catalyst testing was almost completed. 
E15 Is the Most Tested Fuel Ever -- Equivalent to 12 Round Trips to the Moon 
It doesn’t matter how many miles are accumulated if you used an inappropriate test, so the real 
question is “how were they tested?”  You need the right test to give consumers confidence in the test 
results.  The CRC study employed the same established testing procedures widely used within the 
automotive industry to evaluate and predict new product life.  The testing procedures were based on 
existing SAE and USCAR protocols which are used in the automotive industry.  SAE and USCAR have 
substantial automotive testing expertise and experience.  So who do you trust – automotive experts 
who design engines, emissions control systems and fuel systems or ethanol lobbyists and government 
bureaucrats who design regulations?  
 
The Study Ignored the Effects of Fuel Sulfur on Fuel Systems 
Now that’s a red herring if there ever was one.   It is true that past CRC fuel sulfur research resulted in 
a change to the ASTM gasoline specifications, which fixed an industry-wide problem.   Ironically, since 
the CRC Fuels System Durability study shows that E15 causes similar effects on some fuel system 
components, the only fix is to not use E15. 



 

 

Why the Brazilian and NASCAR Experiences Are Not Relevant to E15 in the US 
 

Ethanol advocates like to cite both the Brazilian experience with higher levels of ethanol and the use of 

E15 in NASCAR racing as reasons for why E15 should be okay for US consumers.   Neither experience 

is relevant. 

 

Brazilian Experience 

Proponents of increased mandates for ethanol use in the U.S. cite Brazil as an example of why we need 

not be concerned about how E15interacts with automobiles and retail infrastructure.  However, “we 

should be careful in drawing conclusions about rapid supply expansion from the Brazilian experience of 

the ‘70’s. Several subsidies provided by the Brazilian government in that era – such as infrastructure 

investments by a state-owned oil company – could not be duplicated in the U.S. today.”
2
  Further, we 

should recognize that the Brazilians were systematic in their transition, converting vehicles, 

manufacturing new ones compatible with mid-level ethanol blends and building compatible fuel 

infrastructure over time.  This can be easily contrasted with the approach that U.S. ethanol proponents 

and the EPA have taken, clearing the way to offer the blend for sale first and hoping that infrastructure 

and vehicles that can store, dispense and use the fuel safely follow in the near future. 

 

After recognizing that the existing gasoline powered vehicles were not compatible with mid-level 

ethanol blends, the government disseminated the technology for converting gasoline engines to run on 

ethanol.
3
  Eventually, the manufacturers which supplied the Brazilian automobile market made vehicles 

compatible with mid-level ethanol blends.  See the attached chart (Table D) for a full list of changes that 

the auto manufacturers made to allow for the safe use of mid-level ethanol blended fuels in Brazil.
4
 

   

E15 As the NASCAR Fuel 

Except for four wheels and an engine, today’s NASCAR vehicles running on E15 have very little in 

common with cars owned by the average person.  The NASCAR engines are designed for racing, and 

have been modified to be compatible with the Sunoco-produced competition E15 racing fuel. The 

engine alone costs between $45,000 and $80,000 - significantly more than a consumer’s engine costs.  

The fuel pumps are racing pumps that have been modified to specifically handle E15 and high 

performance fuel flow rates.   And besides, NASCAR engines and fuel pump systems are highly stressed 

components that undergo intense maintenance, inspections and rebuilds after each race.  As CRC 

research has shown, engines and fuel systems in today’s consumer vehicles can be harmed by E15. 

Furthermore, government research shows that E15 can adversely impact sensors that help control 

emissions from consumer vehicles
5
.   Conversely, race car emissions are uncontrolled and do not have 

similar sensors.  So, to equate E15 miles accumulated on a NASCAR race vehicle with those driven on a 

typical vehicle sold to and operated by the average consumer is not a relevant comparison.  In fact, it’s 

just silly. 

 

 

 

                                                 
2
 Ethanol: Lessons from Brazil, David Sandalow (May 2006).  

3
 Brazilian Transportation Fleet, http://sugarcane.org/the-brazilian-experience/brazilian-transportation-fleet 

4 Preliminary Comments on the DOE report titled “Effects of Intermediate Ethanol Blends on Legacy Vehicles and Small 

Non-Road Engines, Report 1 – Updated,” NREL/TP-540-43543 and ORNL/TM-2008/117, dated February 2009 Dr. Ron 

Sahu, Consultant to the Outdoor Power Equipment Institute (OPEI)  
5
 SAE Paper, 2012-01-2305. 

http://sugarcane.org/the-brazilian-experience/brazilian-transportation-fleet


 

 

 
 



 

 

E15 and Check Engine Light Malfunctions 

 

by Bob Greco 

Jan. 30, 2013  

Earlier this week API highlighted new research by the Coordinating Research Council (CRC) on serious 

potential problems with vehicle fuel systems when operated on E15 fuel – gasoline containing 15 

percent ethanol. 

In addition to CRC’s research, we want to call attention to a recent paper from Oak Ridge National Lab 

(ORNL) that was published by the Society for Automotive Engineers (SAE). This study examined the 

effects of E15 on malfunction indicator lights (MIL), also known as “check engine lights.” 

As might be expected given the source sponsoring the SAE paper, the study attempts to downplay the 

risk of a substantial number of MIL illuminations with E15 and with E20. Nevertheless, two of the main 

conclusions (from the last page of the paper) are very telling and support the concerns that the auto and 

oil industries have been conveying all along (emphasis added): 

“Results show that MIL illumination should increase with ethanol content, but the rates of 

illumination will vary significantly by vehicle model. Thus, experience for a given vehicle model may 

differ quite significantly from a fleet-average estimate of MIL illumination rates.” 

And: 

“Some vehicle models do not appear to be at significant risk for a substantial number of MIL 

illuminations with E15 fuel, and a smaller number do not appear to be at significant risk even if E20 is 

used. One OEM (original equipment manufacturer) appears to be at higher risk of experiencing a 

significant number of MIL occurrences with E15 use than other OEMs.” 

There are a couple of important takeaways from both the CRC and the ORNL research: 

 Not all vehicles are impacted. Some 2001 and newer vehicles operate on E15 without incident. 

But testing by CRC and ORNL has determined that some vehicles do not. 

 Vehicles can have different problems with E15. One vehicle may have a fuel pump system issue. 

A different vehicle might have accelerated valve wear. 

 A few failures can translate to millions of cars. One or two popular models that have problems 

can represent millions of vehicles on the road today. This means a significant number of 

motorists can be impacted. 

http://energytomorrow.org/blog/author/21
http://energytomorrow.org/blog/author/21
http://energytomorrow.org/blog/the-growing-case-against-e15-and-the-renewable-fuel-standard/#/type/all
http://www.crcao.com/reports/recentstudies2013/CRC%20664%20%5BAVFL-15a%5D/AVFL%2015a%20%5BCRC%20664%5D%20Final%20Report%20only.pdf
http://papers.sae.org/2012-01-2305/


 

 

The larger point is that with thorough testing – like those conducted by ORNL and CRC – we know that 

E15 could be responsible for significant problems in vehicles. When EPA green-lighted E15 use, it 

knew E15 vehicle testing was ongoing but decided not to wait for the results – most likely to raise the 

permissible concentration level of ethanol in fuels so that greater volumes could be used, as required by 

the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). 

EPA should pull back its E15 decision, and the RFS, which drove the premature and irresponsible 

decision to OK E15’s use, should be repealed. 



 

 

Fact Checking AEC’s WSJ “Fact Check” 

 

by Bob Greco 

Mar. 14, 2013  

On March 11, the Wall Street Journal (WSJ) Editorial Board published a piece accurately explaining 

where the RFS came from, what the blendwall is, why it is problematic and how it can contribute to 

raising gas prices. The following day, the Advanced Ethanol Council (AEC) sent the WSJ what they 

claimed to be a “fact check” on the editorial board’s piece titled “RIN Credits for Dummies.” Ironically, 

almost everything in their fact check was wrong. 

Here are some of the claims AEC made and explanations of why they are inaccurate: 

1. A RIN is produced when a gallon of renewable fuel is produced. Oil companies can then split the RIN 

from the gallon when they buy the gallon of renewable fuel and sell it on the open market. So, in 

essence, the oil companies are buying and selling RINs to themselves and then complaining about it to 

the Wall Street Journal. 

A RIN can’t be used toward complying with the RFS unless it is actually blended into domestic 

gasoline. Oil companies have no reason to split the RIN from the gallon, as taken to the logical extreme, 

this would theoretically require them to store the ethanol indefinitely simply to obtain RINS. The 

increasing price of renewable fuel credits may be an indication that refiners will breach the E10 

blendwall this year. The blendwall is the point at which there isn’t enough E10 being sold to 

accommodate all of the ethanol mandated by federal law. In order to comply with the law without 

buying RINs from the open market, an oil company has limited unattractive options: 

 blend gasoline with more than 10% ethanol, but as Kyle Isakower, API’s Vice President of 

Policy Analysis, testified before the EPA, “there are serious compatibility issues with engines, 

fuels and retail infrastructure not specifically designed to handle blends above 10% (i.e. the vast 

majority of light-duty vehicles on the road today that are not flexible-fuel vehicles); 

 produce E85, but Isakower also noted that consumers have largely rejected this fuel and refiners 

own less than 5% of the retail gas stations that would need to be upgraded to sell this alternative 

fuel; or 

 reduce their obligation by increasing gasoline and/or diesel exports, decreasing imports, or 

reducing refinery production. 

Both of these options could negatively affect consumers. Now, this challenge is compounded by refiners 

who may be planning to “carry over” some 2013 RINs for compliance next year, when the mandates are 

even larger. It’s easy to see how such rigid mandates lead to unintended consequences. 

http://energytomorrow.org/blog/author/21
http://energytomorrow.org/blog/author/21
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887323826704578354260914712792.html?mod=googlenews_wsj
http://www.crcao.com/reports/recentstudies2012/CM-136-09-1B%20Engine%20Durability/CRC%20CM-136-09-1B%20Final%20Report.pdf
http://www.crcao.com/reports/recentstudies2013/CRC%20664%20%5BAVFL-15a%5D/AVFL%2015a%20%5BCRC%20664%5D%20Final%20Report%20only.pdf
http://www.api.org/news-and-media/news/newsitems/2012/aug-2012/~/media/Files/Policy/Alternatives/E15-Infrastructure-Comprehensive-Analysis.ashx


 

 

2. Oil companies can either buy a gallon of renewable fuel to comply with the RFS or buy a RIN credit 

on the open market. Oil companies have indeed bid up the price of RINs over the last few weeks, but 

they are doing so voluntarily to avoid the alternative of adding more ethanol to gasoline. Ethanol is 65 

cents cheaper per gallon than gasoline today. 

As mentioned above, it is not possible to comply with the RFS using only RINs from physically blended 

gallons without using a fuel that has serious compatibility issues with the existing vehicles on the street. 

As a result, oil companies are complying with the federal law likely by using RINs that were generated 

last year when they used more ethanol than the RFS required. Now, since there are serious issues with 

selling a fuel that has more than 10% ethanol, and the renewable fuel mandate will exceed 10% of the 

total gasoline supply, additional RINs cannot be created. Consequently, the RIN market has been very 

tight and as with any market this has led to a sharp increase in prices. Gasoline has recently cost 

$3.15/gallon, while ethanol has recently cost $2.53/gallon, meaning that ethanol has been selling at a 62 

cent discount to gasoline. What AEC doesn’t mention is that ethanol has only 66% the energy content of 

gasoline. That means, using recent costs, it would have cost $3.83 in ethanol to provide the same amount 

of energy as a $3.15 gallon of gasoline, making gasoline the less expensive choice. They also don’t 

mention that regardless of whether or not there was a price incentive to add more ethanol to the fuel; 

there simply are too many uncertainties associated with selling a fuel with more than 10% ethanol.  

3. The oil industry’s excuse — that it cannot blend more ethanol because of the blend wall — is smoke 

and mirrors. Fifteen percent ethanol blends are approved for 75 percent of today’s vehicles which 

together account for 85 percent of miles traveled. It’s pretty simple; the oil companies will bury the truth 

and gouge the consumer to avoid blending alternative fuels. 

While the EPA provided a waiver allowing E15 to be sold to 2001 and newer light-duty vehicles, most 

automobile manufacturers have made it clear that using E15 will void their vehicle’s warranty. AEC 

would benefit from reading the letters from the auto companies to Congressman Sensenbrenner as well 

as CRC’s reports on engines and fuel systems mentioned above to better understand why automakers do 

not allow this fuel in the vast majority of the light-duty vehicles produced to date for the US market. 

4. The oil companies helped design and openly supported the open market RIN credit program they are 

now using to attack the RFS. The problem for the oil industry is the RFS and RIN credits are working to 

reduce our dependence on oil, break Big Oil’s monopoly on the gas pump, and create American jobs 

while also reducing gas prices. 

Again, AEC misses the point. The RINs themselves are not the problem, they are a symptom of the real 

problem – the unrealistic mandate. The world has changed since the RFS was envisioned in 2007. While 

consumer demand for fuels has dropped, domestic supplies of crude oil have grown dramatically 

because of the revolution in shale oil and natural gas development in the U.S. This has created jobs and 

reduced imports. 

The oil industry supports the use of all economically viable energy sources, including renewable fuels, 

to help meet our nation’s energy demand. The industry used some 13 billion gallons plus of ethanol last 

year. Our members are manufacturing ethanol, researching alternative fuels like algal-based diesel and 

cellulosic ethanol, and working on new fuels like biobutanol. The world is demanding more energy and 

we believe that all fuels are needed to be able to meet the world’s energy demands including renewable 

transportation fuels, wind, geothermal, solar, coal, oil and natural gas. 

http://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/prices.cfm
http://sensenbrenner.house.gov/uploadedfiles/e15_auto_responses.pdf
http://www.crcao.com/reports/recentstudies2012/CM-136-09-1B%20Engine%20Durability/CRC%20CM-136-09-1B%20Final%20Report.pdf
http://www.crcao.com/reports/recentstudies2013/CRC%20664%20%5BAVFL-15a%5D/AVFL%2015a%20%5BCRC%20664%5D%20Final%20Report%20only.pdf


 

 

We are, however, for repeal of the federal RFS that mandates the use of a fuel that could potentially 

damage the consumers’ vehicles. 



 

 

Arbitrary Mandates, Real Costs 

 

by Bob Greco 

Mar. 15, 2013  

In a March 7 blog post, Renewable Fuels Association (RFA) President, Bob Dinneen claimed that the 

recent increase in RIN prices is not related to the E10 blendwall, and that the blendwall itself is a myth 

perpetrated by oil companies as an “excuse for their refusal to move to higher-level ethanol blends.” He 

then makes a number of claims that were presumably intended to bolster his misplaced conclusion. 

Conveniently, the post does not propose an alternative theory for RIN prices that have gone from 3 cents 

apiece to over $1, before retreating to about 70 cents today, in less than one years’ time. 

The post also ignores that the petroleum industry is only one in a sea of voices raising concern over the 

negative impacts that E15 and unrealistically high ethanol blending requirements would likely have on 

on-road and off-road engines and fuel systems, gasoline retail infrastructure and dispensing equipment, 

the environment, the price of food, food security for the needy, and a laundry list of other health and 

safety issues. In addition to the petroleum industry, auto manufacturers, and consumer safety groups like 

AAA, farmers, grocery manufacturers, environmental non-profits, think tanks, world hunger groups, the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) and lawmakers are all calling for a change to a no longer 

workable Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). There aren’t too many occasions when such a diverse group 

of interests stand in solidarity against a policy with only one proponent – in this case, the proponent is 

the party that stands to profit financially from the faulty mandate. 

Before rebutting some of the specific claims, it is important to recap how we will reach the blendwall. In 

2007, the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) expanded the amount of biofuels U.S. refiners 

and importers were required to blend into fuel in the coming years. At that time, the energy landscape 

was entirely different than what we are confronting today. Here is actual and projected motor gasoline 

consumption for the years 2008-2025 according to the EIA’s Annual Energy Outlooks from 2006 to 

2013.  
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Unfortunately, the projection of gasoline demand that the Energy Information Administration (EIA) 

made back in 2007 (and which partly formed the rationale for legislating significantly expanded RFS 

volumes) was wildly inaccurate. This is not to slam EIA, understandably, at that time they were unable 

to predict the severe economic downturn we would face over the next 5+ years, and unable to foresee 

the strides made by auto manufacturers in producing more fuel efficient vehicles. But it should serve as 

a cautionary tale for government mandating new fuels based on predictions of future markets, because 

while markets are fluid and dynamic, government interventions are often rigid and based on dated 

information. Had demand grown as anticipated, it may have been possible to meet the RFS volume 

requirements without blending more than 10% ethanol in every gallon of gasoline sold. Instead, a 

significantly reduced pool of gasoline is required to absorb a significantly increased volume of ethanol, 

which brought the situation to a head. Realizing this, the EPA provided a “partial waiver,” allowing E15 

to be sold in the market. Unfortunately, they did not perform the right testing to determine how the fuel 

would interact with engines, fuel systems or storage and dispensing infrastructure. 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2011-01-26/pdf/2011-1646.pdf
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http://www.api.org/news-and-media/news/newsitems/2012/aug-2012/~/media/Files/Policy/Alternatives/E15-Infrastructure-Comprehensive-Analysis.ashx


 

 

The RFA post claims that there is sufficient ethanol supply and ethanol production capacity to meet the 

RFS volume requirements, and that RINs were not intended to “allow oil companies to avoid blending 

physical gallons of renewable fuel.” But this completely misses the point. Regardless of how much 

ethanol could be produced, compliance hinges on the ability to blend the ethanol into gasoline. 

According to Coordinating Research Council (CRC) studies on engines and fuel systems, blending 

above the 10% level could lead to engine valve and valve seat damage, seizure of the fuel pump, and 

inaccurate readings on your dashboard (i.e. check engine lights, fuel gauge, etc.) among other problems, 

forcing the refiner to choose between blending a higher volume of ethanol into the fuel, which leads to 

the aforementioned engine, fuel system and infrastructure problems, or risk being unable to meet their 

RIN obligations. 

The post also claims that Congress’ intent with the RFS was to transform and diversify the fuel market 

and that oil companies are frustrating that purpose by refusing to invest in infrastructure that would 

allow the sale of E15 and E85 fuel blends. However, oil companies own only 3% of all retail fuel 

stations, while small independent owner/operators own 58% of the 156,000 gas stations nationwide, 

meaning that even if E15 were appropriate for use in all vehicles (which it is not), oil companies are not 

in a position to invest in infrastructure to dispense it to consumers. Meanwhile, many of the independent 

gas station owners clearly choose not to invest in E85 infrastructure and dispensing equipment, 

presumably because of a lack of consumer demand. The cost to upgrade retail equipment to store and 

sell E15 and the issues associated with selling it are likely factors in why E15 is not being marketed by 

more stations. 

Another claim made by RFA is that oil companies “choose” to purchase detached RINs, rather than 

blending ethanol to meet their obligations under the RFS. RINs are not simply created as “detached.” 

What RFA fails to mention is that ethanol RINs can only be “detached” after the physical gallons of 

ethanol are purchased by a refiner and/or blended into gasoline for sale. The RINs are then submitted by 

the refiner at the end of the compliance period to EPA. The simple fact is that ethanol is already being 

blended at 10% into nearly every gallon of gasoline, the maximum level that can be used in all vehicles 

without experiencing problems. Later in the post, RFA acknowledges that it would be possible to meet 

the RFS with physical gallons of ethanol in 2013 only if a portion of the fuel supply was E15, but 

Congress’s intent was not to subject a portion of U.S. consumers to a potentially problematic product, it 

was to reduce the need to import oil from unfriendly countries overseas. Fortunately, due to significantly 

larger crude deposits in the U.S. than were believed to exist at the time, we can provide domestic fuel 

without putting consumers at risk. 

The post goes on to make a number of claims about how many vehicles are currently on the road, and 

will be on the road in the near future, that are capable of handling higher blends of ethanol, including 

MY2013 vehicles warranted for E15 and Flex Fuel Vehicles (FFV) capable of handling blends up to 

E85. The bottom line is that while E85 has been available for years, as the EIA reports, consumption of 

ethanol in gasoline blends with more than 51 percent ethanol by volume (E85) accounted for less than 

one-tenth of one percent of total ethanol produced for motor fuels in 2012. This is likely because of the 

significantly reduced fuel economy that a driver would experience using E85. E85 has up to 

approximately 26% less energy content than gasoline, meaning that a driver would have to fill up an 

FFV as much as 35% more often when using E85 to achieve the same distance when fueling with 

gasoline. According to AAA data, the day RFA posted this blog, gasoline cost $3.71/gallon, to get the 

same amount of miles out of E85, a consumer would have paid up to $4.32/gallon on the same day. 
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As API Vice President of Policy Analysis, Kyle Isakower, testified at EPA’s March 8 RFS hearing, API 

“members’ primary concern is with the ethanol blendwall. There are serious compatibility issues with 

vehicle and retail infrastructure with gasoline blends above 10%. Yet, EPA continues to apply 

aspirational criteria to set the annual standards.” Rather than issuing press releases and drafting blog 

posts making spurious allegations against the oil industry, we would like to see RFA come to the table 

and join other industry, environmental, farm, food and world hunger groups to scrap the current 

unworkable RFS and work to formulate a real solution. 

http://energytomorrow.org/blog/the-science-is-clear-on-e15/#/type/all


 

 

An Artificial Solution to Arbitrary Mandates 

 

by Bob Greco 

Mar. 18, 2013  

The Renewable Fuels Association this morning tweeted: 

 

This is in many ways progress in that it is a de facto admission that RIN prices are rising because we are 

hitting the “blend wall” on ethanol, and that a solution is needed. Unfortunately the solution in this case 

is crazy. From Platts: 

Well-known energy economist Phil Verleger several years ago first brought up the likelihood that the 

refining industry might need to promote the sale of E85 as a way around the Gordian knot of a 10% 

ethanol blendwall combined with a rising mandate for the use of renewable fuels plus a decline in 

gasoline demand in the US…“The obvious solution to the RIN price problem involves no EPA 

intervention and no regulatory action at this point,” Verleger writes. “It simply calls for boosting E85 

sales.” 

But there is nothing simple about boosting E85 sales, which are low and projected to continue to be low. 

This is for several reasons; first and foremost is weak consumer demand for vehicles that use E85, over 

to another Platts article from February: 

“US consumer demand for flex-fuel vehicles, which can run on high levels of ethanol, is not strong 

enough for automakers to market them in the country, representatives of several major automakers said 

Thursday.” 

Why? Well the Mother Nature Network tells us: 

Flex fuel vehicles running on E85 are noticeably less fuel-efficient than the same vehicle running on 

traditional gasoline — about 15 percent less efficient [According to EPA and DOE, FFVs typically get 

25-30% less miles per gallon than gasoline]. When you add the reduced fuel efficiency in with the 
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fluctuating price of E85, consumers may end up paying several hundred dollars more per year for a 

vehicle that only has a nominal benefit to the environment. 

So demand is weak, but renewable fuel boosters have a solution, make E85 anyway and give it away: 

“The situation is so convoluted that it would pay marketers to give E85 away should the RIN price rise 

to around $5,” [Verleger] writes. 

So basically renewable fuel folks want refiners to pay them for a product and then the refiners would 

give it away for free. But of course it wouldn’t be free, the costs could just be spread across all other 

products refiners create, products that people actually want to pay for. 

Verleger is correct, the situation is convoluted, convoluted beyond repair. But having refiners supply a 

product beyond its demand is not much of a solution, it is just wasteful. A real solution would start by 

ending the market distortions of the renewable fuel standard. 

http://blogs.platts.com/2013/03/17/rins-phil/


 

 

Paying for Ethanol’s Infrastructure 

 

by Bob Greco 

Mar. 22, 2013  

Ethanol supporters have a blog post up suggesting that if the oil and natural gas industry simply invested 

in the “modern fuel distribution infrastructure needed to dispense greater than E10 blends,” industry’s 

issues with unworkable ethanol mandates under the Renewable Fuel Standard would vanish. 

Maybe in some alternate universe – one that’s disconnected from economic reality, real costs and 

operating margins. Don’t take our word for it. Take a look at this letter to the Wall Street Journal from 

Dan Gilligan, president of the Petroleum Marketers Association of America, the folks who own the 

gasoline stations, convenience stores, heating oil businesses, truck stops and other companies that invest 

in and market petroleum products. 

Gilligan writes that most of the fueling infrastructure in this country isn’t designed to handle “greater 

than E10 blends” – such as E15 (up to 15 percent ethanol) – and that making it so would be more 

impactful than ethanol backers acknowledge: 

There are 700,000 gasoline dispensers in use in the U.S. and probably fewer than 5,000 have been 

certified for E15. There are over 3,000 miles of underground piping systems that have not been certified 

as safe for E15 as well. Who is going to pay to replace the dispensers and underground piping, which 

will cost some retailers hundreds of thousands of dollars? Over 94% of the gas stations in the U.S. are 

owned by independent businesses, and the major oil companies cannot order those retailers to replace 

dispensers and piping. The retail gasoline business is brutally competitive and the average retail outlet 

has an annual net profit of $40,000. 

Let’s bring it to a fine point: The fueling system infrastructure costs so easily dismissed by ethanol’s 

supporters wouldn't fall on major oil companies, which own less than 3 percent of the country’s service 

stations, but on a lot of independent businesses which, as Gilligan notes, don’t enjoy huge profit 

margins. 

We’re talking about costs ranging from thousands of dollars to potentially hundreds of thousands of 

dollars, per station. The country has more than 156,000 service stations. Do the math: The upper end of 

the price tag could be more than $15 billion. Then the question becomes whether to invest potentially 

tens of thousands of dollars to sell something like E15, which research has shown could damage vehicle 

engines and fuel systems. Real-world business decisions … the kind ethanol backers should 

acknowledge. 
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About Ethanol – Just The Facts, Please 

 

by Bob Greco 

Mar. 22, 2013  

 

The Renewable Fuels Association (RFA) has been circulating a video titled “40 Facts about Ethanol.” 

The first items demonstrate the growth in ethanol production over the past few decades: 

 1982 – A handful of small ethanol plants produce 350 million gallons of ethanol 

 1992 – 39 ethanol plants produce 985 million gallons 

 2002 – 66 ethanol plants in operation, producing 2.14 billion gallons 

 2012 – 211 ethanol plants produce 13.3 billion gallons 

That’s 3700 percent growth in 30 years, pretty impressive. As the ethanol industry’s biggest customer, 

we have provided the demand to fuel much of that growth. Unfortunately, RFA follows these statistics 

with a list of “facts” that couldn’t be further from factual, presumably to support the unworkable 

Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) that is becoming increasingly difficult to defend. Let’s take a look at a 

couple of the most problematic claims in RFA’s video: 

“Last year, ethanol displaced an amount of gasoline refined from 462 million barrels of imported crude 

oil. That’s more oil than we imported from Saudi Arabia.” 

First of all, ethanol is primarily an additive TO gasoline, not a replacement FOR gasoline. Ethanol can 

only act as a replacement to gasoline when it is sold as E85 (fuel that contains up to 85 percent ethanol). 

More than 99 percent of ethanol sold is used as an additive to gasoline, typically making up 10 percent 

of a gallon of E10 fuel. In 2012, only 100.2 million gallons of E85 were sold. This means that ethanol 

sold as a fuel, rather than an additive, has “displaced” 50.7 million gallons of gasoline, after accounting 

for ethanol’s lower energy content, which we explained in a post last week. To put this in context, the 

U.S. consumes approximately 352 million gallons of gasoline every day. 

Additionally, every barrel of oil yields a range of products, including gasoline, that we use every day – 

from the tires on our cars to the heating oil that warms our homes. So there isn’t any circumstance where 

ethanol could replace a single barrel of oil. Further, the U.S. is currently producing more than 7 million 

barrels of domestic oil per day, so to claim that all ethanol consumed is displacing “imported oil” is 

disingenuous. Finally, as an example of RFA’s lack of adherence to facts, even if their claim was true, 

the U.S. actually imported 496 million barrels of oil from Saudi Arabia - more, not less, than the 462 

million barrels for which RFA tries to take credit.  
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“And it means the U.S. reduced expenditures on imported oil by $44 billion last year.” 

The U.S. Census Bureau tracks foreign trade and reported earlier this year that the U.S. spent $18.7 

billion less on crude oil imports in 2012 than in 2011. This number is far lower than the $44 billion RFA 

takes credit for, and these savings are the result of increased domestic oil production, reduced fuel 

consumption due to the recession, more fuel-efficient vehicles and some biofuel consumption, not 

ethanol alone. 

We would like to see RFA come to the table and work with us to scrap the current unworkable RFS and 

formulate a real policy. But this will not be possible if RFA instead prefers to pursue a campaign of false 

facts and misinformation. 
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