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With 43 ethanol refineries capable of producing more than four billion gallons annually, 
including nearly 80 million gallons of annual cellulosic ethanol production capacity, and 12 
biodiesel facilities with the capacity to produce more than 380 million gallons annually, Iowa is 
the nation’s premier renewable fuels producer.  Iowa is also the largest U.S. producer of ethanol 
feedstocks such as corn starch, corn kernel fiber, and corn stover; and biodiesel feedstocks such 
as soybean oil, distillers corn oil, and animal fats.  Therefore, the Iowa Renewable Fuels 
Association (IRFA) is uniquely suited to comment on the Notice of Data Availability (NODA) 
and request for additional comments published in the Federal Register on October 4, 2017. 
 
In brief, the IRFA believes the Agency should withdraw the NODA as its logic is schizophrenic, 
its facts are lacking, its analysis is one-sided and its clear bias does not align with the true goals 
of the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). Quite frankly, in its 16-year existence, IRFA would be 
hard pressed to find a policy document that was harder to take seriously than this NODA. No less 
than 20 times the Agency asks for comments on specific points – all of which pertain to further 
reducing RFS volumes and none of which pertain to increasing volumes.  
 
And the source of these questions? The NODA cites exact input from commenters on 10 specific 
occasions, and in all 10 of those examples the source of the comments is the petroleum 
industry.  As noted by University of Illinois professor and policy expert Jonathan Coppess, 
despite 236,346 public comments submitted, “The NODA, however, refers only to comments 
from the oil industry and specifically those from the American Fuel and Petrochemical 
Manufacturers (AFPM), the American Petroleum Institute (API) and Valero.”1 

                                                 
1 Coppess, J. “Three Little Words All Over Again: EPA Revisits Inadequate Domestic Supply.” farmdoc daily (7): 
182, Department of Agricultural and Consumer Economics. University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, October 5, 
2017. 



 
In the end, this entire document basically boils down to a simple question: what is the Agency’s 
goal?  Is its goal to find any fig leaf – no matter how legally questionable or factually challenged 
– to hide behind in order to reduce RFS levels? Or is its goal to comply with the RFS and enforce 
it consistent with the will of Congress? 
 
This NODA is not really about facts, or definitions, or legal analysis or economic modeling. It is 
about the Agency’s overall view of the future for the RFS. Sadly, if not redirected, that future for 
the RFS is bleak. 
 
 
What is the RFS Mission Statement? 
 
Nearly all of the questions raised in the NODA come down not to what the EPA “can” do 
(although we will note several issues raised that IRFA believes the EPA cannot legally pursue), 
but rather to what the EPA “should” do.  What is the guide star for implementing the RFS?  
What is the mission statement of the RFS that EPA should attempt to implement? 
 
The EPA itself provided a simple and clear declaration in 2016 that has never been officially 
changed, stating: 
 

“The fundamental objective of the RFS provisions under CAA is clear: To increase the 
use of renewable fuels in the U.S. transportation system every year in order to reduce 
greenhouse gases (GHGs) and increase energy security.”2 (emphasis added) 

 
This RFS mission statement is uncontroversial because it matches the Congressional record and 
debate, as well as the letter of the law. While the public debate over GHG emissions and carbon 
policy continues to evolve, the statement represents the bedrock of the RFS as enacted.  After all, 
the scientific criteria for qualifying renewable fuels revolves almost exclusively around meeting 
one of three GHG reduction thresholds (conventional, advanced or cellulosic). Whether one 
agrees with this expression of carbon policy or not, it remains the letter of the law until Congress 
changes it. 
 
When EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt was questioned during his January 18, 2017 confirmation 
hearing before the U.S. Senate Environment and Public Works Committee regarding his 
intentions for the RFS, he repeatedly expressed a deep respect for following not just the letter of 
the law, but also its clear intent as it relates to the RFS.  For example, Administrator Pruitt stated 
the following: 
 

“To honor the intent, and the expression of the Renewable Fuel Standard statute is very, 
very important. It is not the job of the Administrator of the EPA to do anything other than 
administer the program according to the intent of Congress, and I commit to you to do 
so.” 

                                                 
2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2017 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2018; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 81, No. 104. Tuesday, May 31, 2016. 
Proposed Rules. p. 34779. 



 
“The act should be complied with and enforced consistent with the will of Congress.” 
 
“Market conditions have changed since 2005, but, despite that, the EPA Administrator 
should not use that to undermine or to somehow put into question the commitments made 
by this body in the Renewable Fuel Standard’s statute.” 
 
“Those individuals need to have certainty and confidence that the RFS is going to be 
enforced and administered pursuant to the desires of Congress.” 
 
“If I may, Senator, let me say to you the role of the Administrator of the EPA is to 
enforce and administer the RFS program to carry out the objectives of that statute. Those 
targets that have been put in that statute by this body need to be respected.” 
 
“I don’t want you to have any concern about the intent, objective, or will, if confirmed, of 
carrying out the RFS mandate or the statute in its whole.”3 

 
While IRFA certainly appreciates these sentiments expressed by Administrator Pruitt, in nearly 
every respect the July RFS proposal and the October NODA set forth actions and questions that 
run counter to the RFS mission statement. IRFA staff undertook to create a one-pager that laid 
out the inherent anti-RFS bias in the July and October proposals. As a point of fact, we failed. It 
took two pages just to cover the highlights. (Attachment A) 
 
Maybe the most striking example is that between the July RFS proposal and the October NODA, 
the Agency sought comment at least 32 times on whether to further reduce the already anemic 
proposed RFS levels. Not once did the Agency seek additional comment on whether to increase 
an RFS level. There was no reference to half of the US biodiesel industry sitting idle and seeking 
comment on if the 2019 biodiesel level should be increased instead of flat-lined at 2.1 billion 
gallons. There was no reference to the large number of cellulosic ethanol producer pathways 
gathering dust in EPA’s approval process and request for comment on whether the cellulosic 
level should be increased instead of slashed 25 percent. 
 
Had these and other questions been asked under the guidance of the RFS mission statement and 
Administrator Pruitt’s commitment to enforce the RFS “consistent with the will of Congress,” 
the final RFS levels would be much different – and higher – than proposed. A review of these 
issues can be found in IRFA’s comments to the July proposal, which are attached here for your 
convenience. (Attachment B) 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
3 “Hearing on Nomination of Attorney General Scott Pruitt to be Administrator of the U.S Environmental Protection 
Agency.” United States Senate Committee on Public Works. January 18, 2017. Online transcript: 
https://www.epw.senate.gov/public/_cache/files/1/2/1291a5e0-b3aa-403d-8ce3-
64cb2ef86851/62966C8BB3CC564D876991952DF74905.spw-011817.pdf  
 

https://www.epw.senate.gov/public/_cache/files/1/2/1291a5e0-b3aa-403d-8ce3-64cb2ef86851/62966C8BB3CC564D876991952DF74905.spw-011817.pdf
https://www.epw.senate.gov/public/_cache/files/1/2/1291a5e0-b3aa-403d-8ce3-64cb2ef86851/62966C8BB3CC564D876991952DF74905.spw-011817.pdf


Impact of Biodiesel Tax Credit 
 
The NODA states that the Agency is “placing a greater emphasis on cost considerations than we 
have in the past.”4 One must assume this greater emphasis comes at the expense of the RFS 
mission statement as understood when Administrator Pruitt testified at his confirmation hearing. 
 
One way the Agency explores this new emphasis on price is by considering that the federal 
biodiesel blenders tax credit expired on December 31, 2016. While the EPA admits that the 
expiration of the tax credit did not have a meaningful impact on the price of biodiesel, the 
NODA creates a new concept of “effective price” to inappropriately cook the books against 
biodiesel. The “effective price” for biodiesel blenders is simply the price of biodiesel less the 
blenders tax credit. So when the tax credit expired, the so-called “effective price” automatically 
goes up by $1. 
 
One does not have to be an economist to see the myriad of shortcomings in this sophomoric 
model. First, the “effective price” theory assumes that the blender effectively kept 100% of the 
tax credit. In reality, market forces allocated the dollar throughout the supply chain (feedstock 
producer, biodiesel refiner, blender, retailer, and consumer). Second, simply adding a dollar to 
create the mythical “effective price” does not take into consideration other market forces. It is 
hard to imagine how effective an “effective price” is that doesn’t factor in the value of a RIN – a 
value also captured by the blender. Any college freshman in Econ 101 would recognize this EPA 
analysis is one-sided and inaccurate. In reality, the EPA calculation does not represent an 
“effective price” but rather a “convenient price” for those looking for excuses to cut RFS volume 
requirements. 
 
This section of the NODA is full of words like “expect” and “could.” The Agency provides no 
meaningful analysis or credible dataset for the public to evaluate during this comment period. 
And despite making the claim,5 the Agency provides no evidence or data whatsoever that 
biodiesel blended fuel prices have been impacted at the consumer level. 
 
Federal law has not changed since the 2018 biomass-based diesel (BBD) level was finalized in 
November of 2016. The biodiesel tax credit was scheduled to expire and it did. There is nothing 
new for the Agency to act upon that wasn’t taken into consideration when the 2018 level was set 
in November of 2016. Further, the biodiesel tax credit has expired five times during the RFS era: 

• Expired at end of 2009 (reinstated retroactively for 2010 in late December 2010 through 
the end of 2011) 

• Expired at end of 2011 (reinstated retroactively for 2012 in January 2013 through the end 
of 2013) 

• Expired at end of 2013 (reinstated retroactively for 2014 in December 2014 through the 
end of 2014) 

                                                 
4 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Availability of Supplemental Information and Request for Further Comment.” 
Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 191. Wednesday, October 4, 2017. Proposed Rules. p. 46175. 
5 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Availability of Supplemental Information and Request for Further Comment.” 
Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 191. Wednesday, October 4, 2017. Proposed Rules. p. 46176. 



• Expired at end of 2014 (reinstated retroactively for 2015 in December 2015 through the 
end of 2016) 

• Expired at end of 2016 (still expired) 
 

During that time, as you can see from the chart6 below, the “on again, off again” nature of the tax 
credit has not prevented the U.S. biodiesel market from growing substantially (315 million 
gallons in 2010 to 2.9 billion gallons in 2016). 
 

 
 
There is no credible evidence to suggest that the expiration of the biodiesel blenders tax credit 
has had a price impact – “effective” or otherwise -- significant enough to warrant use of any 
waiver authority, whether general under 211(o)(7)(A) or specific to BBD under 211(o)(7)(E)(ii). 
If the Agency’s goal is to implement the RFS mission statement then the answer to its questions 
about the impact of the tax credit is clear: no waivers are justified.7 
 
 

                                                 
6 http://biodiesel.org/production/production-statistics  
7 It should be further noted that the Agency states in Section III that “it does not appear that the expiration of the tax 
credit has had a direct impact on the price of unblended biodiesel (B100) in 2017…” (Page 46176) Yet, in Section 
IVB, the Agency states: “the price of biodiesel, particularly advanced biodiesel, has been impacted by the expiration 
of the federal tax credit at the end of 2016…” (Page 46179) These contradictory statements can likely be attributed 
to the creation of new terms (effective price), but it serves to highlight that instead of implementing the program in 
line with the RFS mission statement, the Agency appears to be creating new concepts in an effort to do just the 
opposite. 

http://biodiesel.org/production/production-statistics


Impact of Pending Countervailing Duties on Biodiesel Imports 
 
The NODA makes several references to the Department of Commerce’s recent preliminary 
determination that countervailing duties might be appropriate on imports of biodiesel from 
Argentina and Indonesia. The Agency noted that, if implemented, these duties “could” impact 
prices and the level of imports.  The Agency did not provide any analysis or data to review or 
comment on regarding how this might impact waiver authorities. Further, the Agency completely 
ignored the massive reserve biodiesel production capacity sitting idle in the US that could 
quickly fill any void from reduced imports. The Agency was provided extensive detail in this 
area during the comment period on the July proposal and has capacity data from its own program 
databases. 
 
So once again, if the goal is to implement the program in accordance with the RFS mission 
statement, the answer is clear: no waivers are justified. 
 
IRFA must also point out the Agency’s schizophrenic approach to biodiesel imports. As was 
documented in IRFA’s comments on the July proposal,8 the Agency used an illegal “look back” 
methodology to inappropriately cut the cellulosic RFS levels by roughly 25 percent. Yet, when 
considering biodiesel imports, the Agency has adopted a fortune teller strategy of predicting the 
future of the countervailing duty case and its impact on the market.  
 
This is not justified in either case. First, there is a safety valve for the cellulosic program in 
waiver credits. Second, the Agency should not try to play fortune teller in setting the biodiesel 
RFS levels. If some future action occurs that does have a “significant” impact on the biodiesel 
market, the Agency has specific emergency waiver authority it can utilize for 60-day periods. 
While it is highly unlikely the trade case will actually crimp biodiesel supplies given the 
unutilized domestic production capacity, the proper time for the Agency to take an action would 
be once it knows what the facts are, not when it’s speculating like Carnac the Magnificent on 
The Tonight Show. Any doubt regarding the right approach is easily resolved by simply viewing 
the question through the prism of the RFS mission statement. 
 
The schizophrenic approach to biodiesel imports continues as the Agency notes that 
“commenters raised concerns that…imports may also have an impact on the energy 
independence and security status of the U.S.”9 The Agency failed to note that other commenters, 
including IRFA, addressed this concern as, what we call in Iowa, pure hogwash. 
 
While IRFA obviously prefers U.S. biodiesel over imports, limiting biodiesel volumes will not 
ensure energy independence and security. First, biodiesel imports do not come from countries 
with strategic views contradicting U.S. goals or from known sponsors of terror.10 Second, despite 
incredible gains in domestic oil and renewable fuel production, U.S. net imports (imports minus 

                                                 
8 Attachment B, pages 22-24. 
9 AFPM/API comments to July proposal docket, reference on Page 46177. 
10 Shultz, George P., and R. James Woolsey, “Oil & Security,” Committee on the Present Danger, 2005. p. 5. 
http://www.distributedworkplace.com/DW/Government/A%20Committee%20on%20the%20Present%20Danger%2
0Policy%20Paper.doc         
 

http://www.distributedworkplace.com/DW/Government/A%20Committee%20on%20the%20Present%20Danger%20Policy%20Paper.doc
http://www.distributedworkplace.com/DW/Government/A%20Committee%20on%20the%20Present%20Danger%20Policy%20Paper.doc


exports) of petroleum from foreign countries in 2016 provided the marginal supply and were still 
equal to about 25 percent of U.S. petroleum consumption.11 Even if lowering the biodiesel level 
did reduce biodiesel imports, it would hurt U.S. energy security, not improve it, as imported 
biodiesel from friendly countries would be replaced by oil imported partially from countries that 
do not have our best interests in mind. 
 
Increasing the use of biodiesel, regardless of source, reduces our use of imported oil. And as C. 
Boyden Gray has stated, reducing oil imports means: “We would be therefore shipping less 
money abroad to finance people who don’t really like us very much and we would be creating 
more U.S. jobs.”12 
 
The Agency has talked out of both sides of its mouth. On one hand, the Agency suggests cutting 
biodiesel levels because imported biodiesel is supposedly bad for energy security. Yet, on the 
other hand, EPA suggests cutting biodiesel levels because those very same imported biodiesel 
gallons might be reduced due to potential countervailing duties. No matter the alleged concern, 
the suggested answer is always to cut the RFS levels. Instead of this schizophrenic, anti-RFS 
approach, the Agency should view imports in proper context with the RFS mission statement as 
its guide. In doing so, the answer to biodiesel imports and national security is clear: no waiver is 
warranted. 
 
 
Inadequate Domestic Supply Definition 
 
Since the July proposal was released, the United States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia issued a ruling that the Agency had illegally lowered the conventional biofuels levels 
in 2014-2016 by trying to pretend that “supply” actually meant “demand.”13 
 
In a move that reminds me of the old phrase “if you can’t raise the bridge, then lower the river,” 
in the NODA the EPA changes tacks and proposes a “revised interpretation” of inadequate 
domestic supply.14 It is interesting to note that more space is given to this “reinterpretation” of 
domestic supply than any other topic. 
 
Prodded by oil industry comments, the EPA wants to redefine “domestic supply” as 
“domestically produced supply.” Although they misplaced their dictionary when it came to 
“supply” and “demand” during the last rule-making, the oil industry even helpfully supplied the 
definition of “domestic” from the Merriam-Webster dictionary: “of, or relating to, or originating 

                                                 
11 U.S. Energy Information Administration. “Frequently Asked Questions: How much oil consumed in the United 
States comes from foreign countries?” April 4, 2017. https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=32&t=6  
12 Gray, C. Boyden. Christian Coalition of America – Capitol Hill Roundtable Discussion on Energy. March 15, 
2011. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F-cJi04ubss  
13 United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. No. 16-1005. Americans for Clean Energy, et 
al., v. Environmental Protection Agency and E. Scott Pruitt, Administrator. July 28, 2017. p. 4. 
14 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Availability of Supplemental Information and Request for Further Comment.” 
Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 191. Wednesday, October 4, 2017. Proposed Rules. p. 46177. 
 

https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=32&t=6
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F-cJi04ubss


within a country…” in arguing that the EPA should only consider renewable fuels “originating” 
within the US as domestic supply. 
 
Unfortunately, it would appear the oil industry quickly misplaced their dictionary when actually 
reading the definition of “domestic,” because they don’t quite seem to grasp the definition of 
“or.” As defined by Merriam-Webster, or means: “used as a function word to indicate an 
alternative…used in logic as a sentential connective that forms a complex sentence which is true 
when at least one of its constituent sentences is true.”15 
 
So domestic can mean “originating within a country” or it can logically mean “relating to a 
country.” Renewable fuels, even those imported, that are eligible for the RFS and for which the 
EPA has authorized RIN generation certainly “relate to” the supply of renewable fuels available 
in the US for use in complying with the RFS. 
 
The EPA further noted that: “These [petroleum] commenters suggested that by basing the 
volume requirements on the projected domestic [produced] supply of biofuels, EPA could set 
volume requirements that would better ensure the availability of renewable fuel for 
compliance.”16 
 
This is one of those "credibility matters" moments.  Since the RFS went into effect, the biodiesel 
industry has assured the EPA that it could meet the annual targets, and every year the biodiesel 
industry has met and even exceeded the targets.  On the other hand, the petroleum industry has 
constantly cast doubt on the ability of the biodiesel industry to meet the RFS targets and issued 
outlandish predictions on the impacts of meeting those targets, and every year they have been 
dead wrong.  Remember, these oil commenters are the same folks who brought you the infamous 
“Diesel Death Spiral”17 and predicted that gasoline and diesel prices would be $92 per gallon 
and $103 per gallon respectively in 201518 if the RFS continued growing. And even though these 
ludicrous predictions proved to be completely inaccurate, the “Diesel Death Spiral” study is still 
referenced as an attachment to the oil industry’s comments19 to the July proposal, and the talking 
points from these studies are still prominently featured on an oil industry website.20 At what 
point does EPA finally stop ignoring the plain facts in its own EMTS system and instead ignore 
the petroleum industry who cried wolf?  
 

                                                 
15 https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/or  
16 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Availability of Supplemental Information and Request for Further Comment.” 
Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 191. Wednesday, October 4, 2017. Proposed Rules. p. 46178. 
17 http://www.api.org/~/media/Files/Policy/Fuels-and-Renewables/13-March-
RFS/NERA_EconomicImpactsResultingfromRFS2Implementation.pdf, p. 29-30. 
18 http://www.nera.com/content/dam/nera/publications/2015/NERA_FINAL_API_RFS2_July27.pdf, p. 1-2. 
19 https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0091-3645, Attachment 5. 
20 http://www.api.org/oil-and-natural-gas/energy-primers/renewable-fuel-standards  
 

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/or
http://www.api.org/%7E/media/Files/Policy/Fuels-and-Renewables/13-March-RFS/NERA_EconomicImpactsResultingfromRFS2Implementation.pdf
http://www.api.org/%7E/media/Files/Policy/Fuels-and-Renewables/13-March-RFS/NERA_EconomicImpactsResultingfromRFS2Implementation.pdf
http://www.nera.com/content/dam/nera/publications/2015/NERA_FINAL_API_RFS2_July27.pdf
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0091-3645
http://www.api.org/oil-and-natural-gas/energy-primers/renewable-fuel-standards


More importantly, the Agency freely admits that the recent Court ruling stated plainly that it is 
“authorized” to take into account biofuels imports when calculating domestic supply.21 Yet, the 
Agency seems transfixed by one explanatory section in the ruling where the Court notes that the 
Agency “may” consider imports and argues that “the court’s statements may indicate the scope 
of permissible, but not required, interpretations…”22 
 
Putting that “may” in context helps clarify its meaning. The Court stated: 
 

“Therefore, it is evident that the “inadequate domestic supply” waiver provision refers to the 
supply of renewable fuel available to refiners, blenders, and importers to meet the statutory 
volume requirements. Under that reading, EPA may consider factors affecting the availability 
of renewable fuel to refiners, blenders, and importers. Those factors may include, for 
example, the availability of feedstocks used to make renewable fuel, the production capacity 
of renewable fuel producers, the amount of renewable fuel available for import from foreign 
producers, or the infrastructure capacity needed to get renewable fuel from producers to 
refiners, importers, and blenders.”23 

 
The simple point here is that it should not matter whether the Court is ordering the Agency to 
account for imports when calculating domestic supply, but that the Court made perfectly clear 
that the Agency can do so. Therefore, the only question left is whether the Agency is seeking to 
implement the RFS as called for in the RFS mission statement or whether it has abandoned 
Congressional intent and is merely looking for excuses to hide behind when ignoring the clear 
intent of the law. 
 
If the Agency is, in fact, looking for guidance from the Court, then it should continue reading the 
ruling for a few more pages where the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit 
declared that: 
 

“The central problem with EPA’s ‘supply equals demand’ argument (in addition to the 
text of the statute, of course) is that it runs contrary to how the Renewable Fuel Program 
is supposed to work. By setting annual renewable fuel volume requirements that increase 
progressively each year, Congress adopted a ‘market forcing policy’ intended to 
‘overcome constraints in the market’ by creating “demand pressure to increase 
consumption…”24 (emphasis added) 

 
While this declaration was directed at the illegal convolution of supply and demand in a previous 
rule-making, it speaks clearly to Congress’ intentions. The Court fully embraced the RFS 
mission statement that the Agency is directed by the statute to look for ways to increase the 
volume requirements progressively each year, not to look for excuses to lower them. It is 

                                                 
21 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Availability of Supplemental Information and Request for Further Comment.” 
Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 191. Wednesday, October 4, 2017. p. 46178. 
22 Ibid. 
23 United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. No. 16-1005. Americans for Clean Energy, et 
al., v. Environmental Protection Agency and E. Scott Pruitt, Administrator. July 28, 2017. p. 29. 
24 United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. No. 16-1005. Americans for Clean Energy, et 
al., v. Environmental Protection Agency and E. Scott Pruitt, Administrator. July 28, 2017. p. 31. 



difficult to understand how the Court saw this RFS truth so clearly, while the Agency’s entire 
NODA and nearly all of its July proposal run absolutely counter. 
 
If the Agency intends to implement the RFS in accordance with the RFS mission statement, then 
any suggestion to “reinterpret” how domestic supply is calculated is not justified and neither are 
any waivers that would be based off this suggested perversion of the RFS. 
 
 
Severe Economic Harm 
 
The Agency solicits comment on the appropriateness of its previous interpretation of “severe 
economic harm” within the general waiver provisions.25 This standard was set during the George 
W. Bush Administration26 and reaffirmed during the Barack Obama Administration.27 More 
importantly, when looking back on previous waiver requests claiming severe economic harm to 
“a State, a region, or the United States,” hindsight has proven that the standard was appropriate 
and that the claims of harm were groundless. As no credible data or analysis has been presented, 
calls for use of the severe economic harm waiver authority today are equally misguided and 
unsubstantiated. Any change to the interpretation is unwarranted and any such waiver use is 
unsupportable. 
 
 
Biomass-Based Diesel Waiver Authority 
 
The second most space in the NODA was devoted to this section where so many troubling 
suggestions were raised that it is difficult to know where to start. At the macro level there seems 
to be a complete lack of understanding by the Agency as to the very nature of this waiver 
authority. Given its restrictions on specific criteria (significant renewable feedstock disruption or 
other market circumstance that would make the price of biomass-based diesel increase 
significantly), volume (no more than 15 percent) and duration (no more than 60-days), and the 
ability of the Agency to renew the waiver if necessary, it is clear that this waiver authority is 
intended as a response to a clear, temporary, emergency situation.  
 
In addition, the BBD waiver authority is intended as a safety valve for unexpected circumstances 
impacting compliance with the annual BBD level. Consideration of implementing this waiver 
authority should be based totally on the BBD requirement. It should not be used as a backdoor to 
bypass the general waiver authorities necessary to lower advanced biofuel and total biofuel 
annual levels. In other words, if utilizing the BBD waiver authority will not address the specific 
criteria used to authorize such a waiver (i.e. significant renewable feedstock disruption or other 
                                                 
25 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Availability of Supplemental Information and Request for Further Comment.” 
Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 191. Wednesday, October 4, 2017. p. 46179. 
26 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Notice of Decision Regarding the State of Texas Request for a Waiver 
of a Portion of the Renewable Fuel Standard.” Federal Register. Vol. 73, No. 157. Wednesday, August 13, 2008. p. 
47182-47184. 
27 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Notice of Decision Regarding Requests for a Waiver of the Renewable 
Fuel Standard.” Federal Register. Vol. 77, No. 228. Tuesday, November 27, 2012. p. 70775-70776. 
 



market circumstance that would make the price of biomass-based diesel increase significantly), 
then a waiver should not be implemented.28 
 
While we do not agree with this approach, the Agency freely admits that it implemented the 
2018 BBD requirement and proposed the 2019 BBD requirement with the intent that actual 
demand for BBD will be driven not by the BBD requirement, but rather by the advanced biofuel 
requirement, noting: 
 

“Instead, the higher advanced biofuel volume requirement would be the determinant, and 
the market would supply more advanced biodiesel and renewable diesel than the BBD 
standard would require…”29 

 
The agency goes on to explain that the historic trend in establishing advanced biofuels 
requirements leads it to believe that “the same volume of BBD would likely be produced and 
imported to satisfy…the advanced biofuel standard regardless of the applicable volume of BBD 
we ultimately required…”30 
 
Given the manner in which the Agency has structured the BBD and advanced biofuels 
requirements for 2018 and proposed for 2019, any concerns with biodiesel price or supply should 
be addressed through the general waiver authorities for advanced biofuels. It is counterintuitive 
to waive a requirement that is not “determinant” on the demand of the biofuel being waived. In 
other words, if the perceived need is to lower the advanced requirement, then the Agency should 
do so directly. The Agency should not seek to waive the BBD requirement, which EPA suggests 
will not impact actual BBD demand, as a way to avoid the waiver requirements specific to 
lowering the advanced biofuels requirement. This does not make the BBD waiver provisions 
inherently frivolous. Rather, the Agency’s decision to intentionally set the BBD volume 
requirement lower than it should be and allow the advanced volume requirement to drive BBD 
demand has done so. 
 
As stated in the discussion of Section III, the expiration of the biodiesel tax credit is not new and 
there has been no credible evidence put forward that it has had an unforeseen impact on the price 
of biodiesel (at all, let alone significant). Therefore, the expiration of the biodiesel tax credit does 
not trigger the emergency BBD waiver provision. 
 
Additionally, any impact from the possible imposition of duties on imported biodiesel is 
completely speculative and, therefore, does not represent a suitable basis for implementing the 
emergency BBD waiver provision. Further, IRFA strongly states that given the large portion of 
US biodiesel production capacity sitting idle today, it is extremely unlikely that possible 

                                                 
28 As a nested requirement, we understand that if the BBD level was appropriately waived under the BBD waiver 
authority that the reduction could be passed through to advanced and total biofuel level. 
29 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Availability of Supplemental Information and Request for Further Comment.” 
Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 191. Wednesday, October 4, 2017. p. 46180. 
30 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Availability of Supplemental Information and Request for Further Comment.” 
Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 191. Wednesday, October 4, 2017. p. 46180. 



imposition of duties on biodiesel imports will have a meaningful impact on the price of biodiesel 
(let alone a significant impact). 
 
 
2019 Biomass-Based Diesel Volume Requirement 
 
After laying out the various factors Congress directed it to consider when setting an annual BBD 
volume requirement, the Agency notes that the statute does not “specify how EPA should weigh 
the importance of the often competing factors, and the overarching goals of the statute when 
EPA sets the applicable volumes of BBD…”31 
 
This general sense of confusion or lack of direction by the Agency was echoed in a footnote to 
Section II, where EPA stated: “We believe the statutory provisions embody multiple 
Congressional objectives, including both increasing renewable fuels and limiting in certain 
circumstances the additional cost or economic impact associated with such increases.”32 
 
Statements like these, coupled with nearly all of the requests for comments in the NODA 
demonstrate that the Agency has failed to either grasp or embrace the RFS mission statement. 
Congress intended the RFS to increase the amount of renewable fuel used in the US every year. 
While costs may be considered, they are only to impact the RFS levels when there is “severe” 
economic harm or a “significant” price increase. Even the Court has put in black and white for 
the Agency “how the Renewable Fuel Program is supposed to work” by “setting annual 
renewable fuel volume requirements that increase progressively each year…”33 In short, it’s not 
that difficult to move the RFS in the right direction unless the Agency simply wants to ignore the 
letter of the law and the clear intent of Congress. 
 
IRFA made extensive comments about where the 2019 BBD volume requirement should be set 
during the July proposal comment period and we stand by those comments.34 Chief among our 
comments are the following two points: 
 

1. Given that the US market consumed 2.9 billion gallons of BBD in 2016, the ample 
supply of multiple feedstocks and the unutilized domestic production capacity, the 2019 
BBD volume requirement should be set at no less than 2.75 billion gallons. 

 
2. Congress created a BBD category and gave the power to the EPA to increase the annual 

requirement. It did not take these actions lightly, and it did not intend for EPA to second 

                                                 
31 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Availability of Supplemental Information and Request for Further Comment.” 
Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 191. Wednesday, October 4, 2017. p. 46180. 
32 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Availability of Supplemental Information and Request for Further Comment.” 
Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 191. Wednesday, October 4, 2017. p. 46175. 
33 United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. No. 16-1005. Americans for Clean Energy, et 
al., v. Environmental Protection Agency and E. Scott Pruitt, Administrator. July 28, 2017. p. 31. 
34 Attachment B, pages 9-16. 
 



guess Congress by suggesting that BBD demand be driven by the advanced biofuels 
volume requirement in lieu of the specific BBD volume requirement. 

 
 
Export RINs Scheme 
  
Within days of the NODA being issued, media reports surfaced that the Agency is considering a 
proposal that would essentially allow exported biofuels to count toward the RFS as if they were 
used in the US.35 Subsequent conversations between Agency and Congressional staff have 
confirmed this to be true. 
 
IRFA would like to speak as clearly and plainly as possible on this issue.  Allowing RINs from 
exported gallons to be used by obligated parties to satisfy their domestic RFS requirements is 
nothing less than ripping the heart out of the RFS. It is the functional equivalent of cutting the 
corn ethanol RFS level by more than one billion gallons. It would represent a complete 
abdication of President Trump’s promises to protect the RFS and to support America’s corn 
growers. And after three years of declining farm income,36 it could very likely push the 
agriculture economy into a depression the likes of which we haven’t seen since the 1980s. 
 
IRFA has heard that some within the Agency have tried to build support for the export RINs 
scheme by suggesting that it will build additional demand for ethanol by incentivizing exports. 
First, that suggestion is actually an admission that adopting this scheme will violate US trade 
commitments under WTO and anger trading partners like Canada.37 Second, it is ludicrous to 
suggest that the export RINs scheme will build overall ethanol demand. That analysis might 
actually be more ridiculous than the “effective price” calculation for biodiesel in the NODA.  
 
Let’s apply some simple math and common sense to the issue. 
 
The 2017 RFS levels require 15 billion gallons38 of conventional biofuels to be used in the 
United States. In addition, roughly 1.2 billion gallons of ethanol are expected to be exported.  
That brings total demand for US ethanol production to 16.2 billion gallons. 
 
If the RINs from the 1.2 billion gallons of exports can be used to satisfy the RFS (instead of 
being retired because the fuel was not used in the US) then you have effectively cut the 
conventional RFS level to 13.8 billion gallons. Further, any potential future increase in exports is 
simply cannibalized from the domestic RFS requirement. Therefore, not only would the export 
RINs scheme crush any hopes of future growth for US ethanol production, it would cut over a 
billion gallons from current demand. 
 
                                                 
35 https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-09-27/epa-is-said-to-weigh-easing-compliance-burden-for-
ethanol-rules  
36 “USDA: Net Farm Incomes Lower for Third-Straight Year.” AgWeb Powered by Farm Journal. December 29, 
2016. https://www.agweb.com/article/usda-net-farm-incomes-lower-for-third-straight-year-naa-ashley-davenport/  
37http://governor.iowa.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Governors%20RFS%20letter%20to%20Trump%20Updated
--.pdf, p. 2. 
38 IRFA could make reference to carryover RINs, but the Agency chooses to ignore the existence of carryover RINs 
in its analysis, so to be consistent, we will also. 
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Under this scheme, anyone claiming the 15 billion gallon conventional RFS was still intact 
would simply be insulting our intelligence. Any attempt to implement the export RINs scheme 
will be met with the same reaction from rural America as if Congress were trying to repeal the 
RFS statute itself. 
 
 
Is the RIN Problem Real? 
 
We constantly hear that the Agency has concerns about the supposed high price of RINs. It may 
be instructive to note that the RFS has been the law of the land for over 12 years. Many entities 
have spent that time working to successfully implement the RFS, from farmers and renewable 
fuels producers to fuel marketers and automakers.  Even despite their opposition to the RFS 
policy, large integrated petroleum companies have made business decisions and investments to 
adapt to the RFS.  In contrast to this myriad of diverse entities stand one small subset of 
merchant refiners.  Many of this subset of refiners sat idly by for the past decade not lifting a 
finger or investing a dime to help ensure the success of the RFS policy.  This subset now asks the 
EPA to bail them out from their self-induced dilemma. Ironically, their alleged dilemma does 
not, in fact, exist. 
 
The story goes that small refiners are paying millions of dollars for RINs to meet their RFS 
obligations, and that this is somehow unfair and inequitable.  Yet, a review of public data will 
demonstrate that the fundamental underpinning of their entire argument is simply not true. 
 
This narrative relies on an old magic trick, attempting to focus the audience’s attention on one 
hand (the payments for RINs) while seeking to distract them from looking at what’s going on 
with the other hand (namely the corresponding increase in crack spreads).  Any Accounting 101 
student is taught to look at both sides of the balance sheet. 
 
When you plot the refiner crack spread against RIN prices, you see that they move in tandem – 
there is a correlation.  So while the petitioners may be accurate in saying they pay for RINs, it is 
also accurate to note that the RIN value is reflected in the crack spread that sets the price for 
which they sell their unblended gasoline.  When both sides of the balance sheet are taken into 
account, the merchant refiner is essentially held harmless. 
 
This correlation has been noted by many credible sources.  Robert Campbell, with Energy 
Aspects Ltd., told Bloomberg News that “The crack should adjust to reflect the RIN price.”39  
And in fact, when RIN prices declined from over $1 in November of 2016 to around 45 cents in 
February of 2017, the profitability of the merchant refiners did not improve – because the crack 
spread was reduced proportional to the reduction in RIN prices.40  If those refiners complaining 
about RIN costs were accurate, the dramatic decrease in RIN prices following the nomination of 
Mr. Pruitt to be Administrator Pruitt should have proved a boon to their bottom lines, but that 
was not the case. 
 

                                                 
39 Bloomberg News, U.S. Refiner Margins Fall as Trump Freezes EPA Rules, RINs Drop, January 26, 2017. 
40 https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-02-21/trump-reaffirms-support-for-ethanol-amid-its-fight-with-
icahn  
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One of the largest independent U.S. refiners, Tesoro, has noted that RINs costs are passed 
through at the bulk finished product sales points and, therefore, provide refiners with coverage of 
their corresponding RIN exposure.  Tesoro noted that steps to lower RIN prices “will not 
materially impact the finances of petitioners as they believe” and will result in “no net 
improvement to the financial position of those petitioners who are blaming the RFS for their 
poor profitability.”41 
 
Echoing this point, legal counsel for SIGMA and NACS noted during the 2017 National Ethanol 
Conference that nearly all refiners use the “linear program” to determine blendstock prices and 
that among the approximately 10,000 variables in the calculation are anticipated RIN costs.  
Therefore, RIN costs are embedded in the wholesale straight gasoline blendstock price.42 
 
The unfortunate, but accurate, conclusion is that many of the refiners who claim that RIN costs 
are driving them toward bankruptcy are simply looking for a scapegoat.  These refiners, with or 
without the RFS, would be facing severe economic times due to a number of considerations, 
including pre-existing competitive issues, global crude inventories, and weak refinery margins. 
 
Andrew Clyde, chief executive officer of Murphy USA Inc., noted: “We’ve just got sort of this 
classic issue of maybe buyer’s remorse on one end and low refining margins. It would be nice to 
point the finger at the RIN,” but even absent those costs, refiners that are complaining would still 
be generating poor returns.43 
 
In fact, EPA came to the exact same conclusion just two years ago. By way of reminder, IRFA 
would commend the EPA-produced white paper entitled “A Preliminary Assessment of RIN 
Market Dynamics, RIN Prices, and Their Effects” from May 14, 2015. 
 
The white paper offers the following conclusions that EPA may find insightful: 
 

“The higher market prices for petroleum fuels with RIN obligations relative to those 
without RIN obligations suggest that obligated parties are generally recovering their RIN 
costs in the price of the petroleum fuels they produce. Merchant refiners, who largely 
purchase separated RINs to meet their RFS obligations, should not therefore be 
disadvantaged by higher RIN prices, as they are recovering these costs in the sale price of 
their products. Were this not the case, merchant refiners could, and we expect would, 
avail themselves of other compliance strategies such as contractual arrangements and 
investing in fuel blending and distribution infrastructure, which are available to merchant 
refiners looking for alternative methods for meeting their RIN obligations.”44 

 
“After RIN prices surged in 2013, several parties argued that high RIN prices put 
merchant refiners (refiners that do not blend the petroleum blendstocks they produced 

                                                 
41 OPIS, RFS Compliance Cost Are Not Cause of Refiners’ Financial Woes: Tesoro, February 17, 2017. 
42 National Ethanol Conference, Perspectives on the RFS and the Point of Obligation panel, February 21, 2017. 
43 https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-09-15/trump-caught-between-corn-oil-interests-on-renewable-
fuels  
44 Environmental Protection Agency. “A Preliminary Assessment of RIN Market Dynamics, RIN Prices, and Their 
Effects.” May 14, 2015. https://www.epa.gov/renewable-fuel-standard-program/renewable-identification-number-
rin-analysis-renewable-fuel-standard, p. 3. 
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with renewable fuels) at a competitive disadvantage relative to integrated refiners 
(refiners who do own fuel blending operations). EPA maintains that this conclusion is 
based on a flawed analysis of the RIN and transportation fuel markets. Specifically, this 
argument rests on the assumption that parties who blended renewable fuels with 
petroleum-based fuels to produce transportation fuel were able to separate RINs from 
renewable fuel and obtain them at a lower cost, while merchant refiners were forced to 
buy RINs at a higher market price. Those who raised this concern argued that while this 
dynamic existed even when RIN prices were low, the high RIN prices in 2013, 
specifically the high D6 RIN prices, put them at a significant competitive disadvantage. 
The misunderstanding at the heart of this flawed conclusion concerns the manner in 
which merchant refiners acquire RINs, which may differ from the method generally used 
by integrated refiners. Because merchant refiners do not own fuel blending infrastructure, 
they generally purchase RINs from fuel blenders who do not have RIN obligations, or 
other parties who have RINs in excess of their obligations. For these merchant refiners 
there is a direct and obvious cost of purchasing RINs to satisfy their obligations. 
Integrated refiners generally obtain RINs by purchasing renewable fuels with attached 
RINs. As a result, integrated refiners are not paying a separate price for the RINs they 
acquire, but rather simultaneously purchasing both the renewable fuel and the associated 
RINs. At the same time, the increased value merchant refiners receive for their petroleum 
fuel is hidden in the market pricing of the fuels. Several merchant refiners have claimed 
that they cannot increase the price of their petroleum products, as the price they receive is 
determined by market listings such as NYMEX. However, even if true, the higher 
NYMEX price for gasoline sold in the United States relative to the price of gasoline in 
foreign markets shown in Figure 13 suggests that the NYMEX prices reflect the RIN cost 
incurred by refiners who sell petroleum products into the U.S. market. While these 
merchant refiners may simply be receiving prices for their products based on market 
listings, the data we have reviewed suggests that the market has adjusted to increased D6 
RIN prices and they are nevertheless receiving a higher price for their products that 
generally reflects their RIN costs. If this is the case, exempting merchant refiners (or any 
other obligated party) from their RIN obligation while maintaining RIN obligations for 
other obligated parties would allow the exempted parties to benefit from higher 
petroleum prices that reflect RIN costs while incurring no RIN costs themselves. This 
would allow the exempted parties to benefit from increased profit margins relative to 
other obligated parties as a direct result of the RFS program.”45  

 
“Finally, claims that high RIN prices put merchant refiners at a competitive disadvantage 
relative to integrated refiners ignore the compliance flexibility built into the RIN system. 
Obligated parties, including independent refiners, may acquire RINs by purchasing 
renewable fuel with attached RINs and retaining the RINs after selling or blending the 
renewable fuel, by purchasing separated RINs on the RIN spot market, or through 
contract arrangements. A merchant refiner’s status does not mandate that the refiner 
purchase only separated RINs. Rather, all obligated parties can choose how and when to 
acquire RINs to comply with the RFS program. To the extent that merchant refiners 

                                                 
45 Environmental Protection Agency. “A Preliminary Assessment of RIN Market Dynamics, RIN Prices, and Their 
Effects.” May 14, 2015. https://www.epa.gov/renewable-fuel-standard-program/renewable-identification-number-
rin-analysis-renewable-fuel-standard, p. 328-29. 
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choose—for economic or other reasons—to limit themselves to purchasing RINs on the 
market, that choice is their own, and not one required by EPA’s rule. If merchant refiners 
believe that owning and operating blending operations, or purchasing renewable fuels, 
separating and retiring the RINs, and reselling the renewable fuel without RINs would 
present a significant financial or strategic advantage, they may, and generally would, 
enter the marketplace in this capacity.”46 

 
 
Real Solutions 
 
While much of the alleged RIN challenge can be traced to refiners who took no actions over the 
last decade to align their business model with the realities of the RFS and overall petroleum 
industry resistance to higher blends of ethanol and biodiesel, there are numerous steps the 
Agency can take to ease compliance with the RFS. IRFA will highlight three below. 
 
Grant E15 RVP Parity 
 
The single biggest artificial impediment to increased RIN generation, and thereby lower RIN 
prices, is the disparate treatment of E15 compared to every other ethanol blend concerning 
volatility limits.  E15 is the only ethanol blend that cannot be produced year-round using the 
same gasoline blendstock as other ethanol blends in conventional gasoline areas (which 
encompass two-thirds of the gasoline sold in the U.S.).  This situation allows gasoline refiners to 
restrict access to the blendstocks necessary for E15 during the summer driving season (June 1 
through September 15). 
 
IRFA believes that EPA can address this situation through its existing authority by granting E15 
the same one-pound waiver as E9 and E10, and we urge the Agency to do so with haste. In doing 
so, not only will EPA find support in the statutes, but also in the White House. While 
campaigning, President Trump made crystal clear that: “As President, I would encourage 
regulators to end restrictions that keep higher blends of ethanol and biofuel from being sold.”47 
 
IRFA commends its more extensive comments on E15 RVP parity included in its comments on 
the July proposal.48 
 
Approve Cellulosic Ethanol Pathways in a Timely Manner 
 
As interest in corn kernel fiber cellulosic ethanol technology continues to expand, it is imperative 
that EPA take timely action to ensure that cellulosic production is not artificially limited. EPA 
should take several steps to improve its RFS registration and pathway approval process. For 
instance, IRFA commends the diligent efforts by EPA staff to revise the efficient producer 

                                                 
46 Environmental Protection Agency. “A Preliminary Assessment of RIN Market Dynamics, RIN Prices, and Their 
Effects.” May 14, 2015. https://www.epa.gov/renewable-fuel-standard-program/renewable-identification-number-
rin-analysis-renewable-fuel-standard, p. 30. 
47 Donald Trump Address at Iowa Renewable Fuels Summit. Altoona, IA. January 19, 2016. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=66sE02vfUYs 
48 Attachment B, pages 20-22. 
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pathway rules to allow grandfathered facilities to utilize that pathway for co-production of RFS 
qualifying corn starch ethanol and cellulosic ethanol produced from corn kernel fiber. However, 
IRFA is frustrated that there is no timeline for EPA to issue the revised language. This change 
will significantly cut down the time it would take for existing plants in Iowa to register for D3 
RIN production and bring those much-needed gallons to market prior to 2018. 
 
Coupled with the 25 percent reduction to the cellulosic biofuel target in the July rule, the cuts 
implied in the NODA would have a devastating impact on future innovation and investment in 
advanced and cellulosic ethanol. Rejecting the NODA, restoring growth to the 2018 cellulosic 
level (at least 384 million gallons as originally included in the draft proposal sent to OMB for 
interagency review),49 and improving the RFS registration and pathway approval process would 
provide vital policy certainty to drive cellulosic biofuels production forward. 
 
Improve RIN Transparency 
 
In the July RFS proposal, EPA sought “input on potential changes to the RIN trading system that 
might help address…whether and how the current trading structure provides an opportunity for 
market manipulation.”50 
 
IRFA believes the key in this area is to maintain the focus on the big picture – proper 
implementation of the letter and intent of the RFS as passed by Congress. The RIN system and 
corresponding trading market only exist because of the need for a flexible and transparent RFS 
compliance structure. As such, it should not be allowed to interfere with the smooth operation of 
the RFS. To do so would run counter to its intended purpose. 
 
So keeping in mind that the RIN system is first and foremost an RFS compliance system, and not 
a speculative commodities market, the solution should follow the advice we all learned in grade 
school: keep it simple. Parties must register with EPA’s EMTS system to generate, trade or retire 
RINs. Simply make public the RIN transactions as they clear the EMTS system – including the 
parties involved, the number of RINs, and any associated prices. The preeminent purpose of the 
RIN system as a compliance mechanism overrides any concerns of business confidentiality. 
 
 
The Path Forward 
 
While many entities including IRFA tried to put a positive face on the July RFS proposal, the 
fact was that the vast majority of that document was bad news for renewable fuels and 
agriculture. Yes, it did propose a 15-billion gallon RFS level for conventional biofuels, like corn 
ethanol. Yet, it also asked if the EPA’s waiver authority should be used to lower the 15 billion 
gallon number in the final rule. 

                                                 
49 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “E0 12866 Review – Revised Version, Renewable Fuel Standard 
Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-Based Diesel Volume for 2019. June 2, 2017. p. 10. 
50 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34211. 
 



 
In fact, the July proposal asked whether the various proposed volumes should be lowered in the 
final rule no less than a dozen times.  Not once did the July proposal suggest that an RFS level 
might be increased. Further, the July proposal proposed flat-lining biodiesel at 2.1 billion gallons 
while reducing the cellulosic RFS level by roughly 25%.51 For biodiesel, the rationale countered 
facts from EPA’s own RIN tracking system, and for cellulosic the rationale was based on a new, 
illegal methodology. 
 
Despite all of this, folks didn’t overreact, but rather submitted thoughtful comments and hoped 
for the best in the final rule. 
 
Then in October, EPA released a NODA that signaled its intent to cut the already too low 2019 
biodiesel RFS level and to take the unprecedented action of reopening the finalized 2018 
biodiesel level for reduction.  At roughly the same time, news reports surfaced that have since 
been verified that EPA is considering allowing the RINs from exported renewable fuels to be 
used to satisfy the domestic RFS obligations.  Based on this one-two punch, it is hard to draw 
any other conclusion than the Agency is not interested in implementing the letter and the spirit of 
the RFS as was promised by Administrator Pruitt during his confirmation. Rather, the NODA 
and export RINs scheme suggest that the Agency is looking for any and all excuses to lower RFS 
numbers – for all three main renewable fuels: corn ethanol, biodiesel and cellulosic ethanol. 
 
These signals undermining the RFS have sparked a grassroots revolt in ag country. People are 
mad, upset, and feel betrayed. 
 
The attached clip compilation (Attachment C) is just a sample of news coverage of EPA’s 
proposed dismantling of the RFS, including editorials, op-eds, and news articles. Given the 
drumbeat of negative RFS news coverage since the July proposal that has amped up since the 
NODA was released and the export RINs scheme was exposed, it is not surprising to read stories 
about polls showing “Trump’s popularity is slipping in rural America.”52 
 
The message from the grassroots is clear:  President Trump has a decision to make.  He can take 
action to put the EPA back on track with his own publicly expressed energy views – that 
renewable fuels play an important role in America’s energy future – or he can allow EPA to 
systematically dismantle the RFS.  One path leads to a more balanced energy policy and hope for 
the heartland.  The other path leads to rural economic ruin and a breach of trust that will not be 
repaired. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
51 For an extensive discussion of EPA’s illegal cellulosic methodology, please see our comment in Attachment B, 
pages 22-26. 
52 https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-ruralamerica-poll/trumps-popularity-is-slipping-in-rural-america-poll-
idUSKBN1CE162  
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We stand ready to work with you and to provide any further information or background on this 
issue where we may be of assistance.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 
mshaw@IowaRFA.org or 515-252-6249. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
  
Monte Shaw 
Executive Director 
 



ATTACHMENT A 

Bias in EPA RFS Rulemaking 

In the July proposed rule: 

• EPA’s July proposal did not contain a single positive statement about the importance of 
the RFS or renewable fuels.  Even the press release announcing the RFS proposal failed 
to make a single reference to any benefit of the RFS or renewable fuels. 
 

• On at least 12 separate occasions, the proposed rule sought comment on whether one of 
the various RVOs should be reduced below the proposed levels, even though three of the 
RVOs (cellulosic, total advanced, and total renewable fuel) were already proposed below 
statutory levels.  At no point did the proposed rule seek comment on whether any of the 
RVOs should be increased. 

o When the EPA invites “data and analysis that would support different use of the 
waiver authorities than we are proposing in today's action, such as use of the 
general waiver authority to achieve greater reductions than proposed,” (emphasis 
added, from page 34229 of the proposal) one has to wonder what the Agency 
believes the RFS is supposed to achieve – higher or lower volumes of biofuels? 
 

• On 9 different occasions in the proposed rule, EPA requests comment on whether it 
should use its general waiver authority to further reduce renewable fuel volumes, citing 
the “demand constraints” theory ruled illegal by the US Circuit Court of Appeals. 

In the October NODA: 

• The NODA asks for comment on 20 specific points, all of which pertain to further 
reducing RFS volumes (and none of which pertain to increasing volumes). 
 

• The NODA cites specific input from commenters regarding the July proposal on 10 
specific occasions, and on all 10 of those occasions the source of the comments was 
either from AFPM, API or Valero.  236,346 comments were submitted in response to 
EPA’s July RFS proposal, but EPA only seems to be interested in exploring the anti-RFS 
perspectives of API, AFPM and Valero. 
 

• The NODA creates a new concept of “effective price” to inappropriately cook the books 
against biodiesel. The absurd chart representing “EPA’s estimated effective price of 
biodiesel to blenders,” assumes a $1 increase in biodiesel prices due to the expiration of 
the biodiesel tax incentive at the end of 2016, but DOES NOT include corresponding 
price reductions from RINs and other market forces. Any college freshman in Econ 101 
knows this is one-sided and inaccurate. In reality, the EPA calculation does not represent 
an “effective price” but rather a “convenient prices” for those needing excuses to cut 
RVOs. 
 
 



• EPA talks out of both sides of its mouth on biodiesel imports in the NODA.   
o On one hand, EPA questions whether imported biodiesel is bad because of 

supposed energy security and energy independence concerns (citing AFPM and 
API, of course), and therefore, whether volumes should be further reduced to keep 
those bad imports out.   

o But on the other hand, EPA questions whether imported biodiesel is good because 
decreased imports (due to potential countervailing duties on Argentinian and 
Indonesian biodiesel) could supposedly increase the cost or decrease the supply of 
biodiesel in the U.S., and therefore, whether volumes should be further reduced to 
account for the potential reduction of those good biodiesel imports.   

o No matter the alleged concern, the suggested answer is always to cut the RFS 
levels 

 
• EPA talks out of both sides of its mouth on methodology.   

o In the July proposed rule, the EPA ignored the RFS law (and Court rulings) to 
adopt an illegal “look back” methodology to set the cellulosic RVO for 2018. 

o Yet, in the October NODA, EPA claims to be able to predict the future of ongoing 
trade cases to justify a preemptive cut to the previously established 2018 biodiesel 
RVO. 

o Again, the only consistency in the July proposed rule and the October NODA is 
adopting any inconsistent facts, methodologies, or rationales for cutting each and 
every RVO below what the reasonable implementation of the letter and spirit of 
the law demand. 

 
• EPA makes the old new again by pretending the expiration of the biodiesel tax credit is a 

“new” development, thereby opening the door for EPA to redo the 2018 biodiesel RVO 
that was finalized a year. 

o The EPA knows that when the 2018 biodiesel RVO was finalized in November of 
2016, the biodiesel tax credit was already scheduled to expire. There is NO new 
data or actions on this front since the 2018 RVO was set. The tax credit has 
expired numerous times during the last ten years and never before has it been used 
as an excuse to cut an RVO which had already been FINALIZED. 

o In the press release announcing the July proposal, Administrator Pruitt 
highlighted that “Timely implementation provides certainty to American refiners, 
the agriculture community and broader fuels industry…” Revisiting the 2018 
biodiesel RVO based on NO new data or policy changes certainly isn’t “timely” 
for farmers and biodiesel producers that have already made planting and 
production investments based on the supposedly final 2018 RVO. 

 



 
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 
 
August 31, 2017 
 
 
 
Air and Radiation Docket and Information Center  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  
Mailcode: 28221T  
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW  
Washington, DC 20460  
 
 
RE: Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0091 
Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-Based Diesel Volume 
for 2019 
 
 
With 43 ethanol refineries capable of producing more than four billion gallons annually, 
including nearly 80 million gallons of annual cellulosic ethanol production capacity, and 12 
biodiesel facilities with the capacity to produce more than 380 million gallons annually, Iowa is 
the nation’s premier renewable fuels producer.  Iowa is also the largest U.S. producer of ethanol 
feedstocks such as corn starch, corn kernel fiber, and corn stover; and biodiesel feedstocks such 
as soybean oil, distillers corn oil, and animal fats.  Therefore, the Iowa Renewable Fuels 
Association (IRFA) is uniquely suited to comment on the proposed rule setting the 2018 volume 
requirements and the 2019 biomass-based diesel volume requirement for the Renewable Fuel 
Standard (RFS).   
 
The members of IRFA believe the proposed rule is truly a mixed bag.  First, IRFA applauds EPA 
for upholding the 15 billion-gallon conventional biofuel level for 2018 in accordance with the 
law. Maintaining the 15 billion-gallon conventional biofuel requirement is good news for air 
quality, motorists and farmers while keeping the RFS on track and providing regulatory stability 
for ethanol producers, retailers and obligated parties alike. IRFA urges EPA to finalize the 
conventional biofuel target at 15 billion gallons, as proposed. 
 
Second, IRFA is disappointed in EPA’s proposal to flatline the 2019 biomass-based diesel 
(BBD) standard at 2.1 billion gallons.  Keeping the BBD levels frozen at 2.1 billion gallons for 
2019 falls woefully short of the U.S. biodiesel industry’s capabilities—even before imports are 
considered—and clearly contradicts the spirit of the law.  The EPA’s proposal should be a 
formula for growth in advanced biofuels, not an enshrinement of the status quo.  For these 
reasons and more, IRFA implores the Agency to set the RFS level for biomass-based diesel at a 
minimum of 2.75 billion gallons. 
 



Third, IRFA is discouraged by EPA’s decision to immortalize the past by cutting the cellulosic 
biofuel volumes for 2018 by 25 percent compared to 2017 levels.  This proposed 25 percent cut 
is not only a huge step backward for cellulosic ethanol today, but, if finalized, would stall the 
accelerating growth in cellulosic ethanol production and stifle future interest and investment in 
further cellulosic biofuel development. IRFA encourages EPA to increase the cellulosic biofuel 
requirement to 384 million gallons. 
 
 
Follow the Law 
 
In his confirmation hearing before the U.S. Senate Environment and Public Works Committee on 
January 18, 2017, EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt repeatedly expressed a deep respect for 
following the rule of law, including as it relates to the RFS.  For example Administrator Pruitt 
stated the following: 
 

“To honor the intent, and the expression of the Renewable Fuel Standard statute is very, 
very important. It is not the job of the Administrator of the EPA to do anything other than 
administer the program according to the intent of Congress, and I commit to you to do 
so.” 
 
“The act should be complied with and enforced consistent with the will of Congress.” 
 
“Market conditions have changed since 2005, but, despite that, the EPA Administrator 
should not use that to undermine or to somehow put into question the commitments made 
by this body in the Renewable Fuel Standards statute.” 
 
“Those individuals need to have certainty and confidence that the RFS is going to be 
enforced and administered pursuant to the desires of Congress.” 
 
“If I may, Senator, let me say to you the role of the Administrator of the EPA is to 
enforce and administer the RFS program to carry out the objectives of that statute. Those 
targets that have been put in that statute by this body need to be respected.” 
 
“I don’t want you to have any concern about the intent, objective, or will, if confirmed, of 
carrying out the RFS mandate or the statute in its whole.”1 

 
While IRFA certainly appreciates these sentiments expressed by Administrator Pruitt, the content 
of the proposed RFS rule seems to run afoul of the intent of Congress on numerous occasions.  
As we enter a new era of RFS enforcement, IRFA encourages EPA to review the history of the 
RFS, especially as it relates to Congressional intent and the clear language of the law, in setting 
renewable fuel volumes in the final rule.  We are confident that in doing so, EPA can finalize a 
rule that meets the letter of the law and the commitment of Administrator Pruitt. 

                                                 
1 “Hearing on Nomination of Attorney General Scott Pruitt to be Administrator of the U.S Environmental Protection 
Agency.” United States Senate Committee on Public Works. January 18, 2017. Online transcript: 
https://www.epw.senate.gov/public/_cache/files/1/2/1291a5e0-b3aa-403d-8ce3-
64cb2ef86851/62966C8BB3CC564D876991952DF74905.spw-011817.pdf  

https://www.epw.senate.gov/public/_cache/files/1/2/1291a5e0-b3aa-403d-8ce3-64cb2ef86851/62966C8BB3CC564D876991952DF74905.spw-011817.pdf
https://www.epw.senate.gov/public/_cache/files/1/2/1291a5e0-b3aa-403d-8ce3-64cb2ef86851/62966C8BB3CC564D876991952DF74905.spw-011817.pdf


Before getting into a section-by-section critique of the proposed rule, it’s important to step back 
and remember why the RFS was passed and signed into law in the first place.  Just over 12 years 
ago, at the signing ceremony for the Energy Policy Act of 2005, which created the first RFS, 
President George W. Bush stated the following:  
 

“The bill includes a flexible, cost-effective renewable fuel standard that will double the 
amount of ethanol and biodiesel in our fuel supply over the next seven years. Using 
ethanol and biodiesel will leave our air cleaner. And every time we use a home-grown 
fuel, particularly these, we’re going to be helping our farmers, and at the same time, be 
less dependent on foreign sources of energy.  I used to like to kid, but I really wasn’t 
kidding when I said, someday a President is going to pick up the crop report and they’re 
going to say we’re growing a lot of corn, and – or soybeans – and the first thing that’s 
going to pop in the President’s mind is we’re less dependent on foreign sources of 
energy. It makes sense to promote ethanol and biodiesel.”2 

 
Just over two years later – and just under ten years ago – in 2007, President Bush signed the 
Energy Independence and Security Act into law, making the following statement:  
 

“Two years ago, I was pleased to stand with Members – many of whom are here – to sign 
a bill that was the first major energy security legislation in more than a decade.  At the 
time, I recognized that we needed to go even further. And so in my State of the Union, I 
proposed an aggressive plan to reduce oil consumption of gasoline by 20 percent over 10 
years.  Today we make a major step with the Energy Independence and Security Act. We 
make a major step toward reducing our dependence on oil, confronting global climate 
change, expanding the production of renewable fuels, and giving future generations of 
our country a nation that is stronger, cleaner, and more secure.”3 

 
Last year, consistent with President Bush’s statements, EPA summarized the fundamental 
objective of the RFS in its May 31, 2016 proposed rule:  
 

“The fundamental objective of the RFS provisions under the CAA is clear: To increase 
the use of renewable fuels in the U.S. transportation system every year in order to reduce 
greenhouse gases (GHGs) and increase energy security. Renewable fuels represent an 
opportunity for the U.S. to move away from fossil fuels towards a set of lower lifecycle 
GHG transportation fuels, and a chance for a still-developing lower lifecycle GHG 
technology sector to grow.  While renewable fuels include corn starch ethanol, which is 
the predominant renewable fuel in use to date, Congress envisioned the majority of 
growth over time to come from advanced biofuels, as the non-advanced (conventional) 

                                                 
2 “President Signs Energy Policy Act.” August 8, 2005. Sandia National Laboratory, Albuquerque, NM; 
https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2005/08/print/20050808-6.html  
3 “President Bush Signs H.R. 6, The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007.” December 19, 2007. U.S. 
Department of Energy, Washington, DC; https://georgewbush-
whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2007/12/20071219-6.html  
 

https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2005/08/print/20050808-6.html
https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2007/12/20071219-6.html
https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2007/12/20071219-6.html


volumes remain constant in the statutory volume tables starting in 2015 while the 
advanced volumes continue to grow.”4 

 
By the measure of the clear fundamental objective of the RFS, as envisioned by Congress, this 
year’s proposal falls short. This year’s proposal, if finalized, would not increase the use of 
renewable fuels in the U.S. transportation system.  It would not increase energy security.  It 
would not move the U.S. away from fossil fuels towards a set of lower lifecycle GHG 
transportation fuels, and it would not provide a chance for a still-developing lower lifecycle 
technology sector to grow. While the proposal commendably follows the statute in setting 
conventional biofuels levels at the maximum 15 billion gallons, it does not grow the volumes of 
advanced biofuels as Congress envisioned.   
 
 
Maintain 15 Billion Gallon Standard for Conventional Biofuels 
 
The bright spot of the 2018 proposal, the first put forward under the leadership of President 
Donald Trump, is the inclusion of the statutorily required 15 billion gallon level for conventional 
biofuels.  This is the first time that EPA has proposed the 15 billion gallon conventional biofuel 
target, and it sends an important signal to U.S. corn-based ethanol producers and U.S. corn 
growers alike.   
 
As referenced below, following the congressional schedule for ethanol was a commitment that 
then-candidate Trump made during the Iowa Caucuses and again during the general election and 
as President.  It was refreshing to see that commitment fulfilled with the conventional biofuel 
target proposed in this rule, and IRFA commends President Trump and the EPA for following 
the law on conventional biofuels and proposing the 15 billion gallon level.   
 
IRFA urges EPA to stay on course and confirm the 15 billion gallon standard for conventional 
biofuels in the final 2018 rule.  IRFA agrees with EPA that “15.0 billion gallons of conventional 
renewable fuel is reasonably attainable, and that further reductions in the total renewable fuel 
applicable volume using the general waiver authority are not necessary to address supply 
issues.”5 IRFA also agrees with EPA that “ethanol supply is not currently limited by production 
and import capacity, which is in excess of 15 billion gallons.”6 Following record U.S. ethanol 
production (15.3 billion gallons) and consumption (14.4 billion gallons) in 2016, the momentum 

                                                 
4 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2017 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2018; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 81, No. 104. Tuesday, May 31, 2016. 
Proposed Rules. p. 34779 
5 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34229. 
6 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34230. 
 



is continuing.  In the first eight months of 2017, U.S. ethanol production has averaged in excess 
of one million barrels per day and is on pace for approximately 15.7 billion gallons for the year.7  
 
EPA’s proposal states that “we continue to believe that there are real constraints on the ability of 
the market to exceed an average nationwide ethanol content of 10 percent.”8  However, in the 
same paragraph, EPA contradicts itself by acknowledging that “in 2016, the average ethanol 
concentration reached 10.05 percent,”9 the first time ever that the national ethanol concentration 
of all gasoline exceeded 10 percent.  The fictitious “E10 blendwall” has been broken, and there’s 
no turning back. 
 
Here in Iowa, the nation’s leading ethanol producer, we also experienced record ethanol 
production (4.1 billion gallons)10 and consumption (146.8 million gallons)11 in 2016, and we are 
on record pace again in 2017.  Additionally, we are seeing a historic amount of plant capacity 
expansion projects taking place in Iowa.  From the beginning of 2016 to the end of 2018, we are 
expecting more than 500 million gallons of new and expanded ethanol production capacity to 
come online in our state,12 eliminating any concerns whether a strong and growing RFS can blow 
past the bogus “E10 blendwall” for good. 
 
 
Respect the Reset 
 
While the 2018 RFS proposal is for 15 billion gallons, some observers worry about future years.  
Within this proposal, EPA announced that “the Administrator has directed EPA staff to initiate 
the required technical analysis to inform a reset rule.”  While EPA also stated that “we are not 
soliciting comments on the reset rulemaking at this time”13 this preliminary announcement 
deserves preliminary feedback – especially in light of EPA’s dramatically different tone in this 
year’s proposed RVO rule. 
 

                                                 
7 U.S. Energy Information Administration. “Short-Term Energy Outlook – August 2017.” Table 4a; U.S. Petroleum 
and Other Liquids Supply, Consumption, and Inventories. p. 32. https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/steo/pdf/steo_full.pdf  
8 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34230. 
9 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34230. 
10 Iowa Renewable Fuels Association. Press Release: “Iowa Produces Record 4.1 Billion Gallons of Ethanol in 
2016.” December 27, 2016. http://iowarfa.org/2016/12/iowa-produces-record-4-1-billion-gallons-of-ethanol-in-
2016/  
11 Iowa Department of Revenue. “2016 Retailers Fuel Gallons Annual Report.” April 2017. Table 1; Iowa Gasoline, 
Diesel, and Biofuel Sales for Calendar Year 2016. p. 5. 
https://tax.iowa.gov/sites/files/idr/2016%20Retailers%20Fuel%20Gallons%20Annual%20Report.pdf  
12 Confidential survey of Iowa ethanol plants conducted by IRFA. 
13 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34211. 
 

https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/steo/pdf/steo_full.pdf
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http://iowarfa.org/2016/12/iowa-produces-record-4-1-billion-gallons-of-ethanol-in-2016/
https://tax.iowa.gov/sites/files/idr/2016%20Retailers%20Fuel%20Gallons%20Annual%20Report.pdf


IRFA greatly appreciates President Trump’s strong commitment to biofuels and the RFS.  As a 
candidate in Iowa in 2016, President Trump made numerous statements in support of renewable 
fuels and the RFS.  For example, at the Iowa Renewable Fuels Summit on January 19, 2016, 
then-candidate Trump stated the following: 
 

“The RFS, which is Renewable Fuel Standard, is an important tool in the mission to 
achieve energy independence to the United States. I will do all that is in my power as 
President to achieve that goal … As President, I will encourage Congress to be cautious 
in attempting to…change any part of the RFS...Energy independence is a requirement of 
America to become great again. My theme is 'Make America Great Again.’ It's an 
important part of it. The EPA should ensure that biofuel RVOs, or blend levels, match the 
statutory level set by Congress under the RFS. The RFS and the associated RVOs...past 
the current 2022 cut-off must be part of a comprehensive energy program that benefits all 
Americans and ensures again that we are energy independent. As President, I would 
encourage regulators to end restrictions that keep higher blends of ethanol and biofuel 
from being sold...I am there with you 100 percent.”14 

 
A few months after taking office, President Trump visited Iowa again in June 2017 and stated:  
 

“We want to eliminate the intrusive rules that undermine your ability to make a living, 
and we will protect the corn-based ethanol and biofuels that power our country.  And you 
remember, during the campaign, I made that promise.”15   

 
He later added, “We’re saving your ethanol industry in the state of Iowa just like I promised I 
would do in my campaign. And believe me, they are under siege.”16 
 
Considering President Trump’s unequivocal public support for renewable fuels in general and 
the RFS specifically, IRFA was surprised the proposed RFS rule didn’t contain a single positive 
statement about the importance of the RFS.  Even the press release announcing the RFS proposal 
failed to make a single reference to any benefit of the RFS or renewable fuels.  
 
Rather than announcing an ambitious rule, the release announced standards “that maintain 
renewable fuel volumes at levels comparable to the 2017 standards, recognizing limits to the 
growth of cellulosic and advanced biofuels.”  Rather than proposing a rule that would grow 
renewable fuels volumes and drive innovation, the release explained that EPA is “proposing new 
volumes consistent with market realities focused on actual production and consumer demand 
while being cognizant of the challenges that exist in bringing advanced biofuels into the 
marketplace.” Rather than highlighting the energy security benefits of record U.S. biodiesel 
production and consumption, the release expressed “concerns that some RFS obligations are 

                                                 
14 Donald Trump Address at Iowa Renewable Fuels Summit. Altoona, IA. January 19, 2016. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=66sE02vfUYs  
15 “Remarks by President Trump on Agricultural Innovation.” Kirkwood Community College, Cedar Rapids, IA. 
June 21, 2017. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2017/06/22/remarks-president-trump-agricultural-
innovation-cedar-rapids-ia  
16 Donald Trump Rally in Cedar Rapids, Iowa. June 21, 2017. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3MEcQYCg3i0  
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=66sE02vfUYs
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2017/06/22/remarks-president-trump-agricultural-innovation-cedar-rapids-ia
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2017/06/22/remarks-president-trump-agricultural-innovation-cedar-rapids-ia
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3MEcQYCg3i0


increasingly met with imported fuel from Brazil, Argentina and Indonesia.”  And rather than 
touting record levels of E15 and E85 availability and use in the U.S., the release pointed out that 
“the Agency is assessing higher levels of ethanol-free gasoline.”17 
 
This is not a trivial matter.  As with any new administration, interested parties are all trying to 
read the “tea leaves” of this proposal to divine the direction of future policy.  So the lack of any 
positive statement on biofuels coupled with the formal notice that EPA will start evaluating its 
“reset” options for the RFS immediately – an authority that won’t be triggered for the total RFS 
for at least another year, if not longer, has caused very real concerns in Iowa. 
 
The petroleum industry has made clear its intention to cap renewables at 9.7 percent of the fuel 
supply in order to protect its market share.  They have failed for a decade to convince Congress 
to amend the RFS in this regard.  There is concern that EPA’s announcement of preliminary 
work on a total reset rule would be used as a backdoor way to amend the RFS.  Some RFS 
categories, like cellulosic ethanol, have been legitimately reduced in the past.  This is not true for 
the conventional biofuel level.  Using the RFS reset authority to rewrite the conventional biofuel 
schedule enacted by Congress is not justified and would be a grave mistake. 
 
The purpose of the reset provision is to increase the predictability of future RVOs when they 
have been dramatically reduced in the past. It is not a license to rewrite provisions of the law in 
the case of an RVO that has never been legally modified by the EPA. An action of this kind 
would be seen as a betrayal of the President’s stated commitment on the RFS and would generate 
a most hostile reaction throughout rural America. 
 
If Iowans have read the tea leaves incorrectly and the reset concerns over conventional biofuel 
levels are misplaced, then Administrator Pruitt – through this final rule or some other public 
statement – can put them to rest.  IRFA urges the final rule to clarify this point. 
 
 
Questionable Methodology 
 
As IRFA dug deeper into the draft rule, this year’s proposal falls short in many respects by 
relying on questionable methodology – some old (i.e. ignoring carryover RINs), some new (i.e. 
concerns of diverting advanced feedstocks from other uses), and some illegal (i.e. backward-
looking methodology to set cellulosic biofuels RVO) – to hold biomass-based diesel and 
cellulosic biofuel volumes down.  We will detail these and other shortfalls throughout our 
comments. 
 
In addition, there appears to be inherent bias built into the rule for reducing RVOs, not increasing 
them as is the clear Congressional intent of the law. On at least a dozen separate occasions, the 
proposed rule seeks comment on whether one of the various RVOs should be reduced below the 
proposed levels (Attachment A), even though three RVOs (cellulosic, total advanced and overall 

                                                 
17 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. News Release: “EPA Proposes RFS Volumes Reflective of Market 
Realities for 2018.” July 5, 2017. https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-proposes-rfs-volumes-reflective-market-
realities-2018 

https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-proposes-rfs-volumes-reflective-market-realities-2018
https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-proposes-rfs-volumes-reflective-market-realities-2018


total) have already been proposed below statutory levels. At no point does the draft rule seek 
comment on whether any proposed RVO should be increased.   
 
Some of these requests appear, at best, to be lower volume “solutions” in search of a problem 
and, at worst, like genuine fishing expeditions.  When the EPA invites “data and analysis that 
would support different use of the waiver authorities than we are proposing in today's action, 
such as use of the general waiver authority to achieve greater reductions than proposed,”18 
(emphasis added) one has to wonder what the author believes the RFS is supposed to achieve – 
higher or lower volumes of renewable fuels? A reasonable person could interpret this request as 
being translated to: we want to lower the conventional biofuel number so please help us find an 
excuse to use the general waiver authority that might conceivably pass the “sniff test” with the 
courts. 
 
On the other hand, the EPA proposal makes no mention that in setting the advanced RVOs, the 
RFS statute allows the Agency to take into consideration air quality, climate change, expected 
annual rate of future commercial production (emphasis added), job creation, price of agricultural 
commodities, and rural economic development, among others.19 In order to ensure a fair final 
rule that upholds Administrator Pruitt’s commitment to the letter and spirit of the statute, it 
would be prudent to consider factors that weigh on the side of increasing the RVOs instead of 
only factors perceived to weigh on the side of further reductions. 
 
For example, with a large portion of domestic biodiesel production capacity sitting idle, 
shouldn’t the EPA ask whether an increase in the biodiesel RVO is warranted based on the 
Agency’s own conclusion that “production capacity and the ability for the market to distribute 
and use biodiesel and renewable diesel are not constraining factors?”20 
 
Or given the rapid adoption of cellulosic ethanol production from corn kernel fiber, shouldn’t the 
EPA ask whether the cellulosic pathway requests gathering dust at the Agency could be 
approved to justify a higher cellulosic RVO for 2018? 
 
Or citing very rapid growth and record sales of E15 and E85, shouldn’t the EPA ask whether the 
total advanced RVO should be increased to allow for the use of fuels other than corn starch 
ethanol? 
 
Given the questionable methodologies and apparent bias against increasing RVOs, the proposal 
falls unnecessarily short. 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
18 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34229. 
19 42 U.S. Code § 7545(o)(2)(B)(ii) 
20 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34224. 



RFS Level Should Boost Biodiesel 
 
One of the most perplexing and concerning facets of the proposed rule is the ongoing contention 
by the EPA that the biomass-based diesel (BBD) RVO does not need to be increased because 
biodiesel demand is driven by the total advanced RVO.  The proposal states: 
 

“…we expect that the 2019 advanced volume requirement, when set next year, will 
determine the level of BBD production and imports that occur in 2019. Therefore, EPA 
continues to believe that the same overall volume of BBD would likely be supplied 
regardless of the BBD volume we mandate for 2019 in this proposed rule.”21  

 
Ironically the last half of that sentence has been true for the last few years, but only because the 
EPA has abandoned its statutory obligation to set a proper BBD RVO in the first place. 
 
There is a legal principle recognized by many courts that a layman would summarize as: one 
must not assume that a legislative body takes an action for no reason.  In other words, when 
Congress modified the original RFS in 2007 to create a specific BBD RVO nested within the 
total advanced RVO, the EPA should assume it did so for a reason. It is not the purview of the 
administrative body to second guess or ignore the clear design of the legislative body. 
 
Regardless of its own feelings, the EPA should not flatline the BBD RVO just because BBD 
RINs can also be used to satisfy the total advanced RVO. In short, Congress created the BBD 
RVO for a reason. Not only did Congress establish the BBD RVO, it provided EPA criteria upon 
which to set the annual RVO. Among the six criteria, Congress directed the EPA to consider “the 
expected annual rate of future commercial production of renewable fuels, including advanced 
biofuels in each category (cellulosic biofuel and biomass-based diesel).”22 So again, Congress 
makes clear that when setting advanced RVOs (total, cellulosic and BBD) it intended the nested 
categories, including BBD, to be treated independently and equally – not ignored as unimportant. 
 
The EPA further attempts to justify freezing the biomass-based diesel volume in order to leave 
opportunity for growth in the production of unspecified “other, potentially less costly, types of 
advanced biofuel with comparable or potentially superior environmental or other attributes.”23 
First, it is hard to take this statement at face value considering that EPA proposed 2018 advanced 
biofuel levels that are lower than the 2017 targets.  If the EPA truly wants to leave room for other 
advanced biofuels it is not very complicated. All the Agency has to do is set a proper BBD RVO 
according to the criteria specified by Congress and then set a higher total advanced RVO.  
 
 
 

                                                 
21 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34240. 
22 42 U.S. Code § 7545(o)(2)(B)(ii)(III) 
23 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34211. 



Speaking of Congressional criteria, it is important to note that the RFS does not include “leaving 
room for other advanced biofuels” as a consideration when setting the BBD RVO. EPA must 
stop ignoring the letter of the law and the clear intent of Congress and finalize a reasonable BBD 
RVO.  For 2019, the analysis shows that a BBD RVO of at least 2.75 billion gallons is justified 
to achieve Congressional goals. 
 
Biodiesel has been an unmitigated success under the RFS, as the biodiesel industry has produced 
over and above EPA’s annual biomass-based diesel targets each and every year since 2010, even 
amidst excessive federal policy uncertainty.  In fact, according to EPA, the U.S. is expected to 
use about 2.9 billion gallons of biomass-based diesel in 201724 – 800 million gallons more than 
the number EPA proposes to set for 2019, two years from now.  Finalizing the proposed level 
would simply memorialize the status quo while nearly half of the U.S. biodiesel industry 
capacity sits idle.25 
  
As well as elsewhere, Iowa biodiesel production capacity is expanding.  From the beginning of 
2016 to the end of 2018, Iowa plants will add at least 78 million gallons of expanded biodiesel 
production capacity – a more than 25 percent increase.  These investments have been made, in 
part, based on the promise of a strong and growing RFS.  Finalizing a 2019 biomass-based diesel 
volume of 2.75 billion gallons would send a strong signal to these producers that their good-faith 
investments were not made in vain.   
 
While the EPA’s biomass-based diesel proposal overemphasizes the impact of the lapsed federal 
biodiesel tax incentive on potential volumes for 2018 and 201926 – a criteria also not specified by 
Congress to consider when setting the BBD RVO – it completely ignores other significant policy 
developments that will significantly boost biodiesel availability and use.  Here are several 
examples of forward-looking biodiesel policies across the country that will expand biodiesel’s 
market share: 
 

• In July, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) approved a biodiesel additive that 
will open the door for B20 blends in California to be “the cleanest proven and tested 
diesel fuel with the lowest emissions profile available anywhere in the U.S.” According 
to Paul Nazzaro of Pacific Fuel Resource, LLC, statewide availability of B20 blends in 
California would add an additional 600 million gallons of annual demand for biodiesel.27 
 

                                                 
24 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34234. 
25 National Biodiesel Board. Press Release: “NBB Has Strong Showing at RFS Public Hearing, Calls for Higher 
Biodiesel Volumes.” August 1, 2017. http://nbb.org/news/nbb-press-releases/2017/08/01/nbb-has-strong-showing-
at-rfs-public-hearing-calls-for-higher-biodiesel-volumes  
26 The prior examples EPA cites fail to properly consider that the biodiesel tax credit lapses occurred during years 
when there was effectively no RFS in force due to EPA’s inability to promulgate annual RVOs in a timely manner. 
27 National Biodiesel Board. Press Release: “New Additive Hands Biodiesel the Win as Cleanest Liquid Fuel in the 
U.S.” July 25, 2017. http://nbb.org/news/nbb-press-releases/press-release-display/2017/07/25/new-additive-hands-
biodiesel-the-win-as-cleanest-fuel-in-the-u.s 
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• New York City’s 2 percent biodiesel heating oil requirement increases to 5 percent later 
this year, and downstate New York counties of Nassau, Suffolk, and Westchester will 
require heating oil to contain at least 5 percent biodiesel by July 1, 2018.  So, by July 1, 
2018, the entire New York City Metropolitan Area, representing approximately 70 
percent of the state’s heating oil market, will have a 5 percent biodiesel blending 
requirement.28 
 

• Starting in May 2018, Minnesota will require B20 blends for all diesel sold in the state 
during the summer months (April through October).  This increased requirement will add 
approximately 30 million gallons of additional biodiesel demand in Minnesota.29 
 

• In July, Illinois lawmakers adopted a tax package that would extend for five years the 
state’s full excise tax exemption on B11 and higher biodiesel blends.30 
 

• On January 1, 2018, Iowa’s biodiesel retailer tax credit adds an enhanced incentive for 
B11 and higher blends, a policy change that will undoubtedly lead to increased 
availability and use of higher biodiesel blends and total gallons of B100 sold.31 
 

IRFA encourages EPA to consider these significant state policy changes, which all impact 
statutory criteria, in setting the final biomass-based diesel volumes for 2019. 
 
In support of this request, we would like to share some Iowa-specific data, courtesy of the Iowa 
Department of Revenue, to demonstrate the remarkable growth in availability and use of higher 
biodiesel blends in our state over the past few years. 
 
Since 2010, when the expanded RFS went into effect, both biodiesel production and biodiesel 
sales in Iowa have soared, multiplying by a factor of more than six.  Biodiesel production has 
jumped from 48 million gallons in 2010 to 297 million gallons in 2016,32 while biodiesel 
distribution (B100 sales) in Iowa has increased from 7.4 million gallons in 2010 to 46.7 million 
gallons in 2016.  
 

                                                 
28 National Biodiesel Board. Press Release: “Downstate New York Poised to Lead the Way for Cleaner Home 
Heating.” June 23, 2017. http://nbb.org/news/nbb-press-releases/press-release-display/2017/06/23/downstate-new-
york-poised-to-lead-the-way-for-cleaner-home-heating 
 
29 Renewable Energy Group. Press Release: “Renewable Energy Group Welcomes Minnesota Certification of 
Summertime B20 Requirement Beginning Next Year.” August 3, 2017. http://regi.com/news/2017/08/03/renewable-
energy-group-welcomes-minnesota-certification-of-summertime-b20-requirement-beginning-next-year  
30 Renewable Energy Group. Press Release: “Renewable Energy Group Applauds Illinois Legislature for Extending 
Biodiesel Incentive.” July 7, 2017. http://regi.com/news/2017/07/07/renewable-energy-group-applauds-illinois-
legislature-for-extending-biodiesel-incentive  
31 Agricultural Marketing Resource Center. Batres-Marquez, S. Patricia. “Biodiesel Blended Sales Trends in Iowa.” 
August 2017. http://www.agmrc.org/renewable-energy/renewable-energy-climate-change-report/renewable-energy-
climate-change-report/august-2017-report/biodiesel-blended-sales-trends-in-iowa/  
32 Iowa Renewable Fuels Association. Press Release: “Iowa Biodiesel Production Smashes Record in 2016.” 
December 28, 2016. http://iowarfa.org/2016/12/iowa-biodiesel-production-smashes-record-in-2016 
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Even more remarkable is the growth in the average blend level of biodiesel-blended gallons sold.  
In 2010, the average blend level of biodiesel-blended gallons sold in Iowa was 3.1 percent.  By 
2016, the average biodiesel blend level in Iowa had nearly quadrupled to 12.3 percent—a 
level that simply could not have been reached without selling a significant amount of not just 
B11, but B15 and B20 as well.  The table below illustrates the dramatic growth in biodiesel 
production and sales in Iowa since 2010.33 
 
 
Iowa Biodiesel Production and Use, 2010-2016 
 
Biodiesel   2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
                 
Iowa 
Production   48 mg 169 mg 184 mg 230 mg 227 mg 242 mg 

 
297 mg 

                 
B100 Sales   7.4 mg 14.0 mg 23.3 mg 29.0 mg 33.3 mg 37.5 mg 46.7 mg 
                 
Blended 
Gallons   239.9 mg 246.0 mg 285.8 mg 347.8 mg 354.7 mg 342.0 mg 

 
379.8 mg 

                 
Avg. Blend 
Level   3.1% 5.7% 8.1% 8.3% 9.4% 11.0% 

 
12.3% 

 
Any question on whether blends above B5 can be sold year-round are put to rest based on this 
data.  Achieving a year-round, average B12 blend rate in Iowa sends a clear message that if 
higher biodiesel blends can be successfully utilized in Iowa, as well as other cold weather states 
such as Minnesota and Illinois, then there is no reason that this model cannot be replicated 
nationwide with the right policy framework in place.  Most importantly, Iowa drivers simply 
haven’t had any issues using increasingly higher blends of biodiesel—even in the cold winter 
months. 
 
 
Limiting Biodiesel Volumes to Curb Imports Doesn’t Work, and Doesn’t Ensure Energy 
Security 
 
The final RFS level for biomass-based diesel must also account for, not attempt to reduce, 
biodiesel imports.  Current estimates are that biomass-based diesel imports to the U.S. in 2017 
will be less than in 2016, a result which seems even more likely with the U.S. Commerce 
Department’s recent preliminary countervailing duty determination regarding subsidized 
biodiesel imports from Argentina and Indonesia.34 
 
                                                 
33 Iowa Department of Revenue. https://tax.iowa.gov/report/Retailers-Annual-Gallons  
34 U.S. Department of Commerce. News Release: “U.S. Department of Commerce Issues Affirmative Preliminary 
Countervailing Duty Determinations on Biodiesel from Argentina and Indonesia.” August 22, 2017. 
https://www.commerce.gov/news/press-releases/2017/08/us-department-commerce-issues-affirmative-preliminary-
countervailing-1  
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While the Commerce Department is the appropriate channel to address rising biodiesel imports, 
it is completely inappropriate for EPA to try to curb biodiesel imports by freezing or reducing 
biomass-based diesel volumes. Regarding biodiesel imports, IRFA once again encourages EPA 
to simply follow the law.  The law allows imported biodiesel to qualify as either an advanced or 
conventional biofuel based on its GHG reduction. The EPA should not be trying to put its finger 
on the scale to control the level of imports by limiting growth in the RFS volumes. It is neither 
legal, nor effective. 
 
Holding back biodiesel volumes, or reducing them even further, will not rectify the impact of 
biodiesel imports. Today, the marginal gallon of biodiesel comes from U.S., not foreign, 
producers.  Therefore, limiting the biodiesel RFS volumes will only cause increased pain to 
domestic producers, most of which are running at less than full capacity (Iowa has nearly 100 
million gallons of unused annual production capacity alone). In addition, it will cost American 
energy jobs. It will not reduce biodiesel imports. 
 
While IRFA obviously prefers U.S. biodiesel over imports, limiting biodiesel volumes will not 
“ensure energy independence and security.” First, biodiesel imports do not come from countries 
with strategic views contradicting U.S. goals or from known sponsors of terror.35 Second, despite 
incredible gains in domestic oil and renewable fuel production, U.S. net imports (imports minus 
exports) of petroleum from foreign countries in 2016 provided the marginal supply and were still 
equal to about 25 percent of U.S. petroleum consumption.36 
 
Therefore: 

• Lowering the biodiesel RVO will not reduce biodiesel imports (and such a consideration 
is not a lawful criteria set forth by Congress as imports are not differentiated in supply 
calculations). 

• Lowering the biodiesel RVO will reduce U.S. biodiesel production and jobs. 
• Even if lowering the biodiesel RVO did reduce biodiesel imports, it would hurt U.S. 

energy security, not improve it, as imported biodiesel from friendly countries would be 
replaced by imported oil partially from countries that do not have our best interest in 
mind. 

• Finally, and most importantly, any consideration of the energy security benefits of an 
increased BBD RVO would be positive – whether the increased biodiesel was domestic 
or imported. 

 
Increasing the use of biodiesel, regardless of source, reduces our use of imported oil. And as C. 
Boyden Gray has stated, reducing oil imports means: “We would be therefore shipping less 
money abroad to finance people who don’t really like us very much and we would be creating 
more U.S. jobs.”37 

                                                 
35 Shultz, George P., and R. James Woolsey, “Oil & Security,” Committee on the Present Danger, 2005. p. 5. 
http://www.distributedworkplace.com/DW/Government/A%20Committee%20on%20the%20Present%20Danger%2
0Policy%20Paper.doc      
36 U.S. Energy Information Administration. “Frequently Asked Questions: How much oil consumed in the United 
States comes from foreign countries?” April 4, 2017. https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=32&t=6  
37 Gray, C. Boyden. Christian Coalition of America – Capitol Hill Roundtable Discussion on Energy. March 15, 
2011. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F-cJi04ubss  

http://www.distributedworkplace.com/DW/Government/A%20Committee%20on%20the%20Present%20Danger%20Policy%20Paper.doc
http://www.distributedworkplace.com/DW/Government/A%20Committee%20on%20the%20Present%20Danger%20Policy%20Paper.doc
https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=32&t=6
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F-cJi04ubss


 
Congress gave the EPA the authority to set the biodiesel level to ensure growth for this widely 
successful advanced biofuel.  Factoring in imports properly, the proposed level does not achieve 
this goal.  Setting the final level at 2.75 billion gallons would be consistent with the law and 
would be one of the strongest steps EPA could take to ensure energy independence and security. 
 
 
What feedstock diversion? 
 
One of the most puzzling aspects of the proposed 2018 RFS rule is EPA’s new-found concern 
that “a higher advanced biofuel volume requirement has a greater potential to increase the 
incentive for switching advanced biofuel feedstocks from existing uses to biofuel production.” 
EPA uses this rationale to limit biomass-based diesel and advanced biofuel volumes, adding that 
“greater volumes could likely be made available if feedstock diversions were not of concern.”38   
 
It is shocking that EPA would limit the BBD level citing feedstock diversions without providing 
a single hypothetical example of such a concern, much less actual statistics and analysis. 
 
But what exactly is the concern?  According to EPA: 
 

“We expect a decreasing rate of growth in the availability of feedstocks used to produce 
(advanced biodiesel and renewable diesel). To the extent that higher advanced biofuel 
requirements cannot be satisfied through growth in the production of advanced biofuel 
feedstocks, they would instead be satisfied through a re-direction of advanced feedstocks 
from competing uses, leading to lower overall GHG emission benefits.”39 

 
This speculation actually runs counter to known facts. The average GHG score of biodiesel 
feedstocks has been improving over time, whether from more efficient soybean production or 
from the increased use of lower GHG feedstocks such as distillers corn oil or used cooking oils. 
 
Absent any real evidence of “feedstock switching”—and its highly speculative impacts—
occurring, EPA should simply follow the law, abandon this line of reasoning, and stick with its 
assessment that “production capacity and the ability for the market to distribute and use biodiesel 
and renewable diesel are therefore not constraining factors in our assessment of the reasonably 
attainable volume of advanced biodiesel and renewable diesel in 2018.”40  
 
For EPA to note that BBD RVOs could be higher if “feedstock diversions were not of concern” 
while not providing a single example, statistic or shred of analysis denies the public the 

                                                 
38 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34222. 
39 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34220-34221. 
40 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34224. 



opportunity to challenge EPA assumptions, facts, or logic in a meaningful way. It falls short of 
what should be expected and required for a true notice and public comment process. As such, the 
final rule should not use the dubious speculation of negative feedstock diversion. 
 
IRFA uses the term “negative” feedstock diversion above because there is no doubt that BBD 
production diverts some feedstocks from where they would otherwise end up. U.S. biodiesel 
producers are some of the best and most innovative in the world at creating uses for waste oils 
and fats that had no previous value. The most common feedstock diversion is redirecting used 
cooking oil or rendered fats from a landfill to a domestic, renewable fuel. From any angle, it is 
hard to conceive of how the EPA believes this is a problem.  
 
In fact, the very premise of the speculative and unsubstantiated feedstock diversion argument is 
that switching advanced biofuel feedstocks from existing uses to biofuel production is 
necessarily a bad thing by default. While speculating on hypothetical downsides that are not 
documented anywhere that IRFA is aware of, there is not equal speculation on the positive side – 
once again displaying a clear bias toward lowering, not raising RVOs, which is in direct conflict 
with the letter and intent of the law. After all, what if biofuel production is a higher value use of 
the feedstock?  What if there is an oversupply of the feedstock that could be partially redirected 
to biofuel production?  What if using the feedstock for biofuel provides greater – not lower – 
overall GHG emission benefits than the previous use of the feedstock? 
 
In Iowa, nearly every ethanol plant spins off inedible corn oil during its distillers grain process. 
Prior to this technology, the corn oil remained a part of the distillers grains, requiring additional 
energy to dry on one hand, and providing no net feed value for some animal species on the other.  
Given the relative cost of distillers corn oil (DCO) compared to the retail prices of meat, there is 
simply no question that entities preparing animal feed rations can purchase all the DCO 
necessary for the animal species where there is a nutritional benefit. 
 
The rest of the DCO was previously underutilized as an unnecessary part of distillers grains that 
required additional process energy.  Now, DCO is a growing and very important feedstock for 
biodiesel production.  Likewise, during tight margin conditions, DCO revenues are often the 
difference between red and black ink on an ethanol producer’s balance sheet.  So make no 
mistake, ethanol producers and corn growers are highly interested in seeing EPA finalize a BBD 
RVO that meets the letter and intent of the RFS. 
 
EPA’s assumption that any advanced feedstock that is hypothetically switched from any current 
use to biofuel use is automatically harmful and “could result in unintended negative 
consequences”41 and “would likely not produce the additional GHG benefits that might 
otherwise be expected”42 is unfounded, unsupported and unnecessary.  EPA should not use 
highly specious logic to limit growth in biodiesel volumes. 

                                                 
41 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34222. 
42 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34221. 



 
Finally, EPA’s own feedstock and market analysis regarding biodiesel and renewable diesel 
should be enough to allay its dubious “feedstock switching” concerns.  In the 2018 proposed 
RFS rule, EPA noted its previous finding that: 
 

“the market was capable of supplying 2.9 billion gallons of biodiesel and renewable 
diesel (including both advanced and conventional biodiesel and renewable diesel) to the 
United States in 2017. The global supply of feedstocks projected to be available for 
biodiesel and renewable diesel production significantly exceeds the quantity necessary to 
produce 2.9 billion gallons of biodiesel and renewable diesel. Similarly, an assessment of 
the production capacity of registered biodiesel and renewable diesel production facilities 
conducted for the 2017 final rule demonstrates that there is sufficient production capacity 
to produce 2.9 billion gallons of biodiesel and renewable diesel in 2018. Finally, we 
believe that there will be sufficient infrastructure in place to enable the distribution, sale, 
and use of 2.9 billion gallons of biodiesel and renewable diesel in 2018.”43   

 
 
With these conclusions in mind, along with the biodiesel industry’s stellar record of under-
promising and over-performing when it comes to meeting and exceeding EPA volume targets, 
we urge EPA to reconsider its “feedstock switching concerns” and, instead, focus on restoring 
growth in the biomass-based diesel category to a level of at least 2.75 billion gallons in 2019.  
 
 
The Court Has Ruled: EPA Interpretation of “Inadequate Domestic Supply” is Illegal 
 
On July 28, 2017, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit issued its 
opinion in Americans for Clean Energy v. EPA.  This opinion declared that: 
 

“EPA erred in how it interpreted the ‘inadequate domestic supply’ waiver provision. We 
hold that the ‘inadequate domestic supply’ provision authorizes EPA to consider supply-
side factors affecting the volume of renewable fuel that is available to refiners, blenders, 
and importers to meet the statutory volume requirements. It does not allow EPA to 
consider the volume of renewable fuel that is available to ultimate consumers or the 
demand-side constraints that affect the consumption of renewable fuels by consumers.”44   

 
The Court added: 
 

“The central problem with EPA’s ‘supply equals demand’ argument (in addition to the 
text of the statute, of course) is that it runs contrary to how the Renewable Fuel Program 
is supposed to work. By setting annual renewable fuel volume requirements that increase 
progressively each year, Congress adopted a ‘market forcing policy’ intended to 

                                                 
43 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34234. 
44 United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. No. 16-1005. Americans for Clean Energy, et 
al., v. Environmental Protection Agency and E. Scott Pruitt, Administrator. July 28, 2017. p. 4. 



‘overcome constraints in the market’ by creating “demand pressure to increase 
consumption…Therefore, as EPA recognized in a previous rulemaking, demand for 
renewable fuel ‘will be a function of the’ renewable fuel standards ‘set’ by EPA…In 
other words, the Renewable Fuel Program’s increasing requirements are designed to 
force the market to create ways to produce and use greater and greater volumes of 
renewable fuel each year. EPA’s interpretation of the ‘inadequate domestic supply’ 
provision flouts that statutory design: Instead of the statute’s volumes requirements 
forcing demand up, the lack of demand allows EPA to bring the volume requirements 
down. ‘No argument’ that EPA has ‘offered here supports that goal-defying (much less 
that text-defying) statutory construction.’”45 

 
Therefore, EPA may no longer redefine demand as supply as justification to reduce renewable 
fuel volumes going forward.  Future RFS rulemakings, including the final 2018 rule, should 
follow the law and never again seek to reduce renewable fuel volumes based on illegal rationale 
such as market constraints, the so-called “E10 blendwall,” blending economics, price 
comparisons, vehicle availability, distribution infrastructure, or the supply of gasoline without 
ethanol.   
 
IRFA appreciates the fact that EPA did not utilize its general waiver authority in the 2018 
proposal.  Yet, on nine different occasions in the proposed rule, EPA requests comment on 
whether it should use its general waiver authority to further reduce renewable fuel volumes citing 
some aspect of the now clearly illegal demand constraints theory. (Attachment B) 
 
IRFA’s firm response to each of these nine questions is a resounding “no.”  However, in 
accordance with the Court’s ruling, we also want to point out that these questions should never 
have even been asked in the first place.  While a firm “no” to each question is easily defensible, 
the EPA should take these questions and all corresponding comments and simply place them on 
the ash heap of history – right next to the term “reasonably attainable” volumes (which appears 
54 times in the rule) that was specifically created by the last Administration to redefine 
“demand” as “supply.” 
 
EPA should follow the law and pursue opportunities to grow, not excuses to limit, renewable 
fuel volumes. 
 
 
E15 and E85 Growth is Accelerating 
 
As the proposed rule was released prior to the Court ruling referenced above, it is not surprising 
that the focus on distribution and demand constraints (usually worded as “supply” in some 
convoluted manner) runs throughout the document.  For example, the rule calls “the 
development of distribution infrastructure” as one of the “notable constraints” for ethanol use. 
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While lamenting the “task of estimating the attainability of renewable fuel requirements”46 given 
these constraints, the EPA ignores the single biggest opportunity for (and unnecessary obstacle 
to) renewable fuels growth right under its nose.  
 
While IRFA is grateful for EPA’s 15 billion-gallon conventional biofuel proposal, we still 
believe EPA is underestimating the potential for E15 availability and use.  E15 gives drivers 
superior performance and the same mileage, while saving them money and diluting cancer-
causing chemicals (such as benzene, toluene and xylene) with ethanol’s clean octane. As of mid-
July 2017, there were 917 retail locations offering registered E15 in 29 states.47  The number of 
stations is expected to double by the end of 2018.  In May, U.S. drivers surpassed the milestone 
of one billion miles driven with E15, attesting to the fuel’s performance, safety and value.48 
 
Here in Iowa, we have seen the number of E15 stations increase by 217% (40 to 127)49 since the 
beginning of 2016, and our state’s E15 sales increased by 193% from 2015 to 2016.50  With high 
volume stations such as Kwik Trip/Kwik Star51 (on a big scale) and Casey’s General Stores52 (on 
a smaller scale) now following Kum & Go and Murphy USA by offering E15 in Iowa, we expect 
this accelerating E15 growth pattern to continue for the foreseeable future.  
 
When assessing overall ethanol demand in the proposed rule, EPA incorrectly stated that 
diminished blending economics and poor price advantages compared to E10 are limiting factors 
for E15 and E85 growth.53 On the contrary, U.S. ethanol remains the lowest cost and cleanest 
source of fuel octane on the planet, which is why ethanol use outstripped RFS levels during the 
first decade of the program.  But the price benefits to consumers from ethanol blending do not 
stop at E10. 
 
As additional ethanol is blended, consumers receive a boost in octane, but a reduction in price. 
E15 provides an 88-octane fuel usually priced 5 to 10 cents cheaper than E10 – unquestionably 

                                                 
46 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
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47 Growth Energy. “Progress Report: E15 Rapidly Moving Into the Marketplace.” Updated July 13, 2017. 
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48 Growth Energy. Press Release: “American Drivers Surpass 1 Billion Miles on Earth-Kind, Engine-Smart E15 
Saving up to $72 Million.” May 24, 2017. http://www.growthenergy.org/news-media/press-releases/american-
drivers-surpass-1-billion-miles-on-earth-kind-engine-smart-e15-saving-up-to-72-million/  
49 Iowa Renewable Fuels Association. “Iowa E15 Refueling Sites.” http://iowarfa.org/ethanol-center/e15/e15-
refueling-sites/  
50 Agricultural Marketing Resource Center. Batres-Marquez, S. Patricia. “Overview of Iowa Biofuel Tax Credits and 
Ethanol Blends Sales: E10, E15, E20 and E85.” July 2017. http://www.agmrc.org/renewable-energy/renewable-
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51 Convenience Store News. “Kwik Trip Is Latest to Join the E15 Club.” May 2, 2017. 
http://www.csnews.com/product-categories/fuels/kwik-trip-latest-join-e15-club  
52 CSP Industry News. “Casey’s Adds E15 and E85.” April 26, 2017. http://www.cspdailynews.com/fuels-news-
prices-analysis/fuels-news/articles/casey-s-adds-e15-and-e85  
53 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34229-34230. 
 

http://members.growthenergy.org/uploads/E15%20Progress%20Data%20-%20July%202017.pdf
http://www.growthenergy.org/news-media/press-releases/american-drivers-surpass-1-billion-miles-on-earth-kind-engine-smart-e15-saving-up-to-72-million/
http://www.growthenergy.org/news-media/press-releases/american-drivers-surpass-1-billion-miles-on-earth-kind-engine-smart-e15-saving-up-to-72-million/
http://iowarfa.org/ethanol-center/e15/e15-refueling-sites/
http://iowarfa.org/ethanol-center/e15/e15-refueling-sites/
http://www.agmrc.org/renewable-energy/renewable-energy-climate-change-report/renewable-energy-climate-change-report/may-2017-report/overview-of-iowa-biofuel-tax-credits-and-ethanol-blends-sales-e10-e15-e20-and-e85
http://www.agmrc.org/renewable-energy/renewable-energy-climate-change-report/renewable-energy-climate-change-report/may-2017-report/overview-of-iowa-biofuel-tax-credits-and-ethanol-blends-sales-e10-e15-e20-and-e85
http://www.agmrc.org/renewable-energy/renewable-energy-climate-change-report/renewable-energy-climate-change-report/may-2017-report/overview-of-iowa-biofuel-tax-credits-and-ethanol-blends-sales-e10-e15-e20-and-e85
http://www.csnews.com/product-categories/fuels/kwik-trip-latest-join-e15-club
http://www.cspdailynews.com/fuels-news-prices-analysis/fuels-news/articles/casey-s-adds-e15-and-e85
http://www.cspdailynews.com/fuels-news-prices-analysis/fuels-news/articles/casey-s-adds-e15-and-e85


favorable for blending economics. When sold at stations not branded by large oil refiners, E85 is 
also almost always a favorably priced fuel. When comparing E85 to E10 prices (and accounting 
for the average ethanol content of E85) one usually needs a price reduction of 17 to 20 percent to 
achieve similar or improved costs per mile.54 
 
While preparing these comments, IRFA staff drove to the nearest fueling station and took the 
pictures below.  The favorable blending economics are on display at the gas pump here in Iowa, 
where 88-octane E15 is priced 10 cents below 87-octane E10. Further, the E85 is priced 75 cents 
(31 percent) below E10, making it an attractive choice economically and environmentally. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source: IRFA staff photo, August 29, 2017. Kum & Go station on 86th Street in Johnston, Iowa. 
 
 

                                                 
54 It should be noted that these cost per mile arguments also ignore the additional benefits that high ethanol blends 
provide that are motivating factors to many consumers, such as higher octane, domestic source, fewer cancer 
causing emissions, reduced GHG emissions, and boosting the rural economy.  After all, if consumer purchases were 
purely price driven then all of the Whole Foods supermarkets in the DC area would be out of business. 



 
Source: IRFA staff photo, August 29, 2017. Kum & Go station on 86th Street in Johnston, Iowa. 
 
 
In addition, EPA erred in assuming that the Prime the Pump grant program would be fully 
phased in by the end of 2017,55 which would lead to less E15 growth in 2018 compared to 2017.  
At EPA’s August 1st hearing in Washington, DC, Prime the Pump board member Craig Willis of 
ADM explained that the Prime the Pump grant program will be continuing for at least two more 
full years, until the end of 2019.  Strong industry-led efforts such as Prime the Pump will 
continue to expand and fortify the E15 success story. 
 
 
E15 RVP Parity Now – Open Consumer Access to E15 
 
Even as EPA appeared to discount that E15 use and availability is accelerating at record levels, 
the Agency also ignored the single biggest artificial impediment to increased ethanol use in the 
near term – the disparate treatment of E15 compared to every other ethanol blend concerning 
volatility limits.  E15 is the only ethanol blend that cannot be produced year-round using the 
same gasoline blendstock as other ethanol blends in conventional gasoline areas (which 
encompass two-thirds of the gasoline sold in the U.S.).  This situation allows gasoline refiners to 
restrict access to the blendstocks necessary for E15 during the summer driving season (June 1 
through September 15). 
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Adding insult to injury, E15 is even more deserving of favorable volatility treatment compared to 
E10, as E15 both burns cleaner out of the tailpipe and has lower volatility than E10 when 
combined with the same gasoline blendstock.  According to EPA, “The addition of ethanol to 
gasoline increases the volatility of the blend until a concentration of approximately 10 volume 
percent, after which increasing ethanol concentration slowly decreases blend volatility.”56 
 
So, despite the desire of some of the most respected fuel retailing chains in America to offer 
registered E15 to their customers during the summer months, gasoline refiners are essentially 
empowered to block cleaner-burning E15 and artificially protect from competition fuels with 
higher percentages of petroleum.  This is a blatant example of purposeless government regulation 
unnecessarily interfering with market activities. 
 
IRFA believes that EPA can address this situation through its existing authority by granting E15 
the same one-pound waiver as E9 and E10, and we urge the Agency to do so with haste. In doing 
so, not only will EPA find support in the statutes, but also in the White House. While 
campaigning, President Trump made crystal clear that: “As President, I would encourage 
regulators to end restrictions that keep higher blends of ethanol and biofuel from being sold.”57 
 
In administering the RFS, if the EPA is going to emphasize its view that growing ethanol use 
beyond E10 faces constraints, then it should take the actions within its authority to remove these 
constraints. It is imperative that the EPA move quickly to remove the largest, near-term artificial 
barrier to further E15 access and use.  Additionally, IRFA asks that EPA support legislative 
efforts to codify the solution.  Allowing more consumers the option of E15 provides them with a 
higher octane, lower cost, lower emissions fuel while at the same time significantly improving 
RFS compliance options for obligated parties. 
 
The dilatory impact on RFS compliance from the inequitable RVP treatment for E15 does not 
stop with the reduced summer sales for those offering E15 today.58 While that impact is quite 
substantial, it pales in comparison to the impact of RVP on retailers considering whether to offer 
E15 in the first place. 
 
IRFA surveyed Iowa retailers in preparation for these comments. Of the responding Iowa 
retailers not already offering E15, an amazing 26 percent stated flatly they would add E15 to 
their fuel options if the RVP issue was corrected and they could offer E15 year-round to all 2001 
and newer passenger vehicles.  Maybe just as impressive, an additional 53 percent of Iowa 
retailers stated they would consider offering E15 if the summertime restriction was removed.59 
 
The EPA should not underestimate the impact on the RFS and RIN availability and pricing 
resulting from its inaction to correct this glaring problem.  Allowing E15 to be sold year-round 
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may be the most impactful step the EPA could take within its legal authority to ease RFS 
compliance in the near term. 
 
 
Look Ahead, Not Behind on Cellulosic Biofuel 
 
IRFA is also extremely disappointed in EPA’s proposal to cut cellulosic biofuel volumes by 25 
percent year-over-year.  This lackluster proposal threatens to weaken U.S. leadership in 
cellulosic biofuel development by both stifling domestic investment and innovation and actually 
redirecting that potential investment and innovation overseas.  Admittedly, cellulosic biofuel 
production has fallen short of the targets set by Congress in the Energy Independence and 
Security Act.  There are several reasons for this, including, but not limited to, the inherent 
challenges of trying to start a new industry during a financial crisis and decade long recession, 
the policy uncertainty created by the previous administration’s cuts to RFS volumes (particularly 
its November 2013 proposal which turned the RFS on its head and froze investment for two 
years until the rule was finalized), the on-again/off-again federal tax credit, solving supply chain 
challenges necessary to scale up cellulosic biofuel production, and dealing with the impact of an 
RFS waiver credit process that undermined the demand-pull intentions of the RFS itself.   
 
While still short of Congress’ lofty aspirations, cellulosic biofuel producers are making 
tremendous strides here in Iowa and around the country to expand the deployment of clean, 
advanced biofuels, and to spur the next great manufacturing boom in rural America.  In mid-
2016, Quad County Corn Processors (QCCP), in Galva, IA, became the first U.S. cellulosic 
ethanol company to produce 5 million gallons, converting corn kernel fiber into cellulosic 
ethanol.60  Many corn-based ethanol producers have followed QCCP’s example in adopting one 
of several corn kernel fiber technologies, and IRFA estimates that at least 13 Iowa plants will 
produce between 20-25 million gallons of corn kernel fiber cellulosic ethanol in 2018.61  
Similarly, Iowa’s two stand-alone cellulosic ethanol plants (Poet-DSM Project Liberty in 
Emmetsburg and DuPont Cellulosic Ethanol in Nevada) are poised for significant production 
growth in the last months of 2017 and throughout 2018.  
 
With the demonstrated success and accelerating growth of Iowa’s cellulosic ethanol producers in 
mind, IRFA believes the revised methodology of projecting 2018 cellulosic ethanol production 
based “on an analysis of actual liquid cellulosic biofuel production in 2016”62 is illegal because 
it ignores the statute and Court orders to project volumes with a “neutral aim at accuracy.” 
Further, IRFA believes that EPA knows this to be true based on the record already included in 
the docket. 
 

                                                 
60 “Iowa plant passes 5 million gallon milestone for cellulosic ethanol.” Wallaces Farmer. September 6, 2016. 
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61 Based on confidential discussions with Iowa ethanol producers and technology providers. 
62 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
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Rules. p. 34217. 

http://www.wallacesfarmer.com/story-iowa-plant-passes-5-million-gallon-milestone-cellulosic-ethanol-9-146345


The officially proposed rule contained dramatic alterations to the cellulosic biofuels sections 
compared with the draft rule sent to OMB for interagency review. This is especially curious 
because no comments from other agencies are listed for these sections. 
The draft rule sent to OMB stated that the 2018 cellulosic biofuel projection was based on: 
 

“the same general methodology as was used in establishing the cellulosic biofuel volume 
standards for [2015-2017]… We believe this methodology produces a production 
projection that is consistent with EPA’s charge to project volumes with a ‘neutral aim at 
accuracy,’ and that cellulosic RIN generation data in 2015 and 2016 demonstrate that the 
use of this methodology has produced reasonable projections in these years, that are not 
biased with the intention of either over estimating or under estimating cellulosic biofuel 
production.”63 

 
While acknowledging that this methodology had both over estimated and under estimated 
cellulosic volumes in the past, EPA justified this decision in the draft rule sent to OMB by 
noting: “We do not believe that this is a sufficient amount of data on which to conclude that our 
methodology is inappropriate for projecting liquid cellulosic biofuel production.”64 
 
Even more importantly, the EPA explained why the methodology should prove even more 
accurate in the future, stating: 
 

“Additionally, when reviewing the cellulosic biofuel production data from the final three 
months of 2015 and all of 2016 we find that facilities that convert corn kernel fiber to 
cellulosic ethanol at existing ethanol production facilities have generally over performed 
relative to our production estimates, while large stand-alone cellulosic biofuel production 
facilities have generally under performed. In 2018 we anticipate that the majority of the 
liquid cellulosic biofuel production will be from facilities converting corn kernel fiber to 
cellulosic ethanol at existing ethanol production facilities. We therefore believe it is 
prudent to continue to use our existing projection methodology rather than to adopt a new 
methodology that would result in lower production estimates as doing so could result in 
inappropriately low production projections for a commercially successful technology 
(corn kernel fiber conversion) based on historic scale-up difficulties at facilities using a 
largely unrelated technology. We believe that it is likely that, on a relative basis, the 
accuracy of our projection for 2018, using the same general methodology as in previous 
years, will increase as the overall production of cellulosic biofuel increases, and the 
proportion cellulosic biofuel expected to be produced using technologies that are 
currently being used to successfully produce cellulosic biofuel on a commercial scale 
increases.”65 (emphasis added) 
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In a footnote to this section, the EPA further noted: 
 

“89 percent of all expected cellulosic biofuel production in 2018 is expected to come 
from CNG/LNG derived from biogas and corn kernel fiber conversion technologies. Both 
these technologies have been successfully used to produce consistent volumes of 
cellulosic biofuel since 2014.”66 

 
However, when issuing the official proposed rule in the Federal Register, every word quoted 
above was deleted.67 In their place was a new “look back” methodology that grouped all liquid 
cellulosic technologies together in order to reduce the overall projected gallons. There was no 
rationale or analysis provided on how this lump together/look back method would be more 
accurate. In fact, EPA in the official proposed rule took exactly the step warned against in the 
draft rule sent to OMB by ignoring that corn kernel fiber cellulosic ethanol producers have over 
performed in the past. And the result, just as was originally predicted by EPA itself, was a 
projected 2018 cellulosic volume that is “inappropriately low.” 
 
The original methodology looked at the various cellulosic market segments individually in order 
to best understand how past performance would impact future projections. The modified 
methodology ignored this detail and analysis in order to combine the segments into one group 
with the apparent purpose of trying to justify an inappropriately low 2018 RVO. This decision 
was not justified by the rule docket, the statute, or the Court-ordered directive to project volumes 
with a “neutral aim at accuracy.” 
 
This revised methodology not only assumes that plants that did not produce consistently in 2016 
will produce almost nothing in 2018, even worse it projects that plants and technologies that did 
produce consistently in the past will not do so in the future. That is not a neutral projection. 
 
EPA should follow the law by discarding this flawed, past-immortalizing methodology and 
return to a projection rationale that is the most accurate and future-looking. A “neutral aim” 
approach cannot assume that because a facility produced very little or no cellulosic ethanol in 
2016, then the same will automatically be true in 2018, especially when there is real world data 
to the contrary.   
 
EPA cannot seriously defend a methodology that projects only 1 million gallons of liquid 
cellulosic biofuel in 2018 from new producers68 when it has in its hands applications for 20 to 25 
million gallons per year of new production from a proven pathway (corn kernel fiber) from Iowa 
facilities ready to generate D3 RINs tomorrow.69 IRFA urges EPA to restore the previous 
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methodology as outlined in the draft rule sent to OMB and to correspondingly set the cellulosic 
RVO at 384 million gallons as EPA had originally determined under that methodology. 
Approve Cellulosic Ethanol Pathways in a Timely Manner 
 
As interest in corn kernel fiber cellulosic ethanol technology continues to expand, it is imperative 
that EPA take timely action to ensure that cellulosic production is not artificially limited. EPA 
should take several steps to improve its RFS registration and pathway approval process. For 
instance, IRFA commends the diligent efforts by EPA staff to revise the efficient producer 
pathway rules to allow grandfathered facilities to utilize that pathway for co-production of RFS 
qualifying corn starch ethanol and cellulosic ethanol produced from corn kernel fiber. IRFA 
looks forward to EPA issuing the revised language as soon as possible. This change will 
significantly cut down the time it would take for existing plants in Iowa to register for D3 RIN 
production and bring those much-needed gallons to market prior to 2018. 
 
 
End the Undermining of Cellulosic Ethanol by Excess Waiver Credits 
 
While the most significant challenge to overcome for several current and potential cellulosic 
ethanol producers is EPA’s backward-looking proposal to cut cellulosic biofuel levels by 25 
percent for 2018, there are other formidable regulatory obstacles that are hindering cellulosic 
biofuels’ growth and success.  
 
When the RFS was expanded in 2007, Congress created a specific goal for the increased use of 
cellulosic ethanol. Since the volume schedule for cellulosic ethanol was admittedly aspirational, 
Congress provided the EPA with broad authority to adjust the annual volume levels to be 
achievable while still providing a needed economic push for these fuels. Congress also enacted 
an additional protection for obligated parties in the form of allowing EPA to issue cellulosic 
waiver credits (CWCs).70 Under this system, the EPA is allowed to project cellulosic ethanol 
production in the future to account for the growth of this very young industry, but if actual 
production falls short, obligated parties could access the CWCs. 
 
Unfortunately, to date, EPA has essentially made available unlimited CWCs and priced them in 
such a way that there is no incentive for obligated parties to actually buy physical gallons of 
cellulosic ethanol. In essence, the EPA has created a double supply of physical gallons plus 
paper credits for compliance. Therefore, the current situation completely undermines the 
innovation and investments being made in cellulosic technologies, while once again completely 
undermining the primary purpose of the law, which is to stimulate commercial production of 
physical cellulosic biofuel gallons.  
 
As mentioned before, Iowa is home to two stand-alone, commercial cellulosic ethanol facilities 
utilizing corn stover, and many conventional ethanol producers in Iowa have also made 
investments to convert corn kernel fiber into cellulosic ethanol. These investments were made on 
the assumption that the cellulosic portion of the RFS will work effectively, but to date it clearly 
has not. IRFA asks EPA to immediately end its practice of making CWCs unconditionally 
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available on a gallon-for-gallon basis with the annual cellulosic biofuel levels, and to only issue 
CWCs when there is a physical shortage of cellulosic ethanol compared to the annual RVO level 
set by EPA. Congressional intent was clearly to help the infant cellulosic ethanol industry gain 
access to the marketplace, not to issue unlimited paper credits that are an expense for obligated 
parties with no corresponding societal benefit in advancing the production and use of cellulosic 
ethanol. 
 
 
Carryover RINs Should be Considered 
 
IRFA was disappointed to see the current EPA lean on the previous administration’s reasoning to 
conclude that “an intentional drawdown of the carryover RIN bank should not be assumed in 
establishing the 2018 volume requirements.”71  
 
As stated in IRFA’s final comments to the previous administration, a RIN is nothing more than 
the electronic signature of a physical gallon of qualifying renewable fuel.  Carryover RINs 
represent actual, physical gallons of renewable fuel that were produced and remain available – in 
their electronic format – as part of the total renewable fuel supply for use by obligated parties in 
complying with their RFS requirements. 
 
The RFS was enacted in order to break down petroleum monopolies and drive the market for 
renewable fuels.  Therefore, carryover RINs (beyond a small amount for fungibility) are 
essentially the proof that the market has moved faster than the RFS.  In order to get the RFS back 
on track, the annual RFS levels must take carryover RINs into account – the RFS needs to catch 
up to the market. 
 
Ignoring more than 2 billion carryover RINs when determining available supply, while at the 
same time reducing total renewable fuel volumes, simply flies in the face of the clear intent of 
the RFS program. 
 
It also flies in the face of EPA’s own precedents.  When evaluating several requests for RFS 
waivers during the historic drought of 2012, just as when evaluating the 2008 waiver requests, 
the EPA clearly and specifically took into account the “available quantity of carryover RINs”72 
when determining whether a waiver was justified.  The reduced yields and higher corn prices 
associated with the horrendous 2012 drought led to a significant pull-back in ethanol production.  
However, as “indicated by EPA’s modeling, the impact of the RFS volume requirements is 
highly dependent on the volumes at issue, the number of RINs carried over from prior years and 
the relevant market commodity prices…” (emphasis added).73  In discussing the importance of 

                                                 
71 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34213. 
72 Environmental Protection Agency. “Notice of Decision Regarding Requests for a Waiver of the Renewable Fuel 
Standard.” Federal Register Vol. 77, No. 228, page 70753. 
73 Ibid. 
 



carryover RINs, EPA noted “the number of rollover RINs available during the 2012/2013 
marketing year affects the impact of implementation of the RFS volume requirements in 2013.”74   
Had the “availability of rollover RINs”75 not been factored in to EPA’s “stochastic modeling,” it 
is fair to ask whether the decision to deny the 2012 waiver might have been different.  Yet, 
history shows the decision by EPA to factor in carryover RINs was correct.  Partly by using 
carryover RINs, obligated parties met their 2012 and 2013 obligations, and there was little 
meaningful impact from the RFS on other economic sectors.  The drought-induced price impacts 
dissipated and disappeared as the 2013 corn crop matured and was ultimately harvested. 
 
Consistent with the 2008 and 2012 waiver request evaluations, EPA once again factored 
carryover RINs into its 2013 RFS level determination.  In deciding not to reduce the 2013 
statutory RFS levels, EPA stated:  “There will also be a significant number of carryover RINs 
available from 2012 that can be used in lieu of actual volume in 2013 and which are sufficient in 
number to address limitations in consumption of ethanol blends higher than E10…” (emphasis 
added).76 
 
In fact, in response to suggestions during the 2013 public comment period that EPA should not 
factor in carryover RINs when determining annual volume requirements, the EPA responded: 
“…the final rulemaking for the RFS1 program did not describe the purpose of carryover RINs in 
such narrow terms. Droughts were indeed provided as an example of a market circumstance that 
could limit the production of renewable fuels, but the RFS1 final rule also described the use of 
carryover RINs more broadly as a means for protecting against any potential supply shortfalls 
that could limit the availability of RINs.”77 
 
Even more importantly, after noting that carryover RINs “are a valid compliance mechanism” 
the EPA highlighted that its job is “estimating the adequacy of the availability and use of ethanol 
in 2013 for compliance purposes, and the availability of carryover RINs is certainly relevant in 
analyzing that issue. Therefore, we believe that it is appropriate to consider carryover RINs in 
the context of evaluating the comments received on the need for further compliance relief to 
address the E10 blendwall.”78  The EPA approach was challenged and upheld by federal courts. 
 
Despite this tried and true approach to carryover RINs, in a flip-flop with huge implications, the 
EPA decided in its 2014-2016 RFS final rule that it would be “prudent”79 to set an RFS level that 
envisions absolutely no “draw-down in the bank of carryover RINs.”80  IRFA predicted in our 

                                                 
74 Environmental Protection Agency. “Notice of Decision Regarding Requests for a Waiver of the Renewable Fuel 
Standard.” Federal Register Vol. 77, No. 228, page 70758. 
75 Environmental Protection Agency. “Notice of Decision Regarding Requests for a Waiver of the Renewable Fuel 
Standard.” Federal Register Vol. 77, No. 228, page 70775. 
76 Environmental Protection Agency. “Regulation of Fuels and Fuel Additives: 2013 Renewable Fuel Standards.” 
Federal Register Vol. 78, No. 158, page 49797. 
77 Environmental Protection Agency. “Regulation of Fuels and Fuel Additives: 2013 Renewable Fuel Standards.” 
Federal Register Vol. 78, No. 158, page 49822. 
78 Ibid. 
79 Environmental Protection Agency.  “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2014, 2015, and 2016 and 
Biomass-Based Diesel Volume for 2017.” Federal Register Volume 80, No. 111. page 33130.   
80 Ibid. 
 



comments for the 2017 RFS rule that RIN stocks would actually increase, and EPA’s data 
confirms that “we now estimate that there are now at most 2.06 billion carryover RINs available, 
an increase of 520 million RINs from the previous estimate of 1.54 billion carryover RINs in the 
2017 final rule.”81 
 
The RIN system was designed as a compliance mechanism for obligated parties under the RFS.  
However, an equal—if not greater—amount of concern over flexibility for obligated parties also 
went into the final RIN system design.  If the current EPA pattern to ignore carryover RINs 
continues, then the “flexibility” of the RIN system becomes one-sided, to be used only to 
unnecessarily reduce the RFS levels and to undermine the stated goals and implementation 
schedule of the RFS.  IRFA urges the EPA to return to the commonsense approach of factoring 
carryover RINs into the decision-making process, as was done during the 2008 and 2012 waiver 
request determinations, and again when EPA set the 2013 RFS levels. This method is consistent 
with the letter of the law and the intent of Congress – and it has been upheld by federal courts. 
 
 
RIN Transparency 
 
In the proposal, EPA sought “input on potential changes to the RIN trading system that might 
help address…whether and how the current trading structure provides an opportunity for market 
manipulation.”82 
 
IRFA believes the key in this area is to maintain the focus on the big picture – proper 
implementation of the letter and intent of the RFS as passed by Congress. The RIN system and 
corresponding trading market only exist because of the need for a flexible and transparent RFS 
compliance structure. As such, it should not be allowed to interfere with the smooth operation of 
the RFS. To do so would run counter to its intended purpose. 
 
So keeping in mind that the RIN system is first and foremost an RFS compliance system, and not 
a speculative commodities market, the solution should follow the advice we all learned in grade 
school: keep it simple. Parties must register with EPA’s EMTS system to generate, trade or retire 
RINs. Simply make public the RIN transactions as they clear the EMTS system – including the 
parties involved, the number of RINs, and any associated prices. The preeminent purpose of the 
RIN system as a compliance mechanism overrides any concerns of business confidentiality. 
 
 
The Problem is Lack of Compliance, Not Lack of Demand 
 
In reviewing the proposed rule in total, the EPA asks for comments on whether each and every 
RVO should be reduced (conventional) or reduced further (all advanced categories). At times, 

                                                 
81 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34213. 
82 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-
Based Diesel Volume for 2019; Proposed Rule.” Federal Register. Vol. 82, No. 139. Friday, July 21, 2017. Proposed 
Rules. p. 34211. 



the Agency goes to, what appears from our viewpoint, great lengths and even potentially illegal 
lengths to look for reasons to lower the RVOs. Many of these machinations revolve around a 
perceived lack of demand for additional levels of biofuels. 
 
IRFA urges the EPA to reembrace the fundamental purpose of the RFS – to crack open the 
petroleum monopoly so that renewable fuels can have access to consumers. In short, there is not 
a lack of actual demand, but a lack of consumer access stemming from a lack of compliance with 
the letter and intent of the RFS. 
 
Biodiesel use in 2016 was well above the 2019 proposed level. Follow the law and set the final 
BBD RVO at 2.75 billion gallons. 
 
Cellulosic production in some categories has exceeded past EPA projections. Project those 
technologies and producers on their own merits, don’t discount them because other categories 
have underperformed projections. Follow the law and set the final cellulosic RVO at 384 million 
gallons. 
 
E15 availability and use is at record highs and growing. The same is true for E85. Follow the law 
and set the conventional RVO, as proposed, at 15 billion gallons. 
 
Finally, if demand is a sincere concern then take the obvious and overdue step within the 
Agency’s power to let loose the higher blend market by equalizing RVP regulations for E15. 
 
The very nature of a comment period forces interested parties to focus on the shortcomings of 
any proposal, for that is where progress can be made. IRFA fully respects that the document we 
reviewed is only a proposal. EPA now has the ability and obligation to consider the public input. 
IRFA urges EPA to thoroughly consider the issues raised above. By doing so we remain hopeful 
and optimistic that the final rule will be improved – for it is the final rule that matters. It is the 
final rule, not the proposal, upon which the EPA will be judged. 
 
IRFA remains confident that the final RVO rule will live up to the Administrator’s commitment 
when he stated: “To honor the intent, and the expression of the Renewable Fuel Standard statute 
is very, very important. It is not the job of the Administrator of the EPA to do anything other 
than administer the program according to the intent of Congress, and I commit to you to do so.” 
 
We stand ready to work with you and to provide any further information or background on this 
issue where we may be of assistance.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at 
mshaw@IowaRFA.org or 515-252-6249. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
  
Monte Shaw       Grant Menke 
Executive Director      Policy Director 
 



 

Trump tramples GOP loyalty with anti-
Iowa positions on health care, energy 
Kathie Obradovich, kobradov@dmreg.comPublished 2:00 p.m. CT Oct. 9, 2017 
Des Moines, IA  
 

Top Iowa Republicans have been loyal to President Donald Trump, sometimes to the 
point of absurdity. 

They endorsed health-care bills that would penalize Iowa. They refused to criticize 
the president when he disparaged wind energy, which is responsible for thousands of 
jobs in Iowa. They enthusiastically joined Trump’s criticism of pro football players 
who have demonstrated against racial injustice during the national anthem. 

And what do they get it return? 

“Tell Iowa no.” 

According to the Washington Post, that was Trump’s message back in August 
regarding Iowa’s effort to shore up its individual insurance market under Obamacare. 
Without the waiver, about 72,000 Iowans will have only one Affordable Care Act 
insurer and substantially higher premiums. 

The federal waiver to allow Iowa’s “stopgap” measure has not been denied — yet. 
The White House also hasn’t denied that Trump wants to refuse Iowa’s plan. 

Republican Party of Iowa Chairman Jeff Kaufmann’s response to the Washington 
Post article blamed Obamacare for Trump’s apparent efforts to undermine the 
program and accelerate its collapse. 

“Democrats created Obamacare. Democrats own Obamacare. Obamacare is failing 
Iowans, collapsing right before our eyes, and no matter how much they try to deflect 
blame, they own this abysmal failure. Period,” Kaufmann said in a written statement. 

Sen. Joni Ernst has occasionally carefully disagreed with Trump’s words and actions, 
including his call to kick transgender personnel out of the U.S. military.  She’s also 
admitted she wishes he’d spend more time at the White House instead of spending 
millions of taxpayer dollars with frequent visits to Trump resorts. 

Regarding Iowa’s waiver request, she suggested Trump’s attitude could be 
discounted in light of his displeasure over the GOP’s failure to repeal Obamacare. 

http://www.desmoinesregister.com/staff/17661/kathie-obradovich/


“I think the president’s disappointed that we weren’t able to do anything on the overall 
repeal-replace with Obamacare and so I think again, that it was just an immediate 
reaction to something that he heard and I don’t put any stock, necessarily, in that,” 
Ernst said in a phone interview on Friday. “I want to see what the actions are.” 

For an Iowa Republican senator to say she puts little stock in the president’s words is 
rather extraordinary. Ernst’s comments sound like effusive praise, however, 
compared with the scathing comments from Republican Sen. Bob Corker of 
Tennessee.  Corker, who has announced he won’t run for re-election, called the 
White House and “adult day care center” after Trump criticized him on Twitter. 

Corker’s uncorked rhetoric comes as some ag and industry groups were using words 
like “betrayal” over the Environmental Protection Agency’s move to curtail renewable 
fuel standards. 

Trump, while campaigning in Iowa, pledged to protect the RFS, which sets the 
minimum volume of renewable energy that must be part of the transportation 
fuels sold in the United States. 

The National Biodiesel Board posted a video last week compiling clips of 
Trump’s campaign promises on the RFS. It includes a statement by Sen. Chuck 
Grassley on the Senate floor, saying Trump had personally assured him he 
would keep his word on the renewable fuel standard. 

The EPA has indicated it intends to roll back the RFS, particularly for 
biodiesel.  Congressman David Young, an Iowa Republican, called the move a 
“gut punch” to Iowa agriculture. 

“I think the EPA administrator needs to be reminded of what the president said 
and needs to back that up,” Young said. “This is really hurtful to Iowa's 
agriculture economy. As you know, Iowa's agriculture income has been down 
four years in a row. This is a gut punch to it, so is the lack of trade.” 

Young made his comments on “Iowa Press,” which aired over the weekend on “Iowa 
Public Television.” 

He didn’t answer directly when asked if Trump was double-crossing Iowa. But it was 
clear he’s using a different songbook from most Iowa Republican leaders.  

I asked Young, who is seeking a third term, whether he wants Trump to come to Iowa 
and campaign for him. 

“I want what is best for the Third District,” Young said. 

https://www.ajot.com/news/epa-action-would-break-president-trumps-promises-on-protecting-the-rfs
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=htHxfg7fcqc&feature=youtu.be
http://www.iptv.org/iowapress
http://www.iptv.org/iowapress


“Is that best?” I asked. 

“I don’t know,” Young said. 

Young stopped short of saying he thought Trump was a liability to Republicans.  But 
as Trump’s job approval rating hit 32 percent in an AP-NORC Center poll last week, 
the president may well be like concrete swimming trunks to swing-district 
Republicans like Young. 

If Iowa’s waiver is denied and the EPA persists in pruning back renewable fuels, we’ll 
see more Iowa Republicans trying to get out of Trump’s pool. Most, however, are 
already in too deep. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Editorial: 
Administration flip-
flops on biofuel use 
Pledges to support Iowa farmers through support 
for ethanol seemingly ignored 

Oct 11, 2017 
Council Bluffs, IA  
 
In his Iowa caucus speeches vowing, among other things, to make our 
nation great again, then-candidate Donald Trump courted farmers and 
their votes by praising the importance of ethanol in reducing the nation’s 
dependence on foreign oil and promising that he would boost the home-
grown fuel. 

Now more than nine months into his first term as president, the farmers 
and other biofuel supporters wooed during the caucus say the people 
President Trump has put in charge of the issue in Washington are 
instead boosting their fossil-fuel rivals. 

The issue is clearly politically precarious for Trump, as it pits the deep 
Republican-leaning pockets of the oil industry against Midwest voters 
who helped elect him. Trump repeatedly vowed to “protect” ethanol. But 
he loaded his Cabinet — not surprisingly — with allies of the oil industry, 
which views the Renewable Fuel Standard that mandates biofuel use as 
costly and burdensome. 

Under the leadership of Scott Pruitt, the head of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the EPA has pursued a series of changes that would 
help the oil industry at the expense of farmers. 



“The White House needs to rein in the EPA before the agency tramples 
the president’s rural base — and his promises to voters,” Brooke 
Coleman, executive director of the Advanced Biofuels Business Council 
told Bloomberg News. “I would be surprised if those in the White House 
realize the depth of his attacks on the Renewable Fuel Standard.” 

Michael McAdams, president of the Advanced Biofuels Association, said 
Pruitt, as head of the EPA, has gone “rogue.” “His job is to implement the 
vision of the president who says he supports biofuels,” he said. Pruitt’s 
actions don’t “support biofuels in any shape or form.” 

McAdams’ complaints were echoed by Monte Shaw, executive director of 
the Iowa Renewable Fuels Association, who commented that despite 
Trump’s high-profile pledges of support, the intricate details of biofuel 
policy are being decided by administration officials with no allegiance to 
the sector. 

Late last month, the EPA issued a notice opening the door to potential 
reductions in annual quotas for biodiesel and ethanol. The action 
followed heavy lobbying by oil industry leaders seeking lower biofuel 
targets. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Editorial: Thumbs up, thumbs down 

Quad-City Times editorial board 
 Oct 7, 2017 Updated Oct 9, 2017 
 Davenport, IA  
  
 

Thumbs down to President Donald Trump and his administration's campaign 
against Iowa. 

On Thursday night, The Washington Post reported that Trump personally 
intervened and ordered his underlings to kill Iowa's proposal that would prop 
up its faltering insurance exchange. The Post reported that Trump said, "Tell 
Iowa no." 

State officials insisted Friday that the proposal was still alive and under 
review in Washington.  

It would be the second time in as many weeks that the Trump administration 
took an action that would specifically damage Iowa. Late last month, the 
Environmental Protection Agency rolled out proposed regulations that would 
gut the Renewable Fuel Standard. 

Trump won Iowa. Republicans run Iowa. Iowa's GOP royalty have remained 
loyal even as Trump's administration has been mired in total chaos.  

But Trump is loyal to no one but himself. 

Thumbs up to to Sens. Chuck Grassley and Joni Ernst for putting the 
pressure on EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt. 



Pruitt's agency is eyeing significant cuts to biofuels, an industry that's 
benefited Iowa more than any other state. The move comes as no 
surprise since Pruitt has spent his career carrying water for the oil 
industry. 

This week, Grassley and Ernst demanded meetings with Pruitt. Grassley 
called the president. They gathered dozens of signatures from Senate 
colleagues opposed to rollbacks to the RFS. 

Iowa's U.S. senators may have been duped when they voted for Pruitt's 
confirmation. But, at the very least, they're doing all they can to 
minimize the damage.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Editorial: Grassley, Ernst voted for 
ethanol's decline 

Quad-City Times editorial board 

 Sep 28, 2017 
 Davenport, IA 

There's no doubt, Iowa's U.S. senators are regretting their votes in February 
to confirm Environmental Protection Agency Administrator Scott Pruitt. 
Thing is, their massive error was obvious from the outset to anyone who 
wasn't solely interested in being a good partisan soldier. 

President Donald Trump's EPA could cost Iowa billions in business output 
and countless jobs if it follows through with its proposal to roll back 
mandates on ethanol-blended gasoline within the Clean Air Act. On this 
front, the Renewable Fuel Standard, drafted years ago by the often-derided 
EPA, has been a boon for Iowa above any other state.  

And, now, Pruitt and his friends in the oil industry want to hobble the 
program. 

Grassley had a veritable meltdown in a media release, on the Senate floor and 
on Twitter following the EPA announcement earlier this week. The righteous 
indignation is a little late, Senator.   

In December, Sens. Chuck Grassley and Joni Ernst pledged that Pruitt would 
defend the RFS. In January, Pruitt again promised that he'd protect the 
program if confirmed.  



It was bull from the outset. In December, this editorial board urged Grassley 
and Ernst to oppose Pruitt and Rick Perry, then Trump's nominee to lead the 
Energy Department. Both men had spent their entire careers in service to oil 
companies. Trump's lip service to middle America was laughable and 
unrealistic to any serious observer. It was obvious from the outset that Trump 
was selecting cabinet members based on their fervor for tearing down that 
which they were named to lead.  

Grassley and Ernst were either naive or willfully oblivious. Partisan 
allegiance blinded them. They, like the rest of the Senate's GOP majority, 
proved little more than a rubber stamp. And, in a year, Iowa could pay the 
price for their willingness to sell out the state. 

The average price of corn more than doubled since the creation of the RFS in 
2005, topping off at an $4.11 a bushel in 2014, reported The New York 
Times. Iowa, more than any other state, has benefited from RFS, according to 
multiple studies. As such, it's become a flashpoint in political circles. Urban 
centers see it as a backdoor tax on food and an additional subsidy for a farm 
industry that already receives substantial assistance from the federal 
government. Officials in other rural states wonder why their crop-of-choice 
isn't getting a boost from taxpayers. Politicians from oil producing states hate 
the competition. And libertarians and free-market conservatives are 
philosophically opposed to the program.  

It's within this political reality that Grassley and Ernst backed Pruitt. As 
Oklahoma's attorney general, he made a career waging war on any campaign 
that weakened oil and gas production. He filed lawsuit after lawsuit attacking 
federal regulation of energy. Now, Trump is batting 0 for eternity on the 
legislative front. The administration's only so-called victories are in rollbacks 
of executive branch regulation, Rust Belt be damned.  



Supporting Pruitt in February wasn't just a gamble. It wasn't simply being a 
good soldier. It was a predictable vote against Iowa's interests.  

Grassley and Ernst made promises about the RFS' political safety that they 
couldn't keep. Their assurances were grounded only in words from an 
administration that's been incapable of honesty and loyalty from the 
outset.  They got burned and slashing RFS is now on the table.  

Grassley and Ernst might be shocked. But it's no surprise to anyone who 
chose healthy skepticism over political patronage.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Grassley and Ernst: We will never stop 

fighting to protect the RFS and Iowa 
Sens. Chuck Grassley and Joni Ernst 

Oct 10, 2017 
Mason City, IA 

Recently, the Quad-City Times' editorial board wrote a misguided editorial, 
and we felt it was important to set the record straight as well as stand up for 
the majority of Iowans who voted in the last election whose judgment was 
mocked in the piece. Whether it’s working for the extension of tax credits to 
support production, fighting trade barriers to U.S. biofuels from other 
countries, or pushing the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to fulfill 
its statutory obligations on biofuels, we fight for ethanol, biodiesel, and Iowa 
every day. 

A big part of upholding the rule of law in any area is staying on top of actions 
from unelected agency leaders who have a lot of power to wreak havoc with 
regulations. The Waters of the U.S. (WOTUS) rule from the Obama 
Administration is a prime example of a regulation that badly over-reached. 
After an outcry from farmers, home builders, Congress and the voters who 
elected a new president, the EPA has finally begun the process to withdraw 
this rule. 

Those of us from biofuels-producing states constantly have to fight for 
federal agencies to follow the rule of law on biofuels. President Obama’s 
EPA often did not fulfill its obligations under the Renewable Fuel Standard 
(RFS), which sets the level of renewables in the nation’s fuel supply. It 
repeatedly fell sway to arguments from Big Oil that biofuels producers were 
unable to produce the needed capacity to contribute to the fuel supply. We 

http://globegazette.com/opinion/editorial/quad-city-times-editorial-grassley-ernst-voted-for-ethanol-s/article_74cdd4fd-a2a1-5813-bf42-cb60ef4143be.html


called out that hogwash. And we’re calling out the newest hogwash from the 
EPA on biodiesel. 

The EPA’s latest proposal to reduce biodiesel levels is a bait and switch from 
what the agency put out in July. The July proposal, while not great, 
essentially did no harm to biodiesel. The new proposal came from nowhere, 
blindsided biodiesel producers, and has the potential to do great harm. 

The proposal specifically cites, a number of times, proposals from oil 
producer Valero and the American Fuel and Petrochemical Manufacturers, 
the refiners. That reveals that Big Oil may be prevailing at the EPA yet again. 

We are already fighting the EPA on what it is proposing, and we are going to 
keep fighting. 

We each have already contacted President Trump. The EPA’s move is 
counter to what the President has pledged, last year and even a few weeks 
ago, for renewable fuels. As candidate Trump and as President Trump, he has 
repeatedly expressed support for the RFS. That means the EPA administrator 
who works for the President has to follow his boss’s lead. 

When Scott Pruitt was nominated as the EPA Administrator, we organized a 
meeting with him to emphasize the importance of biofuels to job creation, 
energy security, the environment, and meeting the country’s significant 
energy needs. Since we had been disappointed by the Obama 
Administration’s lack of strong support in implementing the RFS, we wanted 
to know where Mr. Pruitt stood. 

We received a very positive response on Mr. Pruitt’s support not just for the 
RFS but more importantly, for the rule of law. The rule of law is the 
measures Congress passed. The EPA is supposed to follow it, not undermine 



it. We conveyed the tremendous contributions that Iowa and other renewable 
energy-producing states contribute to the economy, energy security, and 
much more. We reiterated that from the standpoint of what then-President-
elect Trump wanted to accomplish, renewable energy supports a high number 
of jobs, including 43,000 jobs in Iowa in just biofuels and another 7,000 jobs 
in wind energy. 

Mr. Pruitt committed at that meeting and again during a public hearing to 
following the law. He needs to keep his word and follow the clear direction 
from his boss, the President, that biofuels are valuable and that the EPA must 
follow the RFS. Toward that end, we will continue to make sure the EPA and 
the President hear loud and clear the impact the latest EPA proposal on 
biodiesel would have on Iowa’s corn and soybean farmers, on biofuel 
producers, and on our rural communities. We will never stop fighting to 
protect the RFS and Iowa. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Pruitt undermining Trump on renewable fuels 
NEIL KOEHLER 

Oct 8, 2017 Updated Oct 9, 2017 
Waterloo, IA 

On the campaign trail last year, candidate Donald Trump promised to “do all 
that is in my power as president” to achieve the goals of the Renewable Fuel 
Standard, the 2005 law that requires petroleum refiners to use increasing 
volumes of renewable fuels like ethanol and biodiesel. 

Farmers and biofuel producers across the Midwest enthusiastically welcomed 
that pledge and took it to heart. On Election Day, they overwhelmingly cast 
their votes for Trump, helping him to win key battleground states like Iowa, 
Ohio and Wisconsin and pull off an upset over Hillary Clinton. 

But less than a year after the historic election, President Trump’s pick to run 
the Environmental Protection Agency, Scott Pruitt, doesn’t appear to be 
making good on his boss’s promise on the RFS. Instead, through a recent 
series of questionable actions, Pruitt seems to be undermining the president’s 
stated commitment to the program. And after EPA’s latest moves on the RFS, 
alarm bells are starting to ring across rural America. 

In June, EPA issued a proposal to reduce the total 2018 RFS renewable fuel 
blending requirements below the levels required in 2017. While the EPA 
proposal kept intact the volume of conventional biofuel (mostly corn ethanol) 
mandated by Congress for 2018, it slashed the requirement for waste- and 
residue-derived cellulosic biofuels by nearly one-quarter. The proposed cut is 
already dealing a blow to ethanol plants across the country that are in the 
midst of adopting technologies to produce cellulosic biofuel from grain 
residues. Our company, Pacific Ethanol, has already successfully installed 



cellulosic ethanol technology at both of our California plants, and we were 
evaluating whether to make similar investments at our facilities in Idaho, 
Illinois, Nebraska and Oregon. EPA’s proposal was certainly not the signal 
we were looking for. 

Adding further intrigue to the June proposal was the revelation — through 
public records — the first draft submitted to the White House by EPA 
actually included a 23 percent increase in cellulosic biofuel requirements 
over 2017 levels. But just days before EPA officially published the proposal, 
the cellulosic volume was curiously reduced. 

Then, in late September, EPA stated it is considering further reductions to the 
2018 RFS volumes, going beyond the cuts proposed in June. This time, EPA 
said it is pondering a decrease in the requirements in an effort to shut out 
biodiesel imports from Argentina and Indonesia. But cutting the RFS would 
not materially affect import volumes; more likely, it would force some 
domestic producers to shutter. It would also ignore the fact the RFS is 
intended to drive domestic consumption of biofuels without regard to where 
it was produced. In any case, imports have played only a small role in 
meeting RFS requirements historically, constituting just 7 percent of 2015 
and 2016 volumes. 

And now, there are rumors swirling that Pruitt’s EPA is considering a scheme 
in which U.S. biofuel export volumes would count toward compliance with 
the RFS. Logically, exported volumes don’t currently count in meeting RFS 
obligations. That’s because the RFS was designed to reduce U.S. dependence 
on imported petroleum by driving domestic consumption of renewable fuels. 
How would the RFS help us achieve our energy security goals if the program 
is rigged to incentivize biofuel exports? 



All of these recent actions by Pruitt are designed to stifle growth in American 
renewable fuel production and consumption, lock our fuel markets into the 
status quo and take the pressure off oil refiners who complain about the costs 
of complying with RFS mandates. Not only would these moves by EPA 
inflict economic harm on the very farm communities that helped President 
Trump win the election, but consumers would suffer from limited choices 
and higher prices at the pump as well. 

Fortunately, this impending wreck can be avoided. As these actions are only 
proposals at this point. It’s not too late to make sure the RFS stays on track in 
2018. But President Trump needs to get engaged. He needs to be made aware 
his EPA administrator is veering off course with the RFS and threatening to 
undermine the promises he made to voters in the heartland. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Brad Wilson: Biofuels 
cuts would damage 

Midlands Voices 

 Oct 6, 2017 
 Omaha, NE 
 
The writer is president and general manager of Western Iowa Energy 
in Wall Lake, Iowa, and serves as vice chair of the Iowa Biodiesel 
Board. 

Iowans and Nebraskans should know that the Trump administration is 
sharpening the knife, preparing to gut renewable fuels in America. This 
should be a serious concern to all of us. 

In late September, the Environmental Protection Agency put out a notice 
seeking “input” on whether to slash the volumes of biodiesel required 
under the federal Renewable Fuel Standard — a brutal blow to a key 
manufacturing industry. As a biodiesel plant manager, I am stunned by 
the potential impact this would have on farmers, producers and the 
communities they help. I implore President Donald Trump to stop EPA 
Administrator Scott Pruitt from breaking a solemn promise the president 
made to support the RFS and renewable fuels. 

EPA’s justification for these cuts consist of nothing more than the oil 
industry’s talking points. Shrinking the biodiesel category of the RFS 
would make Pruitt’s “Big Oil” buddies happy, but it would pull the rug 
out from under biodiesel producers such as Western Iowa Energy. 

In recent years, we’ve invested several million dollars for upgrades to 
enable us to make more biodiesel, based on the firm commitment we had 



from the government. Now EPA is looking to cut the volumes already 
promised to us next year — volumes set back in 2016, on which we made 
business decisions. Even deeper potential cuts for 2019 would be a 
devastating blow to American jobs, manufacturing, the economy, energy 
security and farmers. 

The U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis recently said declining farm 
income is the leading cause of slowing economies in many states, 
including Iowa and Nebraska. The administration stripping the RFS is 
going to make this even worse, especially for small town America. 

Most of us have driven down shuttered Main Streets. A healthy biodiesel 
industry can help reverse that damage, breathing new life into rural 
communities with few new economic drivers. 

Western Iowa Energy is one such example — helping keep Wall Lake, 
Iowa, thriving. With starting pay of $16 an hour, plus full benefits 
including health insurance and 401(K) options, our plant provides a 
livelihood for 30 people in a town with a population of roughly 900, plus 
additional income to other workers in supporting industries. 

Biodiesel puts the power of energy production into the hands of 
American workers and farmers, rather than foreign countries often 
hostile to us. 

Our workers are real people with jobs their families depend upon. As an 
example, our business gave one of our plant operators, Nate, who has 
three young children, the opportunity to move back to his hometown 
after having to move away to a bigger city to find work. That story is not 
unique at our plant. 



Reducing the RFS now would force us to make serious cutbacks. Is that 
what the president wants to see happen in Iowa, at the hand of his own 
administration? 

We know it is not what Iowans want. The Iowa Biodiesel Board recently 
released public opinion research showing that more than 70 percent of 
Iowa voters have a positive opinion of biodiesel and support expanding 
the RFS. This support is well-placed by a state that is educated on how 
significantly renewable fuels have contributed to our economy. 

Our company brings more than jobs to this community. We volunteer 
our help with the distribution of food for the local food bank. We sponsor 
Future Farmers of America events, volunteer in a local mentoring 
program, sponsor school backpack programs and school movie nights, 
and more. Biodiesel plants are some of the best corporate citizens you 
could ask for. We should ask ourselves and ask EPA: What has Big Oil 
done for our communities? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Trump must make the Renewable Fuel 
Standard great again 
Steve Roe, Iowa View contributorPublished 11:27 a.m. CT Oct. 2, 2017 | Updated 10:49 a.m. CT Oct. 3, 2017 

Des Moines, IA  

 

In the decade since the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) has been in place, it's been a 
tremendous success, providing a cleaner, lower-cost choice for consumers and boosting 
local economies. 

However, two recent actions by Environmental Protection Agency administrator Scott 
Pruitt, and a rumored third proposal, threaten to reverse the progress made and put 
refiners — not consumers — in the driver's seat. 

Administrator Pruitt has indicated he wants to lower the price of Renewable Identification 
Numbers (RINs), the credits used by refiners in the RFS to add flexibility and lower cost 
in the program. That's driving EPA's rationale for proposing to lower the 2018 Renewable 
Volume Obligations (RVO), the first time the agency has lowered the RFS from the 
previous year's level. 

Administrator Pruitt's RIN price destruction campaign is not ending there. Recently, EPA 
released a Notice of Data Availability, seeking comment on another idea hatched by the 
oil industry — to lower the 2018 RVO's equivalent to potential biodiesel imports, arguing 
that the RFS was intended as a domestic fuel program and imported volumes should not 
be accounted for in determining available supply.  

The problem with this approach is obvious. First, reducing the RVO will not discourage 
imports from entering the U.S., meaning that available supply will remain the same, but 
demand will have been butchered, thus lowering prices for refiners. Second, for the U.S. 
to use a domestic energy program to discourage imports has "World Trade 
Organization violation" stamped all over it. 

Meantime, a rumor circulating now suggests EPA is considering a proposal to allow RINs 
attached to exported gallons to count toward a refiner's RFS obligation. Currently, those 
RINs are retired because the statute requires the renewable fuel be used in the United 
States. It is a domestic energy program, after all. 

One might conclude that if EPA were to lower the RFS to account for imports, it would 
increase the RFS to account for exports. But that's apparently not what EPA is 
contemplating. The objective here is to add about 1.2 billion RINs (the approximate 



amount exported today) to an already saturated RIN market, cratering the market and 
undermining any future investment in biofuels infrastructure or technology. 

Administrator Pruitt is missing a critical point — lowering the price of RINs does not 
translate into consumer savings. RINs are free. When ethanol producers sell a gallon of 
biofuel to a gasoline marketer, EPA requires them to supply an RIN, as well. The RIN 
market is created when obligated parties separate them from the gallon of biofuel and 
sell them to another obligated party that has failed to blend enough ethanol to meet their 
obligation. 

Consumer prices are unaffected. 

Whenever President Trump visits Iowa, he extols the virtues of ethanol, American 
energy and the RFS. It is past time for the President to act on his commitment. He must 
rein in his EPA administrator, who is implementing the RFS in a way that accommodates 
oil companies, not renewable fuels and certainly not consumers. He must make the RFS 
great again. 

Steve Roe is the general manager of ethanol producer Little Sioux Corn Processors 
in Marcus, Ia. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



OTHER VOICES: Now isn't the 

time to retreat on renewable fuels 
Bill Shipley 

Oct 11, 2017 
Sioux City, IA  

There’s an old country saying: Throw the seed down where the chickens can 
find it. 

In that spirit, I’m going to be as plainspoken as possible: The Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (EPA) move to slash renewable fuels production breaks 
a solemn promise from President Trump to American farmers. 

EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt, on the eve of the president’s first year in 
office, has threatened unprecedented actions to cut biodiesel production 
under the federal Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) program. They include 
trimming already set 2018 volumes and decimating 2019 volumes. 

All of this despite Trump’s promise to support the RFS and the rural 
communities who helped elect him. 

As an Iowa farmer and president of the Iowa Soybean Association, I’m 
frustrated and disheartened by this blatant placation of the oil industry. 

The timing of this double-speak couldn’t be worse. As the state’s chronic 
budget shortfalls remind us, we’re reeling from a downturn in the ag 
economy. Rural communities are suffering from a reduction in commerce and 
tax receipts to the state treasurer continue to fall far short of revenue 
projections. Turmoil within the industry caused by the EPA’s capitulation has 



resulted in foreign competitors greedily flaunting the rules to their own 
advantage, further undercutting our domestic biofuels industry. 

Many farmers in Iowa and beyond are struggling. Commodity prices are 
already below the cost of production and the EPA’s move to cut biodiesel 
production doesn’t signal that the tide will turn any time soon. Additional 
cuts to the RFS increase the likelihood that more farmers will be forced into 
the red yet again - or worse, out of business altogether. This would push us 
even deeper into an agricultural recession. 

The emerging biodiesel industry has revitalized many of our rural 
communities here in Iowa. Biodiesel plants provide jobs in many towns and 
pay a good wage in addition to full benefits including health insurance and 
retirement plans. Many facilities have spent millions of dollars expanding 
production based on the promises of RFS increases. Continued growth means 
more jobs and economic activity. 

Rather than look forward with optimism, the EPA’s desire to curb biofuel 
production has caused manufacturers to pause, wondering if they will have to 
institute layoffs or, even worse, close their doors. 

The EPA, like all federal agencies, should be promoting American-made 
products. Gutting the required levels for domestically produced biodiesel 
gives a leg up to foreign producers at our expense. 

In August, the Commerce Department found that countries like Argentina 
and Indonesia were double dipping in violation of trade laws. In other words, 
they were getting both a subsidy in their own country and taking advantage of 
a loophole in our own country’s blender’s tax credit. EPA harming a U.S. 
industry already declared harmed by trade violations would be a double 
whammy for clean energy production. 



Cutting domestic biofuels production does not put America first. If you agree, 
let your voice be heard from biodiesel.org. 

I strongly urge President Trump to keep his RFS promise and reject efforts to 
curtail the production of home-grown biodiesel. We’ll monitor the actions of 
his administration’s EPA very closely while mindful of another saying we 
reference often in Iowa and the Midwest: Actions speak louder than words. 

Bill Shipley, who farms near Nodaway, Iowa, is president of the Iowa 
Soybean Association. 
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Letter: Trump must stick by RFS 
Oct 8, 2017 
Davenport, IA  

I was heartened to read that Sens. Grassley and Ernst plan to vigorously oppose the latest threats 

against America’s Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). The RFS is a vital policy that has fostered 

investments across every segment of the rural economy, from farming to manufacturing. 

I also share the concerns raised by this paper’s editorial board about the Environmental 

Protection Agency’s (EPA) recent actions. The agency issued a notice threatening total biofuel 

volumes (including biodiesel), cut strong cellulosic ethanol targets after they were approved by 

the White House, and is now considering Valero’s scheme to devalue biofuel blends by attaching 

credits to existing ethanol exports. 

If enacted, any one of these efforts would threaten the prosperity of rural communities like ours, 

where biofuels are creating exciting new opportunities. At Quad County Corn Processors, for 

example, we pioneered new technology to convert agricultural residue, namely corn kernel fiber, 

into high-value cellulosic biofuels. EPA writers actually warned against setting “inappropriately 

low production projections” for our “commercially successful technology” before those 

comments were inexplicably stricken from the EPA’s proposed biofuel targets for 2018. 

President Trump has made it crystal clear that his administration supports homegrown biofuels, 

and EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt specifically testified that he would “further the objectives of 

Congress” by enforcing a pro-growth RFS. Clearly, someone at EPA isn’t listening, but it’s not 

too late. Our champions in the White House and in Congress need to take a hard line and demand 

that EPA withdraw all its threats against homegrown energy. 

 

Delayne D. Johnson 

Galva, Iow 



Cuts to RFS would have deep impact on 
rural America  
by BRAD WILSON, Wall Lake 
October 11, 2017 
Carroll, IA  

Iowans should know that the Trump administration is sharpening the knife, preparing to 
gut renewable fuels in America. This should be a serious concern to all of us. 

In late September, the Environmental Protection Agency put out a notice seeking “input” 
on whether to slash the volumes of biodiesel required under the federal Renewable Fuel 
Standard — a brutal blow to a key manufacturing industry. As a biodiesel plant 
manager, I am stunned by the potential impact this would have on farmers, producers 
and the communities they help. I implore President Donald Trump to stop EPA 
Administrator Scott Pruitt from breaking a solemn promise the president made to 
support the RFS and renewable fuels. 

EPA’s justification for these cuts consist of nothing more than the oil industry’s talking 
points. Shrinking the biodiesel category of the RFS would make Pruitt’s “Big Oil” 
buddies happy, but it would pull the rug out from under biodiesel producers such as 
Western Iowa Energy. In recent years, we’ve invested several million dollars for 
upgrades to enable us to make more biodiesel, based on the firm commitment we had 
from the government. 

Now EPA is looking to cut the volumes already promised to us next year — volumes set 
back in 2016, on which we made business decisions. Even deeper potential cuts for 
2019 would be a devastating blow to American jobs, manufacturing, the economy, 
energy security and farmers. The U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis recently said 
declining farm income is the leading cause of slowing economies in many states, 
including Iowa and Nebraska. 

The administration stripping the RFS is going to make this even worse, especially for 
small-town America. 

Most of us have driven down shuttered Main Streets. A healthy biodiesel industry can 
help reverse that damage, breathing new life into rural communities with few new 
economic drivers. Western Iowa Energy is one such example — helping keep Wall 
Lake, Iowa, thriving. With starting pay of $16 an hour, plus full benefits including health 
insurance and 401(K) options, our plant provides a livelihood for 30 people in a town 
with a population of roughly 900, plus additional income to other workers in supporting 
industries. Biodiesel puts the power of energy production into the hands of American 
workers and farmers, rather than foreign countries often hostile to us. 



Our workers are real people with jobs their families depend upon. As an example, our 
business gave one of our plant operators, Nate, who has three young children, the 
opportunity to move back to his hometown after having to move away to a bigger city to 
find work. That story is not unique at our plant. Reducing the RFS now would force us to 
make serious cutbacks. Is that what the president wants to see happen in Iowa, at the 
hand of his own administration? 

We know it is not what Iowans want. The Iowa Biodiesel Board recently released public-
opinion research showing that more than 70 percent of Iowa voters have a positive 
opinion of biodiesel and support expanding the RFS. 

This support is well-placed by a state that is educated on how significantly renewable 
fuels have contributed to our economy. 

Our company brings more than jobs to this community. We volunteer our help with the 
distribution of food for the local food bank. We sponsor Future Farmers of America 
events, volunteer in a local mentoring program, sponsor school backpack programs and 
school movie nights, and more. Biodiesel plants are some of the best corporate citizens 
you could ask for. We should ask ourselves, and ask EPA: What has Big Oil done for 
our communities? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
Future uncertain for RFS 
By: Katie Alexander  
Posted: Oct 05, 2017 07:52 PM CDT 
Updated: Oct 05, 2017 08:49 PM CDT 
Des Moines, IA  
 
IOWA - The Renewable Fuel Standard program was put in place to reduce U.S. 
emission of greenhouse gases.  

The program requires that a certain amount of renewable fuel replaces oil-based fuel. 
While its future remains in question, Iowa leaders say they're going to hold President 
Trump accountable for his campaign promises. 

"I am reminding President Trump that all through his campaign he made promises to 
Iowans that he would continue supporting biofuels. And I am reminding Secretary Pruitt 
or Administrator Pruitt of the EPA that he made the commitment to uphold and follow 
the intent of the law in regards to the Renewable Fuel Standards,” said Senator Joni 
Ernst.  

The program is important to Iowa because of its requirements for the use of ethanol. 
Iowa's corn is used to produce the ethanol that people use all over the country. 
  

 

 

 

 

 



Iowa senators raise alarms over EPA’s 
biofuel actions 
By Dirck Steimel  
10/2/2017 
West Des Moines, IA 

Iowa’s two U.S. Senators, both strong proponents of biofuels, strongly criticized a 
proposal released last week by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) that could 
reduce the volume requirements for biodiesel in 2018 and 2019 and could adversely 
affect volumes of other biofuels in the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). 

“It’s outrageous that the EPA would change course and propose a reduction in 
renewable fuel volumes,” said Sen. Charles Grassley in a statement. “This seems like a 
bait-and-switch from the EPA’s prior proposal and from assurances from the president 
himself and Cabinet secretaries in my office prior to confirmation for their strong support 
of renewable fuels.” 

Sen. Joni Ernst sent a letter to President Donald Trump expressing her concern that the 
EPA’s move would hurt Iowa farmers, manufacturers and rural communities. Ernst 
noted Trump’s “relentless backing” of biofuels and asked him for more clarification 
regarding the EPA’s move. 

Iowa biofuel advocates also expressed alarm about the EPA move to request 
comments on a plan to reduce the 2018 advanced biofuel volume requirement to 3.77 
billion gallons from the proposed 4.24 billion gallons. 

The EPA plan would also reduce the total renewable volume requirement to 18.77 
billion gallons from the 19.24 billion gallons proposed in July. 

Sharp contrast 

Monte Shaw, executive director of the Iowa Renewable Fuels Association, told Radio 
Iowa that the EPA move appears to be in sharp contrast to Trump’s support for biofuels. 

“The president says: ‘I support renewable fuels. I want them to be part of our “America 
First” energy plan,’ and you have an EPA that is doing everything in its power to come 
up with convoluted pretzel logic to lower the numbers and to rip the heart out of the 
RFS,” he said. 

In his comments, Grassley said he has a “strong suspicion” that big oil refineries are 
behind the EPA move despite assurances to the contrary. 



Ernst said that while the EPA document technically provides the public notice and an 
opportunity to comment, in reality it serves to make the case for substantially lowering 
the volumes for U.S. produced biodiesel, just as domestic producers are making 
investments to bring unused capacity back online. 

“It is my hope that this ‘opportunity to comment’ is that and only that,” Ernst said in her 
letter. “It is also my hope that your EPA has not forgotten about the pledges that were 
made to my constituents and to farmers across the country. And it is my hope that your 
support of American jobs and made in America energy has not wavered.” 

Export issues 

Separately, there were rumors last week that oil refiner Valero is encouraging the EPA 
to attach renewable identification numbers (RINs) to exported biofuel, primarily corn-
based ethanol. 

Emily Skor, CEO of ethanol promotion group Growth Energy, said this action would run 
counter to the RFS statute and noted that the rumors come on the heels of a misguided 
attempt by Valero, Carl Icahn and other merchant refiners to shift the obligated party 
under the RFS. 

“While we cannot speculate on whether this rumor is being given any sort of official 
consideration, what is absolutely clear is that the idea runs contrary to the intent and 
plain language of the statute,” Skor said. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Iowans urge Trump to stop EPA 

from gutting RFS 

EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt’s actions are unprecedented, driven by oil interests, say 

Iowa biofuel supporters. 

Rod Swoboda 1 | Oct 04, 2017 

The Iowa biofuels industry is voicing strong reaction to the announcement last week by 

the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency that it wants to further reduce the renewable 

volume blend requirements for advanced biofuels, biodiesel volumes for 2018 and 2019, 

and the total renewable fuel volumes in the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). 

The oil industry is pushing EPA down a scary road, says Monte Shaw, executive director 

of the Iowa Renewable Fuels Association. In simple terms, EPA is looking at policies 

that would lower the overall volumes of renewable fuels used in the U.S., decrease the 

value of biofuels and stall the growth of higher blends of renewable fuels. With farm 

income declining and an oversupply of corn and soybeans, a reduction in the RFS is the 

last thing Iowa and other farm states need, says Shaw. 

Oil industry pushing proposed cutbacks 

“The oil industry is concocting new ways to cut biofuel volumes and is aggressively 

pushing EPA to roll back the growth of homegrown renewable fuels,” says Jeff Broin, 

CEO of POET, the largest ethanol producer in the U.S. with a number of corn ethanol 

plants in Iowa. “Approving any of these proposed measures would be a severe blow to 

our nation’s public health, air quality and national security.” 

Broin adds, “These actions would put millions of dollars into the hands of a few oil 

companies at the expense of American consumers, family farmers and biofuel 

http://www.wallacesfarmer.com/author/rod-swoboda-0


producers. President Trump has repeatedly committed to protecting the RFS, and we 

remain hopeful he will hold his administration accountable and keep the EPA from 

following this dangerous path laid out by the oil industry.” 

Complaints have also been voiced by Iowa’s two Republican U.S. senators, Charles 

Grassley and Joni Ernst. Ernst wrote a letter to Trump last week reminding him of his 

“relentless backing” of the RFS. Grassley complained on the Senate floor last week and 

took to Twitter, urging the president to read a personal letter Grassley had written to 

him on the matter. 

Biofuel boosters remind Trump of his promises 

As he sought votes during last year’s Iowa caucuses, candidate Trump courted farmers 

with praise for ethanol and promises that he would boost the homegrown fuel. Now 

those farmers and other biofuel supporters say the people Trump has put in charge of 

EPA biofuel policy in Washington are instead boosting fossil fuels. “This seems like a 

bait-and-switch,” says Grassley. “Big Oil and oil refineries are prevailing, despite 

assurances to the contrary.” 

EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt hails from oil-rich Oklahoma. Backing refiners and oil 

producers could aid any future political campaign in his home state, including a possible 

bid for a U.S. Senate seat someday. Pruitt hasn’t announced plans to run for the Senate 

or any other public office. While serving as Oklahoma’s attorney general in the past, 

Pruitt called the RFS blending quotas “unworkable” and a “flawed program.” 

EPA issued an official statement last week saying, “EPA is currently seeking input from 

all stakeholders involved. Nothing has been finalized at this time.” 

Pruitt’s actions unprecedented for EPA 

The Iowa Biodiesel Board is also urging Trump to stop EPA from slashing biodiesel 

volumes under the RFS, a federal program meant to stimulate renewable fuel growth. 



Pruitt has taken actions to drastically cut biodiesel under the RFS, reducing the already 

set 2018 volumes and severely cutting the proposed 2019 volumes, which are set lower 

than the biodiesel industry production capacity, says Grant Kimberley, executive 

director of the IBB. 

Kimberley issued this statement: “Gutting biodiesel under the RFS would bring an Iowa 

manufacturing success story to its knees, deal a blow to an already struggling farm 

economy and shake the state’s economy. This is a major issue for the Midwest and U.S. 

agriculture. We implore President Trump to stop his EPA administrator from forsaking 

this driver of American jobs, all in an apparent move to appease the oil industry. 

“The market is already reacting to this impending blow. Commodity prices crashed on 

news of EPA’s indicated plans to cut biodiesel. We were already in the midst of a 

downturn in the ag economy, with many farmers in the red for the fourth year in a row. 

We have excess feedstock capacity due to a surplus of corn and soybeans on the market, 

which has lowered commodity prices. Gutting the RFS would worsen farmer struggles 

and could push us deeper into an ag recession. It could also cost thousands of Iowans 

their jobs as plants are forced to make cutbacks and even shutter their doors. We don’t 

believe this is what President Trump wants for rural communities.” 

Poll: 70% of Iowa voters support stronger RFS 

Kimberley sums up, “Here in Iowa, many of us feel like Charlie Brown trying to kick the 

football as Lucy pulls it away. We have stood on the edge of renewable fuel expansion. 

Many of our biodiesel plants have already spent millions of dollars on expansion, based 

on the promise of a growing RFS, and others have had further growth planned. The 

growth would mean more jobs, more dollars circulating through Iowa’s communities 

and more American manufacturing. We have the capacity to achieve this, but it is now at 

a standstill.” 



“We thank Iowa’s entire congressional delegation, especially Sens. Chuck Grassley and 

Joni Ernst, as well as Gov. Kim Reynolds, for jumping to biodiesel’s defense with the 

Trump administration. We appreciate their commitment, and ask President Trump to 

keep his stated commitments to biofuels and the RFS.” 

Recent public opinion research shows more than 70% of Iowa voters support expanding 

the RFS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The Energy 202: The 
EPA is targeting biofuels. 
Chuck Grassley isn't 
happy. 
By Dino Grandoni October 13  

THE LIGHTBULB 

Sen. Chuck Grassley (R-Iowa). (AP Photo/Charlie Neibergall, File) 

As chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee, one of the congressional 

committees investigating Russian interference in last year's election, Charles 

E. Grassley is in a better position than most other Republicans in Congress to 

tighten the screws on the Trump administration. 

So President Trump raised eyebrows when he telephoned the senior senator 

from Iowa at the end of August. The topic of their conservation was not 

Russia, Grassley's office insisted — it was ethanol. 

That the president would take the time to call a senator about a provincial 

issue amid a high-stakes investigation of international election meddling 

strained the credulity of some observers. 

But the Iowa congressional delegation and the Environmental 
Protection Agency, led by Scott Pruitt, are indeed on a collision 
course over an issue central to the economic viability of biofuels — 
and to the farmers in Iowa growing the corn and other agricultural 
products that go into them. Over the past few months, the EPA has 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/people/dino-grandoni/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/powerpost/trump-calls-senator-investigating-his-sons-russia-contacts-about-ethanol/2017/08/30/d0152528-8dc4-11e7-91d5-ab4e4bb76a3a_story.html


proposed weakened requirements for how much renewable fuels needs to be 

blended into the nation's gasoline and diesel. 

On Tuesday, Grassley told an audience at an Iowa biodiesel producer that the 

recent EPA proposals “would drastically undermine biodiesel production, and 

most importantly, it’s contrary to statements made by then-candidate Trump 

and President Trump.” 

“Whether it’s biodiesel or anything else,” he said, “I believe it’s a 
platform not just to run on, but to stand on.” 

Since 2005, with the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan raging and desire for 

energy independence from the Middle East, the federal government has 

mandated that transportation fuel contain a certain percentage of renewable 

fuel derived from corn, soybeans and other foodstuffs. 

So every year, the EPA sets the Renewable Fuel Standard, which required that 

a certain volume of biofuels, including ethanol, be mixed into the gasoline and 

diesel supply. 

And in every presidential election, promises to support that 
program have become a staple of campaign rallies and diner visits 
ahead of the first-in-the-nation caucuses in Iowa. 

In many ways, Trump was an unprecedented candidate who made 

unprecedented promises. But on this issue he was utterly conventional — 

conventionally supportive, that is, of biofuels. 

Ahead of Iowa’s GOP caucus in February 2016, Trump repeatedly slammed 

Sen. Ted Cruz (R-Tex.) over his ethanol stance. Like some other Republicans 

from oil and gas strongholds, the senator from Texas wanted to abolish the 

RFS. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tA3YsFw7dAw&feature=youtu.be
https://www.epa.gov/renewable-fuel-standard-program


“He's right now for the oil,” Trump told a crowd at a rally at the end of 2015. 

“But I understand because Big Oil pays him a lot of money. He's got to be oil, 

right? The oil companies give him a lot of money.” 

In part because of Trump's remarks, Grassley began embracing Trump long 

before the rest of the GOP establishment did, appearing at a rally with him in 

January 2016. 

“We have an opportunity once again to make America great again,” 

Grassley told a crowd in Iowa, echoing Trump’s campaign slogan. 

That promise to support ethanol helped Trump place second in the Iowa 

caucus and go on to win that and other Midwestern states in the general 

election, said Grant Kimberley, a corn and soybean farmer in Iowa and 

executive director of the Iowa Biodiesel Board. 

"Rural American elected President Trump," Kimberley said, "and 
that was one of the key factors in the Midwest." 

This year, during a campaign-style rally in Iowa, Trump reiterated 
that commitment to ethanol. “By the way, we’re saving your ethanol 

industries in the state of Iowa just like I promised I would do in my 

campaign,” Trump said. “Believe me, they are under siege, folks.” 

Right now, though, the biofuel industry feels as if it’s under siege 
by the Trump administration. 

At the beginning of the year, when Grassley and other Midwestern senators 

met separately with Pruitt and Rick Perry as they prepared to vote for them to 

run the EPA and the Energy Department, the pair of oil-state nominees 

promised — unprompted — to support ethanol. 

“We had a very clear indication from them,” Grassley said, “that 
they knew what the president has said.” 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politics/wp/2015/12/11/donald-trump-questions-ted-cruzs-ties-to-major-oil-companies/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politics/wp/2016/01/23/with-subtle-chuck-grassley-embrace-signs-of-growing-cooperation-between-trump-and-gop-establishment/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politics/wp/2017/06/22/with-a-raucous-rally-in-cedar-rapids-trump-transports-himself-back-to-2016/


In July, the EPA proposed reducing the amount of biofuel required to be 

blended into gasoline and diesel to 19.24 billion gallons for next year, but kept 

the total for conventional biofuels at current levels. 

Biofuel industry groups were set on edge. So in August, Trump phoned 

Grassley to talk about ethanol. The president pressed the senator to tweet that 

Trump supported ethanol, and Grassley obliged: 

“He ran on a platform of supporting ethanol and he was still for 
ethanol, and he wanted me to tell the people,” Grassley told me 
in an interview earlier this week. 

But then in September, the EPA truly infuriated the biofuel 
industry by floating the idea of bringing the proposed total even 
lower, and of revisiting other renewable fuel requirements for 
2018 and 2019 finalized under the Obama administration. 

The proposal is in line with what the oil and gas industry want (those energy 

producers think the RFS adds to the cost of refining petroleum and wants to 

see Congress rewrite the underlying 2005 law). "Until Congress acts to 

address the structural flaws with the RFS," Frank J. Macchiarola of 

the American Petroleum Institute wrote in a letter to the EPA earlier this year, 

"lowering the volume requirements in 2018 is the most effective short-term 

way for EPA to address the problems created by the RFS." 

Yet in none of Grassley's conversations — with Pruitt, with Perry or with 

Trump — did the administration make specific assurances about RFS levels 

going forward, the senator said. “It was just pretty generic,” Grassley said in 

the interview of meeting with Pruitt and Perry. And Grassley spoke with 

Trump for only about two minutes during that August phone call, he said. 

Grassley said he spoke with Trump again about ethanol in late September. 



Earlier this month, Grassley and 37 other senators from both parties wrote a 

letter to Pruitt urging him to grow blending targets. Midwestern governors are 

now preparing their own letter, too. Iowa’s two GOP senators, Grassley and 

Joni Ernst, along with other members, are scheduled to meet with Pruitt on 

Tuesday to discuss the RFS, said the senator, adding he will urge Pruitt to 

maintain the Obama numbers.  

Grassley made a point of aiming his criticism at Pruitt, not Trump. Biofuel 

producers “need certainty,” Grassley said, “and Pruitt’s actions would bring 

uncertainty to an industry that needs more capital investment, and that’s bad 

for the industry.” 

That perception of a divide between Trump and Pruitt is shared by some in the 

agriculture sector. "I think he's doing his own thing," Kimberley said of Pruitt. 

"Our goal is to remind the president of his promises."  

The senior senator from Iowa, which got more than a third of its electricity 

from wind in 2016, also recently dinged Pruitt for seemingly 

misunderstanding tax credits for wind energy. 

While traveling in Kentucky when announcing the repeal of the Clean Power 

Plan, Pruitt called for the elimination of wind and solar tax credits. “I would 

do away with these incentives that we give to wind and solar,” Pruitt told an 

audience on Monday, even though both are scheduled to phase out over the 

next five years. 

Grassley, who like the president likes to write his own tweets, responded to 

Pruitt on Twitter by noting that the wind tax credit is already on schedule to 

wind down: 

“I think what I would have to do is assume that Pruitt didn’t know 
anything about the phasing out of the wind energy tax credit,” 
Grassley told me, “or he wouldn’t have made that statement.” 

https://www.grassley.senate.gov/news/news-releases/grassley-ernst-bipartisan-group-38-senators-urge-pruitt-rfs
https://www.eia.gov/state/?sid=IA


In contrast, Grassley said he was encouraged that Trump has backed away 

from bashing wind energy for killing birds, as Trump sometimes did during 

the campaign. “There’s more birds killed by running into Trump 
Tower,” Grassley said, “than there is by wind energy.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Does Donald Trump Hate Iowa? 
The two-time Obama state went red in 2016. But Trump’s 
policies are undermining the state’s economy. 
By Daniel Gross 
OCT. 10, 2017, 5:18 PM 

 
At first blush, you’d think that Iowa might be one of the Trump administration’s 
favorite states. After voting for Obama in both 2008 and 2012, Iowa gave its 6 
electoral votes to Trump in 2016. Both its senators, three of its four congressmen 
(including the nativist Steve King), and its governor are Republicans. The state 
legislature is controlled by Republicans. But it certainly seems like the Trump 
administration is fundamentally—and intentionally—messing with the well-being 
of Iowa’s economy. 

Let’s count the ways—first up, health care. In Iowa, as in most other states, health 
care accounts for about 8.8 percent of employment. The more people with 
insurance, the better the health of the system. And yet, as the Washington 
Post reported last week, when Republican Iowa officials asked for a waiver from 
the federal government so the state could make the individual market insurance 
function more effectively, Trump personally denied their request. The result is 
likely to be rising rates and, in the words of state Insurance Commissioner Doug 
Ommen, “over 20,000 middle-class farmers, early retirees, and self-employed 
Iowans will likely either go uninsured or leave Iowa.” 

Next up, agriculture. Agriculture is a huge industry in Iowa, and the state is 
the largest producer of corn. The corn is not just for eating: According to the Iowa 
Corn Promotion Board, “Iowa leads the nation in ethanol production, with 
39 percent (953 million bushels) of the corn grown in Iowa going to create nearly 
30 percent of all American ethanol.” The Environmental Protection Agency has a 
lot of control over these figures. Each year it stipulates the volumes of different 
types of biofuels refiners must use, with cellulosic biofuel (ethanol) always 
accounting for the lion’s share of the quotas. In 2016, the Obama administration 
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sharply increased the 2017 volume of ethanol to 311 million gallons from 230 
million gallons in 2016, a good move in the eyes of Iowa’s corn farmers. 

Typically, because of Iowa’s status as a swing state that has the first presidential 
caucuses, candidates of both parties pledge to protect the vital ethanol mandate. 
Trump was no different. But oil producers and refiners typically loathe the 
mandate. It forces them either to add ethanol to their product or to buy expensive 
credits to meet the mandate. And in this administration, their voice carries a lot of 
sway. As HuffPost reported last week, when the Trump administration had its first 
opportunity to set the standard this summer, the EPA reduced the 2018 proposed 
volume for ethanol to 238 million gallons, a 23.5 percent reduction from 2017. The 
Iowa ethanol industry has cried foul. 

Third, Trump’s policies are screwing up the state’s workforce. Agriculture and the 
meatpacking and processing industries generally rely on lower-cost labor. Because 
fields and packing facilities are located in places in Iowa where not many people 
live and the unemployment rate is low, these industries need immigrants—both 
legal and illegal—to function. Heightened enforcement activity, the rescinding of 
DACA, and a general hostility to foreigners are affecting companies that rely on 
immigrants in all parts of the U.S. And they are instilling a particular fear in 
companies and communities in Iowa. 

Finally, Iowa is one of America’s capitals of wind power. According to the Iowa 
Wind Energy Association, the state’s 3,957 turbines produce 36 percent of the 
state’s electricity—that’s the highest proportion among the states. Wind works in 
the U.S. in general—and Iowa in particular—for a few reasons. First, many states 
have mandated that utilities source a particular percentage of their electricity from 
renewable sources, and wind is the most effective way to scale up renewable 
production. Second, the Clean Power Plan is one of the factors pushing utilities to 
invest in wind and natural gas and retire coal. Third, the long-standing Wind 
Production Tax Credit, which is expected to expire in 2020, helps reduce the cost 
of wind projects and makes them economically viable. Mid-American Energy is in 
the midst of a $3.6 billion plan to add 2 gigawatts of wind capacity in Wind XI 
project: a network of wind farms that is one of the biggest investments ever made 
in the state. Upon completion of this project, Iowa’s wind industry could provide a 
large majority of the state’s electricity and even export electricity to other states. 
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But the Trump administration may be undermining the prospects for Iowa’s wind 
industry, too. EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt announced on Monday that the 
Trump administration is going to override the Clean Power Plan and generally 
scale back efforts to reduce emissions from power plants. That’s likely to reduce 
demand for renewables like Iowa wind. Pruitt alsosaid that he’d like to see the 
federal tax production credit for wind and solar ended immediately. 

Iowans are now coming to realize that perhaps the slick-talking salesman from the 
east wasn’t on their side in quite the way they thought. As Sen. Chuck 
Grassley said of the move on the ethanol standards, “this seems like a bait and 
switch.” Grassley and his fellow Iowans may have occasion to ask Trump about 
the ways in which policy is affecting their state: The Iowa caucus is less than 28 
months away. 
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EPA Proposes 
Biodiesel Gallon Cut 
POSTED 3:59 AM, OCTOBER 2, 2017, BY STAFF WRITER 
DES MOINES, IA  
 

The Environmental Protection Agency has published a notice 
proposing to cut back the Renewable Fuel Standard biodiesel 
numbers more than they had initially proposed. Lowering the volume 
by nearly 500 gallons to 3.77 billion. 
The EPA claims that biodiesel dumping issues and tax credits are 
making advanced biofuels like biodiesel too expensive compared to 
the petroleum fuels it replaces. 

Donnell Rehagen is CEO of the National Biodiesel Board, he says the 
EPA has legitimate concerns but it's the job of Congress to fix those 
problems. 

Until they do, EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt had promised to uphold 
the rules of Congress. 

Rehagen says, "The intent of Congress is very clear and that is to 
expand and grow biofuels. And what he is actually suggesting is 
exactly the opposite. When given the chance to grow them, which the 
RFS and his agency can do. He's choosing to cut them." 

The National Biodiesel Board plan to respond to the comment period 
for the next 15 days. It also plans to reach out to the EPA and 

http://whotv.com/author/whostaffwriter/


Congress to explain why they think it's important to the U.S. and 
agriculture economies for biodiesel numbers to grow. 

Iowa Senators Chuck Grassley and Joni Ernst have both urged the 
EPA not to lower renewable fuel volumes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Should farmers be worried about ethanol? 
By: Sarah Beckman  
Posted: Oct 13, 2017 05:54 PM CDT 
Updated: Oct 13, 2017 05:54 PM CDT 
Des Moines, IA  
 
WEST DES MOINES - The future of renewable fuels may be shaky. It's something 
that's seen tremendous growth in the last decade, but Iowa farmers are keeping an eye 
on the White House this fall. 

Right now, the EPA wants input on whether to slash the volumes of biodiesel 
requirement under the renewable fuel standard. Local 5 spoke to an advocate for 
ethanol who said farmers should be concerned. 

"I believe we have a lot of strong advocates for us on our side," said Grant Kimberley 
with the Iowa Biodiesel Board. "They are very strong advocates. They see the big 
picture, why it's so important for our entire state, our state's national security." 

The key now is figuring out how to get the people at the EPA back on their side. Sen. 
Chuck Grassley told Local 5 earlier this week that he wants a face-to-face meeting with 
EPA administrator Scott Pruitt. 

 

 

 

 

 



Ethanol could use a friend in 

Washington 

Iowa Sen. Charles Grassley says 'Big Oil' being placed ahead of biofuel supporters. 

Bloomberg | Oct 02, 2017 

by Jennifer A. Dlouhy and Mario Parker  

As he sought votes during last year’s Iowa caucuses, candidate Donald Trump courted 

farmers with praise for ethanol and promises that he would boost the home-grown fuel.  

Now those farmers and other biofuel supporters say the people President Trump has put 

in charge of the issue in Washington are instead boosting their fossil-fuel rivals. 

"This seems like a bait-and-switch," Iowa’s senior Republican senator, Chuck Grassley, 

said on the Senate floor this week. "Big Oil and oil refineries are prevailing, despite 

assurances to the contrary." 

The issue is politically precarious for Trump, as it pits the oil industry against Midwest 

voters who helped elect him. Trump repeatedly vowed to "protect" ethanol. But he 

loaded his cabinet with allies of the oil industry, which views the Renewable Fuel 

Standard that mandates biofuel use as costly and burdensome.  

Ethanol producers are most vexed by Scott Pruitt, the head of the Environmental 

Protection Agency. His agency has pursued a series of changes that would help the oil 

industry at the expense of ethanol. 

http://www.wallacesfarmer.com/author/bloomberg


"The White House needs to rein in the EPA before the agency tramples the president’s 

rural base – and his promises to voters," said Brooke Coleman, executive director of the 

Advanced Biofuels Business Council. "I would be surprised if those in the White House 

realize the depth of his attacks on the Renewable Fuel Standard." 

Pruitt hails from oil-rich Oklahoma. Backing refiners and oil producers could aid any 

future political campaign in his home state, including a possible bid for the Senate seat 

that would open up if Republican Jim Inhofe retires in 2020. Pruitt has not announced 

plans to seek that seat or any other political office. While serving as Oklahoma’s attorney 

general, Pruitt dubbed the quotas "unworkable" and a "flawed program."  

Now at the EPA, Pruitt has gone "rogue," said Michael McAdams, president of the 

Advanced Biofuels Association.  

"His job is to implement the vision of the president who says he supports biofuels," he 

said. Pruitt’s actions don’t "support biofuels in any shape or form." 

Representatives of Pruitt declined to respond to questions about his ties to the oil 

industry. “EPA is currently seeking input from all stakeholders involved. Nothing has 

been finalized at this time,” the agency said in a statement. 

Despite the president’s high-profile pledges of support, the intricate details of biofuel 

policy are being decided by administration officials with no allegiance to the sector, said 

Monte Shaw, executive director of the Iowa Renewable Fuels Association. 

For instance, Trump’s Energy Secretary is Rick Perry, who as Texas governor asked the 

EPA to waive half of the conventional renewable fuel quota in 2008. And Trump’s 

Agriculture Department is led by Sonny Perdue, who previously was governor of 

Georgia, the nation’s top poultry producer. Livestock producers have linked arms with 

the oil industry to fight the biofuel mandate, arguing it drives up feed costs. 



Trump also tapped billionaire refinery owner Carl Icahn, a critic of the biofuel mandate, 

as special adviser on regulations. Icahn has since left that role.  

In the latest policy move, the EPA this week issued a notice opening the door to 

potential reductions in annual quotas for biodiesel and ethanol. The action followed 

heavy lobbying by oil industry leaders seeking lower biofuel targets. 

The 14-page "notice of data availability" that set those potential changes in motion 

explicitly invokes arguments by refiner Valero Energy Corp. or top oil trade groups nine 

times, with the EPA echoing the industry’s assertions that imported biofuels jeopardize 

U.S. energy independence. 

What’s missing? Any reference to the counter arguments from the other side -- biodiesel 

producers or corn farmers.  

"This guy’s taking his marching orders from the oil industry and not the president of the 

United States,” said Gene Gebolys, founder and chief executive officer of World Energy 

Alternatives LLC, one of the biggest biodiesel producers. 

The EPA had already proposed lowering the amount of advanced biofuel that would be 

required next year, after Pruitt forced a last-minute rewrite of the agency’s initial slate of 

renewable fuel quotas. EPA officials initially wanted to require 384 million gallons of 

cellulosic ethanol to be used next year -- up 19% from this year’s 311 million gallon quota 

-- according to documents released by the Office of Management and Budget. 

But after lobbyists for refiners raised concerns about relying on imported biofuel to 

meet the targets, Pruitt directed EPA staff to recalculate the figures. The resulting 

proposal aims to lower the cellulosic ethanol requirement for the first time -- to 238 

million gallons next year. 



Separately, the agency is mulling a change to allow exported biofuel to count toward 

compliance with the annual quotas -- a move that would lower compliance costs for 

refiners while decreasing the premium some ethanol producers collect for selling the 

fuel domestically. 

Corn Belt 

Oil industry leaders say Pruitt is making good on his pledge to get the RFS back on 

track, by establishing biofuel quotas ahead of legal deadlines. 

The EPA is advancing "Congress’s stated purpose of bolstering America’s energy 

independence," the American Fuel and Petrochemical Manufacturers said in an emailed 

statement. "American drivers shouldn’t have to shoulder more costs to help foreign 

biofuel producers."  

Changes to the biofuel program could ripple across the Midwest, said Green Plains Inc. 

Chief Executive Officer Todd Becker. 

"The Midwest farm economy would be severely damaged” if there were changes to the 

mandate, Becker said in an interview. "Ethanol is the modern-day farm policy." 

Biofuel boosters are reminding Trump of his promises now. 

"It is my hope that your EPA has not forgotten about the pledges that were made to my 

constituents and to farmers across the country," Senator Joni Ernst, a Republican from 

Iowa, told the president in a letter this week. 

 



 
 

Trump promises on biofuels 
focus of industry pushback 
Ed Tibbetts etibbetts@qctimes.com 

 Oct 10, 2017 Updated Oct 10, 2017 
 Davenport, IA  
  

President Donald Trump wasn't in the room Tuesday, but he was on lots of 
lips as members of the biodiesel industry in Iowa got together in Newton to 
push back against potential cuts to the Renewable Fuel Standard. 

At an event at Renewable Energy Group's biodiesel plant in Newton, 
speakers repeatedly invoked the president's promises during the 2016 election 
that he would support renewable fuels. 

"He made that promise several times on the campaign trail," said Grant 
Kimberley, executive director of the Iowa Biodiesel Board. “It is very well 
documented." 

Trump's pledges to support the decade-old law that requires a certain level of 
renewable fuels be used in the nation's gasoline supply have been repeatedly 
invoked since the Environmental Protection Agency raised the prospect last 
month that it might cut levels of biomass-based diesel and advanced biofuels. 

Trump used the renewable fuels issue against rival Sen. Ted Cruz of Texas, a 
critic of the Renewable Fuel Standard, before the 2016 Iowa caucuses. And 
farm state lawmakers and the industry have not forgotten. 

The EPA has said that it has made no decision on required volumes yet and is 
seeking input from stakeholders. But the industry and farm state lawmakers 

https://qctimes.com/users/profile/Ed%20Tibbetts


are treating the potential cuts as a shot across the bow — and a direct threat 
to rural wellbeing. 

Kimberley said Tuesday that “gutting the RFS would worsen the struggles 
farmers are now already facing and could push us even deeper into an ag 
recession.” 

There are 13 biodiesel plants in Iowa, including in Clinton and Washington, 
Iowa, according to the Iowa Biodiesel Board's web site. 

U.S. Sen. Chuck Grassley, who was at Tuesday’s event, also had Trump on 
his mind. “Whether it’s biodiesel or anything else, I believe a platform isn’t 
just to run on but it’s also to stand on,” Grassley told the group. 

The Iowa Republican noted he spoke with the president about the issue a 
little more than a week ago, which he has said resulted in a meeting being 
scheduled for next week with EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt. 

Pruitt, a former Oklahoma attorney general who has been a critic of the RFS, 
has been the target of a lot of suspicion over the potential cutbacks. 

Grassley said his conversation with Trump also involved a third person 
whom he wouldn’t identify but added is “very involved” in the issue. And 
while he didn't disclose the contents of the conversation, either, Grassley 
said, "I very definitely came to the conclusion the president still supports 
ethanol and wants people under him to know biofuels are very important." 

 

 

 

 



Grassley, Ernst to 
meet with Pruitt on 
RFS 

Ed Tibbetts etibbetts@qctimes.com 

Oct. 3, 2017 
Davenport, IA  

Environmental Protection Agency Administrator Scott Pruitt will meet with 
farm state lawmakers over concerns about the future of the Renewable Fuel 
Standard, officials said Tuesday. 

President Donald Trump asked Pruitt to schedule a meeting after speaking 
with Sen. Chuck Grassley on Friday, according to the Iowa Republican's 
office. 

Advocates for the renewable fuels industry, as well as Grassley and other 
legislators, have been upset since the EPA raised the idea last week that it 
might lower required levels of advanced biofuels for 2018 -- and that it could 
count exports of traditional ethanol toward meeting the mandate. The 
renewable fuels industry objected on both counts. 

Officials have complained that the changes would do "severe harm." And on 
Tuesday, a range of biofuel advocates wrote to the president. Among other 
complaints, they said that the export proposal and the possibility of making 
biofuel imports ineligible for the RFS "would serve no purpose other than to 
paralyze growth in U.S biofuel markets ..." 

https://qctimes.com/users/profile/Ed%20Tibbetts


Trump pledged during the 2016 election campaign that he would support 
renewable fuels. But Pruitt, who is a former attorney general in Oklahoma, 
has been a critic of the RFS in the past. 

Pruitt is scheduled to meet Oct. 17 with Grassley, Sen. Joni Ernst, R-Iowa, 
and Sen. Deb Fischer, R-Nebraska, Grassley's office said. 

Earlier this year, before Pruitt was confirmed, Grassley and Ernst said they 
had been reassured after meeting with him that he would follow the law. And 
over the weekend, Ernst said in Davenport that while she still believes Pruitt 
is the right person for the job, she would hold him accountable. "We will hold 
his feet to the fire, just as we did with the former EPA administrator, Gina 
McCarthy," she said. 

The EPA said last week that nothing had been finalized and it was seeking 
input from stakeholders. 

 

 

 

 

 



 
Senator Chuck Grassley hopeful on 
fate of renewable fuels 
Says public comments could sway EPA's rule making 

 

James Q. Lynch 
The Gazette 

Oct 5, 2017 at 8:31 am |  Print View 
Cedar Rapids, IA  
 
CEDAR RAPIDS — Sen. Chuck Grassley believes there still is time to prevent the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency from implementing changes in the Renewable Fuel 
Standard that could do “severe harm” to the biofuels industry. 

After speaking with President Donald Trump, Grassley and fellow Iowa Republican Sen. 
Joni Ernst along with Sen. Deb Fischer, R-Nebraska, announced they will meet Oct. 17 
with EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt to discuss the future of the standard. 

Renewable fuels advocates are concerned over the EPA’s announcement it might lower 
required levels of advanced biofuels for 2018 — and that exports of traditional ethanol 
could count toward meeting that. 

Although Trump pledged during the 2016 election campaign he would support 
renewable fuels, Pruitt has been critical of the rule. 

Maintaining or increasing the standard is important “because we’ve kind of reached the 
breaking point on getting ethanol out (and) mixed as E10,” Grassley said Wednesday. 
Ethanol advocates want to develop the market for E15 — a blend of gasoline and 15 
percent ethanol. 

To do that, Grassley said it’s important “not to screw around” with the standard in a way 
that could discourage investment in getting E15 distributed to retailers. 

Grassley also wants a change to the renewable volume obligations, which the EPA 
uses to implement the fuel standard, so the higher ethanol blend could be sold year-
round in all parts the country. 



Although Grassley did not say Trump offered any assurance the EPA won’t lower the 
required levels for advanced biofuels, his expectation is that the agency will follow the 
law. 

“That means these cutbacks by EPA can’t go through,” he said. 

The EPA has not finalized the proposed changes and is seeking input from 
stakeholders. 

“I think public comments are going to make some difference,” Grassley said. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
Senator Grassley reaffirms dedication to biofuels 
EPA director has threatened to slash new RFS level 
By: Jacob Peklo  
Posted: Oct 10, 2017 09:31 PM CDT 
Updated: Oct 10, 2017 09:33 PM CDT 
Des Moines, IA 
 
NEWTON - The room at REG was packed out on Tuesday with concerned local 
business leaders and farmers. Their concern is about the future of biofuels. Senator 
Chuck Grassley is confident that he can turn around the EPA. 

"President Trump made a promise to support the RFS, and we want them to follow 
through on that promise the President made because this is important to agriculture and 
the entire national economy," said Grant Kimberley, Executive Director of Iowa 
Biodiesel Board. 

More than 2,800 Iowa jobs, and 64,000 nationally, are at stake with the EPA's proposal 
to slash biodiesel outputs under the new Renewable Fuel Standard. 

"To have that stated support for you and campaign support and them to have pull the 
rug out from underneath you, it's really upsetting," said Kevin Ross, a farmer from 
Southwestern Iowa. 

Senator Grassley says he's spoken at length with President Trump---and says Trump 
still supports renewable energy like what's been done with the company REG. 

It's why he and other Senate leaders have decided to set up a meeting with the EPA 
administrator on Oct. 17. 

"They're very, very deathly afraid of what Pruitt's trying to do, and he should be 
cognizant of what he's doing not only to an industry but to the President and his promise 
made during the election to support biofuels," said Grassley. 

Grassley understands how important this is to a community like Newton, which lost 
thousands of jobs in recent years, and can't really afford to lose more. It's why his 
message to Scott Pruitt is obvious. 

"He's not following the president's lead and that's why we're having all these problems 
we need to work out," said Grassley. 

"We believe in this industry and the things they said today give us comfort and believe 
things are going to change in our direction but we will not take our foot off the gas pedal 
until the EPA changes course," said Brad Albin, the vice president of Manufacturing for 
REG. 



Many of these farmers believe that they can get past the damage done by Pruitt's vow 
to reduce the use of bio-diesels. One big way would be to reduce or eliminate the 
amount of imports from Argentina. 
 
Grassley says he's hoping to keep the status quo on other renewable energy source 
credits. Wind's set to expire in 2020, with solar expiring in 2021. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Grassley pledges support for 
Newton’s biofuel industry 

Published: Wednesday, Oct. 11, 2017 10:05 a.m. CDT • Updated: Wednesday, Oct. 11, 2017 10:39 a.m. CDT 
By David Dolmage Newton Daily News 
Newton, IA  

U.S. Sen. Chuck Grassley was in Newton Tuesday to show support for biodiesel production in Iowa. 
An EPA proposal to roll back minimum volumes for biomass based diesel has producers in Iowa 
concerned, and Grassley pledged his support, promising to hold President Donald Trump to his 
campaign promise to support renewable energy in Iowa. 

“A platform isn’t just something to run on, it’s something to stand on,” Grassley told the crowd at 
REG, Newton’s biomass-based diesel plant. 

Promising to continue his fight for biodiesel and renewable energy, the Republican senator said he’s 
seen the value of Iowa’s biodiesel industry, and he plans to keep fighting for it on the Senate floor. 
Lowering the minimum volume standard for 2018, which was established more than a year ago, 
along with rolling back the 2019 numbers will hurt Iowa’s economy, Grassley said. 

“This proposal is harmful to Iowa soybean producers,” Grassley said. 

Biofuels are big business in Iowa, and REG’s impact on Newton has been significant. Seventy million 
gallons of biodiesel produced in Iowa plants is delivered to 284 locations nationwide. In 2016, REG 
purchased 770 million pounds of feedstock from Iowa vendors, which it claims added $216 million to 
the state’s economy. 

Sen. Chaz Allen, D-Newton, said he’s concerned about the impact the EPA’s proposal would have in 
Newton. Allen has reached across the aisle to work with Grassley on the issue because he believes 
that protecting and promoting the state’s renewable energy industry is a “bipartisan effort.” 

“It’s important for this renewable energy center here,” Allen said. “Sen. Grassley has been a big part 
of helping us with Maytag, not only renewable energy, but also to transition to a renewable energy 
industry.”   

Grassley said he’s been in constant contact with the president recently to remind him of his 
campaign promises and to let him know that he’s disappointed with the EPA’s proposed cuts. While 
the president has repeatedly promised to “protect” ethanol, many in Trump’s cabinet have ties to the 
oil industry, which views the Renewable Fuel Standard as costly and burdensome. EPA 
administrator Scott Pruitt, who hails from the oil-rich state of Oklahoma is one of many tied to the 



oil industry. Grassley said he’s concerned with Pruitt’s proposal, and he’s made it clear to the 
president that Iowans won’t accept cuts in biodiesel.   

“He’s [Pruitt] not following the president’s lead, we need to get him back on track” Grassley said. “It’s 
something we need to be concerned about, that’s why I wrote to the president, spoke on the Senate 
floor and why I called the president.” 

There is strong support in the Senate for biofuels, according to Grassley and he said he’s been 
working diligently to make sure fellow senators are aware of the benefits they provide. Grassley, 
along with several other senators, plans to meet with Pruitt next week. Grassley demurred when 
asked if he’d consider asking the president to fire Pruitt if changes weren’t made to the proposal, 
insisting the goal is to “get Pruitt off his course.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Young questions EPA's 
renewable fuel commitment 

Mike Peterson 

Oct 11, 2017 
Shenandoah, IA  

(Washington) -- Iowa Congressman David Young is weighing in on President Trump's 
recent directive to roll back Obama-era emission rules. 

The Environmental Protection Agency announced this week that Agency Chief Scott 
Pruitt signed a measure to repeal President Barack Obama’s Clean Power Plan, a 
signature policy to curb greenhouse gas emissions from power plants. Young says the 
Obama Administration overstepped its boundaries in attempting to push states away 
from coal production of favor of energy sources with fewer emissions. 

"He and his administration stretched its executive powers in many different areas," said 
Young, "including at the EPA, especially. This was a violation of the Clean Air Act what 
he did. We need a diverse energy policy. Renewable fuels is definitely my priority when 
it comes to energy policy. But, the federal government should not be picking winners 
and losers out there." 

Young questions whether the Trump Administration's move is a big boost for the coal 
industry. 

"This is an important decision by President Trump," he said. "He's peeling back 
government overreach. Thousands of jobs were lost in the coal industry. Our energy 
economy is changing, though. So, I don't know if there's going to be such a role for coal 
as there used to be, as we're moving toward a renewable fuel economy. This can be 
helpful, as well, with helping to keep utility rates down." 

https://www.kmaland.com/users/profile/Mike%20Peterson


Young also expresses concerns over the EPA's commitment to renewable fuel 
standards. 

"Unfortunately, we have an EPA that is not keeping the commitment that the 
president talked about," said Young, "in terms of making sure there's a robust 
renewable fuel standard and biofuel standards." 

The congressman says the president must be reminded of the importance of 
renewable fuels. 

"Especially whenever you're dealing with energy policy," he said, "whether it's 
this latest withdrawal of the Clean Power Plan, or anything else. I'm always 
reminding the administration that renewable fuels have got to be at the table. 
And, more and more people are recognizing that, states are recognizing that, and 
countries around the world are recognizing that. I want to make sure this 
administration is." 

Young made his remarks in an interview on KMA's "Morning Line" program Wednesday 
morning. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Shaw: biodiesel volume 
increase needs public 
backing 

Mike Peterson 
October 16, 2017 
Shenandoah, IA  
 
Supporters of renewable fuels in Iowa are calling on the Environmental Protection 
Agency to maintain current biodiesel levels. 
Shenandoah native Monte Shaw is the executive director of the Iowa Renewable Fuels 
Association. Shaw is asking Iowans to sign a petition on the organization's website to 
increase--not cut--the EPA's biomass-based diesel (BBD) target for 2019 and maintain 
the finalized BBD level for 2018. Shaw discussed the petition drive in an interview on 
KMA's "Morning Line" program Monday morning. 

"They can do that on our website, which is iowarfa.org," said Shaw. "It's one of the top 
headlines. You can click on there, and it's just an easy way to put in your name and 
address, and you can sign the petition. The petition does count as public comment, so 
we're hoping to get hundreds, if not thousands of Iowans to weigh in before this 
Thursday." 

Thursday in the deadline for the EPA to receive public comments on the proposal to 
lower the 2018 and 2019 Renewable Fuels Standards--or RFS. Shaw describes the 
Trump Administration's stance toward the RFS as "a tale of two cities." On one hand, 
there's Trump's previous comments in support of maintaining RFS levels. 

"Donald Trump--in the campaign, and as president--has said nothing but positive things 
about the Renewable Fuels Standards," he said, "about renewable fuels, in general, 
and their role in his 'America First' energy policy. So, the talk has been positive." 

https://www.kmaland.com/users/profile/Mike%20Peterson
http://iowarfa.org/


However, Shaw says RFS proposals from EPA Director Scott Pruitt--an Oklahoma 
native--are not favorable at all toward renewable fuels. 

"It's just hard to say it any other way, that he (Pruitt) is looking at any excuse on how to 
lower the numbers," said Shaw, "whether that be for biodiesel, corn ethanol, cellulosic 
ethanol. Basically, he's come up with convoluted excuses for how to lower all three of 
those numbers. So, we're really looking at the White House to weigh in." 

That's why Shaw is asking for the president to renew his earlier support for renewable 
fuels. 

"He (Trump) could be the hero here," he said. "He could come in and say, 'no, Mr. 
Pruitt, we're going to do my energy plan.' Or, he could sit back and let administrator 
Pruitt implement an Oklahoma energy plan. If that happens, it won't be good for Iowa, 
and I don't think it will be very good for Mr. Trump's relationship with Iowa. It would be a 
big flip-flop. So, we're hoping to get that straightened out." 

The IRFA's petition also implores the EPA to abandoned any plans to consider allowing 
exported gallons of ethanol to count toward the 15 billion-gallon RFS level for ethanol. 
Shaw says such a move would be devastating to the Iowa economy. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Grassley says public could sway EPA rules 
 By James Q. Lynch, Des Moines Bureau 
 Cedar Rapids, IA  
 

CEDAR RAPIDS, Iowa — Sen. Chuck Grassley said there still is time to 
prevent the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency from implementing 
changes in the Renewable Fuel Standard that could do “severe harm” to 
the biofuels industry. 

After speaking with President Donald Trump, Grassley and fellow Iowa 
Republican Sen. Joni Ernst along with Sen. Deb Fischer, R-Neb., 
announced they will meet Oct. 17 with EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt to 
discuss the future of the standard. 

Renewable fuels advocates are concerned over the EPA’s announcement 
it might lower required levels of advanced biofuels for 2018 — and that 
exports of traditional ethanol could count toward meeting that. 

Although Trump pledged during the 2016 election campaign he would 
support renewable fuels, Pruitt has been critical of the rule. 

Maintaining or increasing the standard is important “because we’ve kind of 
reached the breaking point on getting ethanol out (and) mixed as E10,” 
Grassley said Oct. 4. Ethanol advocates want to develop the market for 
E15. 

To do that, Grassley said it’s important “not to screw around” with the 
standard in a way that could discourage investment in getting E15 
distributed to retailers. 



Grassley also wants a change to the renewable volume obligations, which 
the EPA uses to implement the fuel standard, so the higher ethanol blend 
could be sold year-round in all parts of the country. 

The EPA has not finalized the proposed changes and is seeking input from 
stakeholders. 

“I think public comments are going to make some difference,” Grassley 
said. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



EPA proposal a ‘make-or-break’ deal for 
Iowa farmers, jobs 
Updated: 9:55 PM CDT Oct 17, 2017 

Des Moines, IA  
 
 
Lauren Donovan  
 SHOW TRANSCRIPT 
DES MOINES, Iowa — 

The future of Iowa's biofuel market could be in jeopardy. 

Iowa Senator Charles Grassley said he might block President Donald Trump's 
nominees for key posts at the Environmental Protection Agency. 
 
Grassley met with EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt Tuesday to talk about his 
plans to scuttle the Obama-era "clean power" plan.  
 
Monte Shaw, with the Iowa Renewable Fuel Association, said that Trump 
promised to help grow the biofuels industry and that it is Pruitt's job to follow 
through on that promise. 

"On every front, he's taken shots at rural America,” Shaw said. 
 
Thirty-two senators across party lines have come out against Pruitt's proposal 
to slash corn ethanol numbers.  
 
Pruitt spoke to KCCI in August about the renewable fuel standard. 

“Overall I think that, from a conventional perspective and the exporting of 
ethanol, we should be optimistic and encourage about where we’re heading 
as a country,” Pruitt told KCCI. 
 
"He's trying to roll back the entire renewable fuel standard, and we're asking 
folks to stand up and say ‘No. This is not what President Trump promised us,’” 
Shaw said. 

http://www.kcci.com/news-team/43935398-8185-4c25-a14a-40c82c4ffe69
http://www.kcci.com/news-team/43935398-8185-4c25-a14a-40c82c4ffe69
http://www.kcci.com/news-team/43935398-8185-4c25-a14a-40c82c4ffe69


Shaw said Pruitt appears to be answering to his interests in the petroleum 
industry. 
“If that happens not only will the 11,000 new jobs disappear, but we'll cut back 
into the 40,000 jobs that we had before,” Shaw said. 
 
During his campaign and his last visit to Iowa, Trump promised to protect and 
grow the industry. 
 
"I really think this is a make-or-break moment for the president and his 
relationship with rural America,” Shaw said. 
 
Shaw said that right now, a bushel of corn is worth less than it takes to 
harvest it. 

Shaw said that if Pruitt's proposals go through it would be a nail in the coffin to 
an industry of Iowa farmers already struggling.  
 
"We're likely to see the farm economy crater and maybe go back to a farm 
depression as bad as we saw in the 1980s,” Shaw said. 

Governor Kim Reynolds will hold a press conference at 1:30 p.m. Wednesday 
to discuss the EPA proposal on the biofuel industry. The conference will be 
held at Two Rivers Cooperative in Pella. 
 
Reynolds will discuss her phone conversation with Trump, which is scheduled 
for Wednesday morning. The Iowa Renewable Fuels Association will release 
results from a new expansion economic impact study during the press 
conference. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Why the Renewable Fuel Standard has 
Iowa politicians so hot 
Donnelle Eller, deller@dmreg.comPublished 7:48 p.m. CT Oct. 18, 2017 

Des Moines, IA  

Iowa political leaders are hot about a proposal from the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency to recalculate the Renewable Fuel Standard. 

Sen. Chuck Grassley said Tuesday that he may seek to block President Donald Trump's 
nominees for key posts at the EPA unless the agency backs off the proposal. 

"It would hurt rural America and also hurt Iowa," Grassley told reporters.  

Iowa Gov. Kim Reynolds spoke with Trump and EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt by 
phone Wednesday about preserving the federal mandate that requires ethanol and 
biodiesel to be blended into the nation’s fuel supply.  

Here’s why they are others are so concerned: 

BAIT-SWITCH? After EPA proposed ethanol and biodiesel levels in July, the agency 
released a “notice of data availability” in October, asking for comment on cutting 2018 
and 2019 biodiesel levels. 

The notice explores whether 2018 biodiesel levels, set at 2.1 billion gallons, should be 
cut 15 percent — or by 315 million gallons. 

It’s unclear how much the 2019 biodiesel levels would have been cut under EPA’s recent 
notice, RFS supporters say. 

EPA had proposed 2019 biodiesel levels at 2.1 billion gallons, unchanged from the 2018 
level. 

“EPA has never done this before. It’s unprecedented,” said Grant Kimberley, executive 
director of the Iowa Biodiesel Board.  

WHY CHANGE THE RENEWABLE FUEL STANDARD? “Certain factions” in the oil 
industry are pushing EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt, Oklahoma’s former attorney general, 
to reduce the mandate, Kimberley said. 

Why? It eats into big oil’s market and profits, said Monte Shaw, the Iowa Renewable 
Fuels’ executive director. 

http://www.desmoinesregister.com/staff/17637/donnelle-eller/
http://www.desmoinesregister.com/story/money/agriculture/2017/10/17/chuck-grassley-threatens-trump-epa-nominees-over-biofuels-mandate/773068001/
http://www.desmoinesregister.com/story/money/agriculture/2017/10/17/chuck-grassley-threatens-trump-epa-nominees-over-biofuels-mandate/773068001/
http://www.desmoinesregister.com/story/news/politics/2017/10/18/governor-reynolds-iowa-conversation-trump-rfs-constructive/777601001/
http://www.desmoinesregister.com/story/news/politics/2017/10/18/governor-reynolds-iowa-conversation-trump-rfs-constructive/777601001/


“It’s not because we don’t have production capacity,” Kimberley said. 

U.S. plants could produce 3.1 billion gallons of biodiesel annually. “Plants aren’t working 
at capacity because of the uncertainty in the marketplace,” he said.  

IMPORTS PLAY A ROLE: EPA is exploring whether a trade case involving Argentina 
and Indonesia, countries that highly subsidizes biodiesel production, would reduce 
biodiesel's availability and push prices up. 

“That’s wrong on five different levels,” Shaw said. “We don’t know what’s going to happen 
with the case. 

“If it’s approved, we don’t know how much countervailing duties might reduce biodiesel 
imports. It certainly won’t shut them off. 

“And we’re sitting with half our biodiesel industry idled in the United States, so it’s not as 
though we couldn’t increase production,” Shaw said. 

COUNTING ETHANOL EXPORTS: Bloomberg and other news outlets have reported 
that Pruitt also seeks to change how ethanol exports are factored into the Renewable 
Fuel Standard. 

It’s effect, Shaw said, would be to reduce U.S. ethanol mandate levels by 1.2 billion 
gallons. 

The mandate now calls for 15 billion gallons of corn-based ethanol. “It would be 
devastating to our economy,” Shaw said. “Given where corn prices are now, it would not 
be pretty.” 

Corn prices are nearly 60 percent below 2012 highs, trading close to $3.50 per bushel 
nationally. 

WHY ARE IOWA LEADERS ANGRY? Iowa is the leading producer of both ethanol and 
biodiesel. 

Iowa has 43 ethanol plants, capable of producing 4 billion gallons annually, including 
nearly 55 million gallons of annual cellulosic ethanol production capacity, the industry 
says. 

It also has 12 biodiesel facilities with the capacity to produce about 400 million gallons a 
year. 

Ethanol uses close to 40 percent of Iowa’s corn production. 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-02-28/trump-said-to-consider-biofuel-plan-between-icahn-ethanol-group


President Donald Trump reassured Iowa leaders, both before and after he was elected, 
that he would support the Renewable Fuel Standard. 

“EPA’s proposals are so over-the-top, I believe the president will step in and honor his 
commitment,” Shaw said. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-09-27/epa-is-said-to-weigh-easing-compliance-burden-for-ethanol-rules


 
RFS leaders feel "betrayed" by EPA 
By: Sarah Beckman  
Posted: Oct 18, 2017 03:56 PM CDT 
Updated: Oct 18, 2017 04:23 PM CDT 
Des Moines, IA  
 

PELLA - The future of the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) is not concrete, according to 
Gov. Kim Reynolds. 

Reynolds had two phone conversations with EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt and 
President Trump on Wednesday, outlining their need to support the RFS and how much 
of an impact ethanol has on Iowa's economy. RFS is the federal guarantee of ethanol in 
the fuel marketplace. In recent weeks, the EPA has hinted it may reduce or even do 
away with the RFS.  

"The renewable fuel standard plays a major role in sustaining our ability to continue as 
an agricultural leader to give farmers another market to continue their agricultural 
commodities," said Reynolds. "I will continute to work tirelessly for a robust renewable el 
standard, and I encourage everyone to reach out to our Congressional delegation...so 
they feel the pressure, and they are." 

Stakeholders in RFS also spoke after Reynolds' remarks. One man, executive director 
of the Iowa Renewable Fuel Standard Association, said it's been a tough few months. 

"We do feel a little threatened," said Monte Shaw. "I very much appreciate the good 
news that the governor was able to send today, that we've been able to get the attention 
from the White House...but up to this point, we've been very concerned." 

Shaw went on to outline that he has felt betrayed by the EPA and its new leadership 
because of its shaky stance on the RFS. 

"It kind of felt like the EPA was saying hey we're going to put a giant sign a cross rural 
America that said hey we're closed for business. and people got upset and to a certain 
extent, they felt betrayed," said Shaw. 

Reynolds is taking a trip to Washington, D.C. next week to meet face to face with Trump 
and Pruitt. 

 

 

 



Iowans to Trump: don't mess 
with RFS 

Mike Peterson 

Shenandoah, IA  

 

(Pella) -- Concerns over the Environmental Protection Agency's direction on the Renewable Fuel 

Standard were aired at a news conference in Pella Wednesday afternoon. 

Flanked by ethanol and biodiesel supporters, Iowa Governor Kim Reynolds called on the Trump 

Administration to oppose any attempt by the EPA to roll back the current standards in 2018 and 

2019. The EPA recently announced it was considering cuts to the RFS for biodiesel, cellulosic 

ethanol and advanced biofuels. Reports also indicate the agency is considering allowing exported 

gallons of ethanol to count toward the 15 billion-gallon RFS level for ethanol. While saying she 

appreciates the EPA's accessibility, Reynolds says she has "significant concerns" with the 

direction the agency is taking. 

"The stated purpose of the Renewable Fuel Standard," said Reynolds, "is to grow demands for 

biofuels, while driving the industry to innovate. Unfortunately, the EPA's request for comments 

implied there are some that want to take us backward, which is unnecessary, and very highly 

disruptive." 

Reynolds says both President Trump and EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt reaffirmed their 

commitment to maintaining RFS standards in separate phone calls Wednesday morning. 

"I'm extremely appreciative of the president's continued support for rural America," said the 

governor, "and I know the renewable fuels industry is poised to grow, once the EPA sends 

positive and consistent market signals through increasing the volume requirements. The 

continued growth and success of the renewable fuels industry is critical, and it's really vital to 

both Iowa's rural and urban communities." 

https://www.kmaland.com/users/profile/Mike%20Peterson


Lieutenant Governor Adam Gregg raised concerns over the economic ramifications of cutting 

RFS levels. 

"There's no doubt that the footprint of the renewable fuels industry is immense," said Gregg. 

"Any contraction of the RFS would threaten the livelihood of thousands of Iowa farmers, and the 

workers of all those other industries who rely on biofuels to support their livelihood. So, it's 

really important for us to have a strong RFS going forward." 

Shenandoah native Monte Shaw is executive director of the Iowa Renewable Fuels Association. 

Shaw says Iowans are sending a message to Trump on future RFS standards. 

"President Trump has a decision to make," said Shaw. "He can take action to put the EPA back 

on track with his view of renewable fuels. He's always been very consistent that he wants 

renewable fuels to be part of his America First energy plan. Or, if he sat back, it would allow the 

EPA to systematically dismantle the RFS." 

An IRFA study released Wednesday indicated projected expansion of Iowa's biofuel industry 

would create approximately 11,000 new jobs in the state. 

Wednesday's press conference followed a meeting in Washington a day earlier between Pruitt 

and a coalition of Midwest senators--including Iowa Senators Joni Ernst and Chuck Grassley. In 

a statement released following the meeting, Ernst said biofuel-producing states will never stop 

fighting to protect the RFS. While saying Pruitt again claimed Tuesday that he will not do 

anything to undermine the program, the Red Oak Republican added, quote, "we have heard this 

before." 

 

 

 

 



 

Reynolds on the EPA: 
“They Feel the Pressure” 
By JOYCE RUSSELL • 19 HOURS AGO 
Des Moines, IA  

Gov. Kim Reynolds had phone conversations today with both President 
Donald Trump and EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt about a controversial 
proposal to scale back the Renewable Fuel Standard, reducing the mandate 
for Iowa-grown biofuels.     

Iowa politicians are putting a full-court press on the Trump administration, 
after the EPA proposed  reducing the volume of biodiesel and cellulosic 
ethanol blended into gasoline.    

Reynolds called her conversation with the president “constructive and 
productive.”   

We're going to continue to hold him 
accountable. -Gov. Kim Reynolds 
In his phone call, Reynolds said Scott Pruitt stated the EPA plan to scale 
back the RFS has been misinterpreted. 

“He said that was not the intent, that this was actually part of the process,” 
Reynolds said.   “He feels that what he's been trying to do has been taken 
somewhat out of context.” 

Reynolds said she challenged Pruitt on that statement. 

“We’re going to continue to hold him accountable,” Reynolds said.      

http://www.kmaland.com/content/tncms/live/
http://www.kmaland.com/content/tncms/live/
http://iowapublicradio.org/people/joyce-russell


Reynolds stressed that Pruitt reached out to her. 

“They feel the pressure,” she said. 

Iowa U.S. Sen. Chuck Grassley this week said he may try to block   President 
Trump's nominees for key posts at the Environmental Protection Agency if 
the EPA does not back off its proposed reductions.. 

"I've made it clear that EPA's latest proposal under the RFS would break the 
president's and Administrator Pruitt's commitment on this issue," Grassley 
said. 

Reynolds plans to travel to Washington, D.C. next week to speak with Pruitt 
and Vice-President Mike Pence about the RFS. 

Bloomberg News this afternoon is quoting unnamed sources saying White 
House officials have directed the EPA to stand down on efforts to weaken the 
RFS.   The report said the EPA was told to pull back on a possible reduction 
in biodiesel requirements and a proposal to allow exported renewable fuel to 
count toward domestic quotas. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Governor advocates against 
EPA proposed cuts 

By Nicole Presley | Managing Editor 

Oct 18, 2017 Updated 14 hrs ago 

Pella, IA  

Environmental Protection Agency director Scott Pruitt and President Donald Trump have 

“personally affirmed” to Gov. Kim Reynolds that they have a continued commitment to 

the Renewable Fuel Standards, Reynolds said during a press conference Wednesday 

afternoon. 
 

Reynolds held a brief press conference outside Two Rivers Cooperative in Pella this 
afternoon after the EPA's announcement that it would consider cuts to the Renewable 
Fuels Standards for biodiesel and advanced biofuels. 

She was accompanied by Lt. Gov. Adam Gregg, members of the Iowa Renewable 
Fuels Association, Iowa Biodiesel Board and a local farmer. 

The goal of the press conference was to send a clear message to President Trump: The 
EPA's proposal would put thousands of jobs at risk and would go against Trump's 
presidential campaign commitment to protect the renewable fuel standard. 

Reynolds said she has spoken with Pruitt on multiple occasions about the topic, and 
she spoke with President Trump prior to the press conference on Wednesday. She 
reiterated that she felt they had a good understanding of the importance of maintaining 
a “strong and robust” RFS. 

While she felt they had a very constructive conversation, it does not mean she will stop 
advocating for a “robust” RFS. 

https://www.pellachronicle.com/users/profile/Nicole%20Presley


“They're in the public comment period,” Reynolds said. “That limits some of what they 
can say, especially the administrator [Pruitt], but they both reiterated to me their 
commitment to the renewable fuel standard.”  

The purpose of the RFS, Reynolds said, is to grow demand for biofuels and drive the 
industry forward. The EPA's recent suggestion to reduce production targets for biofuels 
would be a step backward. 

“We need to bring certainty and stability to the market, because when we're disrupting it 
like we are right now, then that impacts investment,” Reynolds said. “It's really important 
that we provide the stability and predictability that investors and producers need so they 
can continue to do what they do. And that's produce.”  

Reynolds said she will be traveling to Washington D.C. to continue the conversation 
with President Trump and meet with Pruitt. She also stated that she has spoken with 
U.S. Sen. Chuck Grassley and Joni Ernst on the issue as well.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Iowa governor pushes Trump to 

preserve ethanol quotas 
By BARBARA RODRIGUEZ Associated Press 

Oct 18, 2017 Updated 14 hrs ago 
Davenport, IA 
  
DES MOINES, Iowa (AP) — Iowa's Republican governor on Wednesday 
called on President Donald Trump and his administration to preserve a 
federal program mandating that biofuels such as corn-based ethanol be 
blended into gasoline and diesel following a proposal from the 
Environmental Protection Agency to lower production targets for renewable 
fuels. 

Gov. Kim Reynolds highlighted the issue amid a proposal by the EPA to 
lower production targets for biofuels in the so-called Renewable Fuel 
Standard program, known as RFS. She elevated her concerns by speaking at a 
press conference alongside RFS supporters such as farmers. 

Reynolds, a staunch supporter of Trump, said she spoke with the president 
ahead of her remarks at an agriculture cooperative in Pella, about an hour 
southeast of Des Moines. She said that she also had a phone conversation 
with EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt. 

"Both of them personally affirmed to me their continued commitment to the 
renewable fuel standard," she told reporters. 



White House press secretary Sarah Huckabee Sanders confirmed Trump's call 
during a briefing in Washington but said "no definitive decision was made on 
RFS." 

Reynolds' press secretary, Brenna Smith, said a decision can't be made until a 
public comment period on the plan ends Thursday. 

The EPA oversees the decade-old RFS program, which sets how much corn-
based ethanol and other renewable fuels must be blended into gasoline and 
diesel. The program is dear to politicians in agricultural states such as Iowa, 
the nation's largest producer of corn. 

In addition to supporting farmers, the program is aimed at reducing 
dependence on foreign oil. Pruitt recently proposed targets for 2017 and 2018 
set slightly below current levels, following a push by oil companies to ease 
the mandates. 

Asked about Reynolds' call with Pruitt, an EPA spokesman said by email, 
"What Administrator Pruitt said in his confirmation hearing still stands: he 
doesn't want to take any steps to undermine the objectives in the statute of the 
RFS. We continue to work with RFS stakeholders to ensure EPA is applying 
the statute in a meaningful way, as Congress intended." 

Trump gained early support in Iowa during his presidential campaign in part 
of emphasizing his support for the RFS program. It's a point U.S. Sen. 
Charles Grassley of Iowa pointed out after meeting with Pruitt on Tuesday. 

"It's Administrator Pruitt's duty to follow congressional intent and also make 
good on President Trump's pledge to support biofuels," he said in a statement. 
"I'll oppose any effort to reduce blending levels or undermine the integrity of 



the RFS. I'm watching this issue closely and plan to hold the Administration 
accountable." 

On Wednesday, a Senate committee delayed consideration of four of Trump's 
nominees for key EPA posts. U.S. Sen. Joni Ernst, also of Iowa, said in a 
statement she was not prepared to support the nomination of Bill Wehrum, 
Trump's choice to lead the EPA's Office of Air and Radiation. Wehrum, a 
lawyer in private practice whose clients have included pro-fossil fuel groups, 
would oversee the RFS program if confirmed. 

"Holding the EPA's feet to the fire has put us on a path to receive strong 
reassurances on biofuel volumes and the EPA's commitment to follow both 
the letter and the spirit of the RFS," she said in a statement. 

Reynolds' press conference comes days after she and the Republican 
governors of Kansas, Missouri and South Dakota sent a letter to Trump about 
the RFS. She said Wednesday that a reduction in biofuels production would 
hurt Iowa's economy. She plans to travel to Washington next week to drive 
the point home. 

"They are feeling the pressure, and that's why we need to keep it up," she 
said. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Reynolds, Grassley continue to push Trump, Pruitt on RFS 

By Erin Voegele | October 18, 2017 

 
Iowa Gov. Kim Reynolds and senators representing several Midwestern states are continuing to 
push President Donald Trump and U.S. EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt to abandon proposed cuts to 
Renewable Fuel Standard volume requirements. 

On the afternoon of Oct. 18, Reynolds announced she had spoken with both Trump and Pruitt 
earlier in the day, expressing concern over proposed cuts to RFS renewable volume requirements 
(RVOs). She said she told Pruitt that the 2018 RVO should not be reduced beyond volumes 
previously proposed and stressed that the 2019 RVO should be increased to show growth. Reynolds 
also said she insisted that the RVO for conventional ethanol should not be cut and that RINs should 
not be tied to product that is exported since that defeats the intent of the law. In addition, 
Reynolds told Pruitt the Reid vapor pressure waiver should be extended to E15, allowing the fuel 
blend to be offered year-round. 

Following the call with Pruitt, Reynolds said she spoke with Trump. “Both of them personally 
affirmed to me their continued commitment to the Renewable Fuel Standard,” Reynolds said. She 
added that she is extremely appreciative of the president’s continued support for rural America 
and said she knows the renewable fuel industry is poised to grow once the EPA sends positive and 
consistent market signals through increasing the RVOs. 

Reynolds made her announcement during a FuelsAmerica press conference. During the even she 
also spoke of the role the RFS plays in supporting Iowa’s rural economy. The RFS plays a major 
role in sustaining Iowa’s ability to continue as an agriculture leader, she said, by giving farmers 
another market for their commodities. “This market access is especially crucial right now with the 
current depressed commodity prices that we see,” Reynolds added. “As the current ag economy 
experiences downturns, sustainability and predictability in renewable fuel markets are incredibly 
impactful to the bottom line of our farmers.” 

Iowa Lt. Gov. Adam Gregg; Monte Shaw, executive director of the Iowa Renewable Fuels 
Association; Grant Kimberley, executive director of the Iowa Biodiesel Board; and Dennis 
Bogaards, an Iowa soybean and corn farmer in the Pella community, also participated in the 
FuelsAmerica press conference. 

One day prior to Reynolds’ announcement, Sen. Chuck Grassley, R-Iowa, announced that he and a 
group of other Midwestern senators met with Pruitt on Oct. 17. 

“I’m glad Administrator Pruitt met with me and other senators and heard our concerns,” Grassley 
said. “I told Administrator Pruitt that supporting biofuels isn’t just good policy. It’s also what 
President Trump promised. I reiterated what the president told me personally and what he told 
Iowans during the campaign, that he’s for biofuels and for a strong RFS. That message seemed to 
be well-received by Administrator Pruitt. Renewable energies like biofuels are the backbone of so 
many local economies across the Midwest and key to meeting the country’s energy needs. This is 
about the president’s keeping his promise to the people and the executive branch’s executing the 
laws as passed by Congress. It’s Administrator Pruitt’s duty to follow congressional intent and also 
make good on President Trump’s pledge to support biofuels. I’ll oppose any effort to reduce 
blending levels or undermine the integrity of the RFS. I’m watching this issue closely and plan to 
hold the administration accountable.” 

http://ethanolproducer.com/authors/view/Erin_Voegele


Gov. Reynolds:  Conversation with 
Trump on RFS was 'constructive' 
Brianne Pfannenstiel, bpfannenst@dmreg.comPublished 5:26 p.m. CT Oct. 18, 2017 | Updated 7:49 p.m. CT Oct. 18, 2017 

Des Moines, IA  

PELLA, Ia. — Iowa Gov. Kim Reynolds said Wednesday she had a "very constructive" phone 
call with President Donald Trump about preserving a federal mandate that requires ethanol 
and biodiesel to be blended into the nation’s fuel supply. 

“He made it clear that he stood with the Renewable Fuel Standard,” Reynolds said at a press 
conference in Pella. 

She and industry leaders voiced their concern that the Environmental Protection Agency, 
headed by Administrator Scott Pruitt, has taken action to potentially undermine the RFS. 

After the EPA proposed ethanol and biodiesel levels in July, the agency in October began 
seeking comments about the possibility of cutting 2018 and 2019 biodiesel levels. 

“President Trump has a decision to make,” said Monte Shaw, executive director of the Iowa 
Renewable Fuels Association. “He can take action to put the EPA back on track with his view 
of renewable fuels. He’s always been very consistent that he wants renewable fuels to be part 
of his America First energy plan. Or, if he sat back, it would essentially allow the EPA to 
systematically dismantle the RFS. Now, one path leads to hope for the heartland. And one 
path would lead to a breach of trust that I don’t think would be easily repaired.”  

Iowa is the nation’s leading producer of corn ethanol, and its political leaders have sprung into 
action in an effort to convince both Trump — who campaigned on a promise of protecting the 
RFS — and his EPA to abandon any potential cuts. 

Reynolds spoke with Trump and Pruitt by phone Wednesday, and Iowa senators Chuck 
Grassley and Joni Ernst, both Republicans, also have lobbied the president.  

“They are feeling the pressure,” Reynolds said. “And that’s why we need to keep it up. We 
can’t let down. We need to continue to talk about the importance and why it’s necessary to 
show growth, to stand behind a robust renewable fuel standard.” 

Reynolds declined to say whether she asked Trump to intervene with the EPA, and she said 
neither he nor Pruitt made any promises the RFS would not be cut. 

However, Bloomberg on Wednesday afternoon cited anonymous sources in a report that 
White House officials have directed the EPA to abandon its proposals related to the RFS. 

http://www.desmoinesregister.com/staff/34981/brianne-pfannenstiel/
http://www.desmoinesregister.com/story/money/agriculture/2017/10/18/why-renewable-fuel-standard-has-iowa-politicians-so-hot/778139001/
http://www.desmoinesregister.com/story/money/agriculture/2017/10/18/why-renewable-fuel-standard-has-iowa-politicians-so-hot/778139001/
http://www.desmoinesregister.com/story/money/2017/07/05/epa-lowers-mandate-advanced-biofuel-keeps-ethanol-15-b-gallons/452831001/
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-10-18/trump-joins-debate-on-epa-ethanol-rule-in-call-to-iowa-governor
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PELLA, Iowa (KCRG TV9) -- Iowa Governor Kim Reynolds says she had a "productive" phone call 
with President Donald Trump and EPA administrator Scott Pruitt Wednesday morning. But no 
promises were made yet about the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). 

Following that conversation, Governor Reynolds, Lt. Governor Adam Gregg and ag leaders met at a 
cooperative in Pella to discuss concerns about where the federal government is going with the 
requirement refineries add a certain amount of ethanol to the nation's gasoline supply. 

In a news conference, the governor was reminded that President Trump had expressed support for 
ethanol during campaign swings in Iowa. 

Reynolds said the President remembered those remarks but stopped short of promising to eliminate 
any cuts in the RFS. 

"I feel very good after the conversation with both him and the administrator. That's why I'm going to 
continue to meet next week (in Washington) to continue the conversation. I'll never let down," the 
governor said. 

What had concerned some ag leaders were reports the EPA was considering as much as a 10 
percent cut in the RFS. Currently, ethanol plants nationwide produce about 15 billion gallons of 
ethanol a year. 

More than 40 plants in Iowa alone produce more than four billion gallons. That's double the amount 
from Nebraska, the state in second place. 

Monte Shaw, director of the Iowa Renewable Fuels Association, says with planned expanions, Iowa 
will soon have more than 53,000 jobs tied to the biofuels industry. 

"I think Governor Reynolds said it just right. We've gotten their attention," Shaw said after the news 
conference. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Iowa Biofuels Interests Get White House 
Attention 
 CINDY ZIMMERMAN OCTOBER 18, 2017   

 
President Donald Trump called Iowa Governor Kim Reynolds Wednesday to assure her that 
he continues to support the renewable fuels industry. 

“He reached out to me,” said Gov. Reynolds during a press conference in Iowa. “He made it 
clear that he stood with the Renewable Fuel Standard.” 

Gov. Reynolds also got a call from EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt, who met with Iowa 
Senators Joni Ernst and Chuck Grassley Tuesday about the same issue. She also has 
meetings set up in Washington DC next week with the president and vice president. The 
governor and other industry leaders have been questioning the administration’s 
commitment to renewable fuels in light of recent EPA proposals that threaten to rollback the 
RFS, and she vowed to keep the pressure on until the final RFS volume obligations are 
approved. 

“They are feeling the pressure and that’s why we can’t let up,” said Reynolds. “I’m very 
encouraged, it was a positive conversation, and we’re going to continue that conversation 
next week.” 

EPA recently announced it is considering cuts to the RFS for biodiesel, cellulosic ethanol, 
and advanced biofuels, and is also reportedly considering allowing ethanol exports to 
generate RINs for RFS compliance. The press conference at Two Rivers Cooperative in 
Pella on Wednesday also included comments from Iowa Lieutenant Governor Adam 
Gregg, Iowa Renewable Fuels Association Executive Director Monte Shaw, Iowa Biodiesel 
Board Executive Director Grant Kimberley, and 
Dennis Bogaards, an Iowa soybean and corn farmer in the Pella community. 
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