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Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Safe Affordable Fuel-Efficient Vehicle rule on
greenhouse gas and fuel economy standards for light-duty vehicles for model years 2022-2026, and we
appreciate this opportunity to respond. As you know, Growth Energy is the leading association of the
ethanol industry representing 100 producer plants, 89 associated companies involved in the ethanol supply
chain, and tens of thousands of ethanol supporters around the country. We are working to bring
consumers better choices at the fuel pump, grow America’s economy, and improve the environment for
future generations.
Today, ethanol is blended in 98 percent, up from 97 percent, of our fuel supply, meeting more than 10
percent of our motor fuel needs. And because of ethanol’s high-octane value, it allows for better
performing engines and greater fuel efficiency.
The American ethanol industry stands ready to move America forward. With a stable policy and access to
drivers, we believe we can deliver low-carbon, low-cost, high-performing, sustainable vehicle fuel
solutions.
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Growth Energy has been a leader on the need for higher octane, midlevel ethanol blends, first submitting a
proposal for a 100 RON, E30 fuel nearly seven years ago when the agencies first developed the joint
standards for light-duty vehicles. The science supporting the benefits of a high-octane fuel, and
specifically a midlevel ethanol blend in the E25-E30 range, in conjunction with a high compression ratio
engine is not new, and has been well-explored by the national laboratories, automobile manufacturers, and
other scientific institutions. Ethanol has a very high-octane number, has a lower carbon content than the
gasoline components it replaces, and has many other benefits that assist in combustion to increase engine
efficiency and reduce both greenhouse gas and tailpipe criteria pollutant emissions.
As the agencies consider standards for vehicles, it is vital to think about fuels and vehicles as a system.
Regardless of where the agencies set the standards, you should review the wealth of data that support
moving to a high octane, midlevel ethanol blend. With a high-octane, midlevel ethanol blend, you see
reduced greenhouse gas emissions, lower cost, and further investment in rural America and our ag
economy.
The key points that we wish to make are as follows:
1. We very much appreciate the President’s announcement to allow year-round sales of higher
ethanol blends, and we would encourage EPA to work expeditiously to complete the rulemaking to
allow RVP relief to go into effect by June 1, 2019.
2. EPA should immediately approve a high octane, low carbon, midlevel ethanol blend such as the
100 RON, E30 fuel that we submitted to the agencies in 2012.
3. EPA should require a minimum octane standard. Higher octane fuels give automakers the
additional flexibility they need to meet increasing fuel economy and greenhouse gas standards.
4. EPA should correct its fuel economy formula to encourage the use of midlevel ethanol blends. We
would urge that the R-Factor be updated and appropriately adjusted.
5. NHTSA and EPA should work together to re-establish credits for flex-fuel vehicles or at a
minimum look at some of the newest data, particularly out of California on alternative fuel
refueling and the significant growth of E85.
6. We would also be remiss in not outlining how the growth of E15 and the sale of dispensers
approved up to E25 are poised to deliver these high-octane fuels once regulatory hurdles are
removed.
While much of our work and data supporting the introduction of a high-octane, midlevel ethanol blend
can be found in our previous attached comments on the original standards, Tier 3 fuel regulation, and midterm evaluation, there are a few key points that we would like to add to our previous work on this
important issue.
Midlevel Blends and Infrastructure
Since EPA approved the waiver for E15 for all 2001 and newer vehicles in 2011, our industry along with
our retail partners have been working to install infrastructure to facilitate the introduction of not only E15
and E85, but midlevel ethanol blends as well. Today, there are more than 1600 stations in 30 states
offering E15, and more than 4000 sites offering E85. With the recent announcement of year-round sales
of E15, we have already seen additional retail commitments with Casey’s committing up to 500 stores and
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Cumberland Farms adding another 120 locations.1 2 Additionally, since 2016, Wayne Fueling Systems
has only sold fuel dispensing equipment that is compatible up to E25, and we’re hopeful that additional
manufacturers will follow suit.3 With the President’s announcement on year-round sales and the
development of more and more dispensing infrastructure, we believe the retail market is primed and ready
to accommodate a high octane, midlevel ethanol blend in the 25-30% ethanol range.

Growth Energy: “Casey’s Unveils Groundbreaking Partnership with Prime the Pump”, Oct. 11, 2018.
https://growthenergy.org/2018/10/11/caseys-unveils-groundbreaking-partnership-with-prime-the-pump/
1

Growth Energy: “Growth Energy Announces New Prime the Pump Partnership with Cumberland Farms to Sell E15”, Oct. 16,
2018. https://growthenergy.org/2018/10/16/growth-energy-announces-new-prime-the-pump-partnership-with-cumberlandfarms-to-sell-e15/
2

Wayne Fueling Systems: “Wayne Standardizes Offering for All North American Retail Fuel Dispensers to E25”, Aug. 30,
2016. https://wayne.com/en/press-releases/2016-08-30-wayne-standardizes-offering-for-all-north-american-retail-fueldispensers-to-e25/
3

Page 3 of 6

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Since the original standards were developed, there has been a great deal of work to further demonstrate
the low carbon benefits of starch ethanol. Of note, the United States Department of Agriculture’s most
recent study shows that starch ethanol reduces greenhouse gas emissions by 39 percent compared to
gasoline.4 With a midlevel ethanol blend, automakers not only get higher octane that they can use to
optimize engines and gain further fuel efficiency, they will also see a fuel that has demonstrably lower
greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, as discussed at length in our previous submissions (attached),
midlevel blends also significantly reduce harmful air toxics from the tailpipe including carbon monoxide,
particulates, and benzene. It only makes sense for EPA to move forward with this type of fuel to further
its goal of continuing to improve air quality as well as to give flexibility to automakers to meet future
standards.

ICF prepared on behalf of USDA. “A Life-Cycle Analysis of Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Corn-Based Ethanol”.
https://www.usda.gov/oce/climate_change/mitigation_technologies/LCA_of_Corn_Ethanol_2018_Report.pdf
4
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ICF prepared on behalf of USDA. “A Life-Cycle Analysis of the Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Corn-Based Ethanol”

Flex-Fuel Vehicle Credits
We strongly urge EPA and NHTSA to work to provide appropriate credits for the use of ethanol capable,
flex-fuel vehicles. Today, there are more than 20 million FFVs on the road all capable of fueling on
ethanol blends up to and including E85.5 These vehicles can be an important technology to bridge
towards vehicles optimized on high octane, midlevel ethanol blends. Additionally, more recent data out
of California and other states has shown significant growth in E85. At a minimum, we believe that this
data supports a significant increase in the factors used for calculating FFV refueling rates. For more
detailed discussion on this point, we would strongly urge you to review the comments of Pearson Fuels
that have been submitted to the docket on the proposed rule.
Year
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017

California E85
Demand
6,482,868
8,799,981
11,066,428
14,773,124
18,679,904
23,854,146

Year on Year Growth

36%
26%
33%
26%
28%

Data from the California Air Resources Board and Pearson Fuels

5

Department of Energy. https://www.afdc.energy.gov/vehicles/flexible_fuel.html

Page 5 of 6

We appreciate your consideration of our previous work on this important issue as well as the more recent
data on greenhouse gas emissions and fueling infrastructure. We look forward to working with you to
implement high-octane, midlevel ethanol blends.

Sincerely,

Chris Bliley
Vice President of Regulatory Affairs
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December 30, 2016
Re:

EPA–HQ–OAR–2015–0827; NHTSA–2016–0068, Proposed Determination on the
Appropriateness of the Model Year 2022-2025 2017 Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Standards under the Midterm Evaluation

Growth Energy, an association of the nation’s leading ethanol manufacturers and other
companies who serve America’s need for alternative fuels, is pleased to submit these comments
regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA”) Proposed Determination on the
Appropriateness of the Model Year 2022-2025 2017 Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Standards under the Midterm Evaluation (“Proposed Determination”). The members
of Growth Energy supply the renewable fuels that are a critical part of the nation’s energy
independence and greenhouse gas reduction efforts.
Growth Energy is concerned that EPA failed to substantively engage with the issues it,
and others, identified in comments submitted to the docket on the Midterm Evaluation Draft
Technical Assessment Report (“Draft TAR”) regarding both the environmental benefits,
availability, and effectiveness of usage of high octane, midlevel ethanol blends in conjunction
with high compression engines as a means to attaining the current 2022-2025 Standards. Instead,
EPA’s Proposed Determination persists in the assessment that “determining fuel economy
effectiveness using any fuel other than Tier 2 fuel has no basis.” See Technical Support
Document to the Proposed Determination at 2-303. Respectfully, Growth Energy disagrees with
EPA’s position that alternative fuels, such as midlevel ethanol blends, need not be
comprehensively addressed in the Midterm Evaluation process. See 40 C.F.R. § 86.1818(h)(1)
(requiring that EPA evaluate “the availability and effectiveness of technology, and the
appropriate lead time for introduction of technology;” and “the impact of the standards on
reduction of emissions, oil conservation, energy security, and fuel savings by consumers.”).
Growth Energy urges EPA to reevaluate the Proposed Determination taking into
consideration the technological feasibility, environmental benefits, and cost-effectiveness of high
octane, midlevel ethanol blend and high compression ratio engines. There is broad consensus
that this approach paves the way to a less carbon-intensive, cleaner and more efficient vehicle
fleet. We look forward to further collaboration with the Agency on this important topic.
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September 26, 2016
Re:

EPA–HQ–OAR–2015–0827; NHTSA–2016–0068, Midterm Evaluation Draft Technical
Assessment Report for Model Year 2022-2025 2017 Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards

Growth Energy, an association of the nation’s leading ethanol manufacturers and other
companies who serve America’s need for alternative fuels, is pleased to submit these comments
regarding the Midterm Evaluation Draft Technical Assessment Report (“Draft TAR”) by the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (“NHTSA”), U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (“EPA”), and the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”). The members of Growth
Energy supply the renewable fuels that are a critical part of the nation’s energy independence
and greenhouse gas reduction efforts. Growth Energy and its members appreciate the efforts by
NHTSA, EPA, and CARB (collectively, “the Agencies”) to solicit data, analysis and views on
the Draft TAR, and to respond to the public’s comments. The Renewable Fuel Standards and the
Agencies’ greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions and corporate average fuel economy (“CAFE”)
standards for model years (“MY”) 2022-2025 taken together are essential, and synergistic,
mechanisms for achieving emissions reductions and energy security and independence.
The Draft TAR is the first formal step in the Agencies’ Midterm Evaluation process of
the GHG emissions and corporate average fuel economy CAFE standards for model years MY
2022-2025 (the “2022-2025 Standards”), as set forth in EPA’s regulations. 40 C.F.R. §
86.1818(h)(1). The EPA regulations require that the Draft TAR address “issues relevant to the
standard for the 2022 through 2025 model years.” Id. The regulations describe seven factors
“relevant to setting [GHG] emissions standards,” including “the availability and effectiveness of
technology, and the appropriate lead time for introduction of technology;” “the cost on the
producers or purchasers of new motor vehicles;” “the feasibility and practicability of the
standards;” and “the impact of the standards on reduction of emissions, oil conservation, energy
security, and fuel savings by consumers.” 40 C.F.R. § 86.1818(h)(1)(i-iv).
Growth Energy offers the following comments in response to the Draft TAR’s specific
request for comment on “vehicle technologies . . . which could be in production in the 2022-2025
timeframe or are already in production today that may have been omitted from [the report].” Id.
at 5-2. Growth Energy’s primary concerns with the Draft TAR are two-fold. First, it fails to
engage with the extensive existing technical literature regarding both the environmental benefits,
availability, and effectiveness of usage of high octane, midlevel ethanol blends in conjunction
with high compression engines as a means to attaining the current 2022-2025 Standards. As
addressed more fully below, the Draft TAR inappropriately relegates these technologies and
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potential benefits to beyond the 2025 timeframe. See Draft TAR at 5-42.1 Growth Energy, the
Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers (the “Alliance”), and other stakeholders have
periodically, since 2012, presented EPA with technology and feasibility studies on these topics,
and encouraged the EPA to explore the benefits of a high octane mid-level ethanol blend.
Second, E85 and flex fuel vehicles (“FFVs”) are currently commercially available fuels and
vehicles that offer GHG emissions reductions beyond traditional fossil fuel-based transportation
fuels; however, the Draft TAR passingly nods at this current technology’s implications for the
Midterm Evaluation without delving into any detailed analysis. Omission of these topics is
particularly odd in light of the attention paid in the Draft TAR to technologies, such as hydrogen
fuel cell vehicles and the related infrastructure that pose far greater challenges to implement on a
large scale in the relevant timeframe.2
The Draft TAR’s failure to incorporate analysis of mid- and higher-level ethanol blends
and related engine technologies as a means to attaining the 2022-2025 Standards leads to the
implication that, as a policy matter, the Agencies disfavor the use of ethanol as a vehicle GHG
and MPG reduction strategy in comparison with electric, plug-in hybrid, and hydrogen fuel cell
vehicles to which the Draft TAR devotes significant attention. However, EPA regulations
require, and Growth Energy implores, that the Agencies not overlook the significant
environmental benefits, the availability, and the effectiveness of these fuels and vehicle
technologies. See 40 C.F.R. § 86.1818(h)(1).
*

I.

*

*

The Midterm Evaluation Must Include Analysis of High Octane, Midlevel Ethanol
Blends with High Compression Ratio Engines.

Chris Grundler (Director of EPA’s Office of Transportation and Air Quality) reiterated this
position at the August 2016 Management Briefing Seminars: “Fuel changes are not part of the
[Draft] TAR,” though regulation of higher octane levels may be considered after 2025 “as long
as increasing octane levels do not increase greenhouse-gas emissions.” See “GM, Honda execs
agree: Higher octane gas needed to optimize ICE efficiency,” SAE International (Aug. 3, 2016),
http://articles.sae.org/14940/.
1

2

Growth Energy is concerned that EPA have been misdirected by certain statements in the
National Academy of Sciences 2015 study, on which the Draft TAR heavily relies. See Draft
TAR at ES-3. The National Academy of Sciences Study, “Cost, Effectiveness and Deployment
of Fuel Economy Technologies for Light-Duty Vehicles,” July 2015 (the “NAS Study”), notes
the potential benefits of high compression ratio engines with high octane fuels; however, the
NAS Study concludes that “[d]ue to the relatively low energy content of ethanol, a vehicle tested
on E30 would experience a loss of volumetric fuel economy.” See NAS Study at 69. Although
E30 is less energy dense than E10, as numerous studies by national laboratories and auto
manufacturers have concluded, when E30 is paired with a properly optimized engine, there are
not negative impacts for fuel economy; in fact, there are often benefits to volumetric fuel
economy. See infra Section I. The NAS Study does not address the existing technical and
techno-economic assessments of midlevel ethanol blends in high compression ratio engines.
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The science supporting the benefits of a high octane fuel, and specifically a midlevel
ethanol blend in the E20 to E30 range, in conjunction with a high compression ratio engine is not
new, and has been well-explored by a number of national laboratories including Oak Ridge
National Laboratory, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, and Argonne National Laboratory
as well as automobile manufacturers and other scientific institutions. Ethanol has a very high
octane number relative to other gasoline hydrocarbons, has a lower carbon content than the
gasoline components it generally replaces, and has many other benefits that assist in combustion
to increase engine efficiency and reduce both tailpipe GHG and criteria pollutant emissions. The
key studies that have been conducted over the past five years that highlight the efficiency
improvements and environmental benefits associated with midlevel ethanol blends include:3


Leone, T., Anderson, J., Stein R. et al., Effects of Fuel Octane Rating and Ethanol
Content on Knock, Fuel Economy, and CO2 for a Turbocharged DI Engine, SAE 201401-1228, April 1, 2014.



Leone, T., Anderson, J. et al., The Effect of Compression Ratio, Fuel Octane Rating, and
Ethanol Content on Spark-Ignition Engine Efficiency, Environmental Science and
Technology, 2015, 49, 10778-10789.



West B, McCormick, R., Wang M. et al., Summary of High-Octane, Mid-Level Ethanol
Blends Study, ORNL/TM-2016/42, July 2016.



Jung, H., Shelby, M., Stein, R. et al., Effect of Ethanol on Part Load Thermal Efficiency
and CO2 Emissions of SI Engines, SAE 2013-01-1634, April 8, 2013.



Leone, T., Anderson, J. et al., Fuel Economy and CO2 Emissions of Ethanol-Gasoline
Blends in a Turbocharged DI Engine, SAE 2013-01-1321, April 8, 2013.

To briefly summarize, multiple studies have shown that a high RON, midlevel ethanol
blend (e.g., 96-RON E20 or 101-RON E30) when paired with various higher compression ratio
engines (e.g., 11.9:1, 13.0:1) yields tailpipe CO2 emissions reductions of at least 5%, which, in
most instances were also coupled with efficiency gains that offset the lower energy content of the
high octane fuel. Some studies also showed significant volumetric miles per gallon savings
associated with the higher efficiency engines and a high octane fuel. Growth Energy also refers
the Agencies to the Air Improvement Resources, Inc. 2016 study, “Evaluation of Costs of EPA’s
2022-2025 GHG Standards With High Octane Fuels and Optimized High Efficiency Engines,”
submitted with comments by the Minnesota Corn Growers Association (the “AIR Inc. Study”),
for additional summaries of these studies and for further analysis of the cost benefits of high
octane, midlevel ethanol blends.
a. Consensus Has Emerged Regarding the Efficiency and GHG Benefits of Midlevel
Ethanol Blends.
3

For copyright reasons, Growth Energy cannot provide copies of these studies with the comment
letter.
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Not only are the benefits of midlevel ethanol blends well-understood by the scientific
community, but the automobile industry has for years acknowledged the importance of
affordable, high octane fuels coupled with high-compression ratio engines as important to
attaining regulatory compliance and improving vehicle performance in the most economical
manner possible. A snapshot at the consensus that has emerged on this topic is set forth below:


The Alliance and the Association of Global Automakers (the “Association”) submitted
comments on EPA’s Tier 3 rulemaking in July 2013 that highlighted high octane fuels
and increased engine compression ratio as “[o]ne pathway to improved vehicle efficiency
and lower GHG emissions.” Alliance/Association Comments on Proposed Rulemaking
to Control of Air Pollution from Motor Vehicles: Tier 3 Motor Vehicle Emission and
Fuel Standards at 52, EPA-HQ-OAR-2011-0135 (July 1, 2013). The Alliance and the
Association directed EPA to various studies conducted by the Coordinating Research
Council and Ford that found that E20 in higher compression ratio engines “provided a 5%
reduction in CO2 emissions compared to . . . E10 . . . and the fuel economy (MPG) was
about the same, even though the energy content of the fuel was lower as the ethanol
content increased.” Id. The Alliance and the Association also highlighted that higher
ethanol, high octane fuels “provide the desired high knock resistance” and “increase
engine efficiency.” Id.



In 2013, Daimler (Mercedes-Benz) identified a worldwide strategy that incorporates E20
to E25 as the main grade gasoline fuel for the 2017-2020 period because “[i]ncreased
octane with midblend ethanol fuels is [the] key enable to simultaneously achieve GHG
compliance with high customer satisfaction.” “Advanced Powertrain Technology
Coupled with Octane & Ethanol – Benefits and Opportunities,” at 19, William
Woebkenberg, Mercedes-Benz Research and Development North America, 2013 SAE
High Octane Fuels Symposium.



Ford Motor Company, which has done extensive research into high octane fuels,
highlighted the GHG emissions benefits of biofuels in its 2014/2015 Sustainability
Report and referenced the efficiency gains of naturally high octane ethanol, with
optimized engines. See Ford Sustainability Report 2014/15, available at
https://corporate.ford.com/microsites/sustainability-report-2014-15/environmentproducts-plan-migration-biofuel.html#fn03.



More recently, executives from GM, Ford, Fiat Chrysler Automobiles and Honda have
publicly reiterated their opinions that high octane fuel is critical to attaining more
stringent GHG and CAFE standards. See e.g., “GM, Honda execs agree: Higher octane
gas needed to optimize ICE efficiency,” SAE International (Aug. 3, 2016),
http://articles.sae.org/14940/; “Automakers Push for Higher Octane to Meet Fuel
Economy Standards,” Cars.com (Apr. 15, 2016),
https://www.cars.com/articles/automakers-push-for-higher-octane-to-meet-fuel-economystandards-1420684421731/#Z6Qq3UDdyw7KMaUG.99.
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Indeed, EPA has chimed in acknowledging that “raising octane levels may allow higher
compression engines, improving fuel efficiency and reducing GHG emissions.” “EPA’s
Regulatory Authority to Address Octane,” Paul Machiele, MSTRS Meeting (May 15,
2015), http://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/201505/documents/050515mstrs_machiele.pdf. And although the Draft TAR briefly mentions
high compression ratio engines, NHTSA committed “that all future engine model
development [will be] performed with regular grade octane gasoline.” Draft TAR at 5512.

Given the well-established scientific understanding of the benefits of midlevel ethanol
blends coupled with high compression ratio engines, and the fact that the automobile industry
and certain regulators have reached consensus regarding those benefits, it is difficult to
understand why the Agencies have sidelined discussion of these issues and implementation of
solutions to beyond the 2025 timeframe. In other words, in light of the established technological
feasibility, effectiveness, and the overall environmental benefits of these technologies, it is
inappropriate for the Agencies to exclude a robust discussion of the benefits and costs from the
Draft TAR.
b. Cost and Infrastructure Compatibility Do Not Preclude Midlevel Ethanol Blends
As a Means to Attain the 2022-2025 Standards.
Growth Energy and other parties have previously shared studies with EPA that have
found that an E30 high octane blend can be produced for less than the cost of current gasoline,
and that the development of the infrastructure over time is very affordable. For example, one
study Growth Energy shared with EPA during the Tier 3 Rulemaking comment period found that
a 92 AKI E30 can be produced for between $11.7 billion and $30.8 billion per year less than the
cost of current 88 AKI regular gasoline. See Growth Energy Tier 3 Comments (attached as
Exhibit B). Another study concluded that the costs to develop infrastructure at terminals and gas
stations across the country ranged from $0.0024 to $0.0056 per gallon on a 15-year amortized
basis. See id.
Since Growth Energy shared these studies with EPA in early 2014, additional research
has been conducted on the costs for the refining sector to produce E20 and E30 midlevel blends.
For example, MathPro Inc, Ford, GM, and Chrysler partnered in 2014 on a techno-economic
assessment that found that the refining sector could produce blendstocks for oxygenate blending
yielding E20 and E30 gasolines for a minimal $.01/gallon for 95-RON E20 and 97-RON E30,
and $.03-$.05 for 98-RON E20 or 100-RON E30. See Hirshfeld, D.S., et al., “Refining
Economics of U.S. Gasoline: Octane Ratings and Ethanol Content,” Environ. Sci. Technol.
11064-11071 (2014). The study found that “[p]roducing E20 and E30 gasoline pools would
incur somewhat lower refining costs, petroleum use, and CO2 emissions than using the
corresponding volumes of ethanol in combination of E10 and E85” due to the octane benefits of
the midlevel blend fuels. See id. at 11070. Additionally, the expense to redesign and
manufacture higher compression ratio engines is not expected to be significant. See e.g., the AIR
Inc. Study.
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In a similar vein, Oak Ridge National Laboratories’ recent “Summary of High-Octane,
Mid-level Ethanol Blends Study” released in July 2016 concluded that “neither technical nor
materials obstacles are likely to prohibit [High Octane Fuels]” and “blendstock costs are not a
significant barrier to [High Octane Fuel] introduction.”
(http://info.ornl.gov/sites/publications/Files/Pub61169.pdf ). Moreover, as of this year, both of
the primary providers of fuel dispensers in the United States, Wayne Fueling Systems and
Gilbarco Veeder Root, offer E25 compatible dispensers. See, e.g., “Wayne makes all its North
American fuel dispensers E25 compatible,” Ethanol Producer Magazine (Aug. 30, 2016),
http://ethanolproducer.com/articles/13664/wayne-makes-all-its-north-american-fuel-dispenserse25-compatible; “Gilbarco Veeder-Root Announces E25 UL-Approved Retrofit Kits for All
Encore Dispensers” (July 24, 2012) http://www.gilbarco.com/us/content/gilbarco-veeder-rootannounces-e25-ul-approved-retrofit-kits-all-encore-dispensers.
Growth Energy acknowledges that although there are numerous existing studies and
analyses on cost impacts and infrastructure compatibility, additional analyses of these topics may
be warranted. EPA’s regulations regarding the Midterm Evaluation clearly indicate that the time
to dig into these questions is now; not in ten years when the 2022-2025 Standards are irrelevant.
See 40 C.F.R. § 86.1818(h)(1)(i-vii) (The Midterm Evaluation requires EPA to consider, inter
alia, the “availability and effectiveness of technology [and] costs[s] on the producers or
purchasers of new motor vehicles.”). Moreover, the preamble to the final 2017-2025 Rule
committed the Agencies to considering in the course of the Midterm Evaluation Process the costs
for alternative fuels; however, the Agencies failed to fulfill this commitment in the Draft TAR.
See Draft TAR at 2-2.
c. EPA Should Correct the Current Disadvantages Associated With Certification of
Higher Ethanol Blend Fuels.
Growth Energy is concerned that the R-Factor in the current fuel economy equation,
which purports to account for a vehicle’s ability to compensate for changes in fuel energy
content and is set at 0.6 based on data from the 1980s, could also prevent automakers from using
an E30 certification fuel option because of its impact on the 2022-2025 Standards. Since at least
2013 there has been sound analysis from the Department of Energy that supports updating the RFactor from 0.6 to 1.0. See, e.g., S. Sluder and B. H. West, (2013) Preliminary Examination of
Ethanol Fuel Effects on EPA’s R-factor for Vehicle Fuel Economy;
http://info.ornl.gov/sites/publications/Files/Pub42819.pdf (“The current factor of 0.6 which is
called out in CFR is clearly too low, and a proper factor for modern vehicles is closer to unity
[i.e., 1.0], as might be expected from improved air/fuel ratio control common for more modern
vehicles.”). A higher R-factor would be more accurate and may encourage automakers to use an
E30 test fuel. EPA acknowledged in the Tier 3 Rule in 2014 and stated again two years later in
the Draft TAR that correction of the R-Factor is necessary, and the Draft TAR indicates the
correction factor is “under regulatory development.” Tier 3 Rule at 23,532; Draft TAR at 5-228.
Growth Energy encourages to update the R-Factor as expeditiously as possible to correct the
current disincentives for certification of a high octane, midlevel ethanol blend fuel.
II.

The Draft TAR Overlooks Currently Commercially-Available E85 Use in Flex Fuel
Vehicles.
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In addition to failing to regard midlevel blends in high compression ratio engines as a
potential near-term solution, the Draft TAR omits any in-depth discussion of FFV’s use of E85
as technologies that can contribute to compliance with the 2022-2025 Standards. FFVs typically
have GHG tailpipe emissions on E85 that are approximately 5% below the GHG emissions on
E0, but this can vary between 3-6%. See “Ethanol – the primary renewable liquid fuel”, Datta,
Maher, Jones, and Brinker, J. Chem Technol. Biotechnol. 2011; 86:473-480. And, there are
substantial well-to-wheel emissions benefits of E85 beyond tailpipe-only reductions. The Draft
TAR notes that “[t]here are already a large number of [FFVs], capable of refueling on either
gasoline or ethanol (E85) in the marketplace” but summarily concludes that “gasoline vehicle
technologies” and a limited number of plug-in electric hybrids will be capable of meeting the
2022-2025 Standards. Draft TAR at 9-41. Growth Energy encourages the Agencies to further
analyze the environmental benefits--not only with respect to GHG emissions but with respect to
criteria pollutants as well-- of FFV’s use of E85 and its implications for the 2022-2025
Standards.
*

*

*

In conclusion, in order to comply with EPA regulations regarding the Midterm
Evaluation and the Draft TAR process, the Agencies must consider the “availability and
effectiveness” of midlevel ethanol blends in conjunction with a high compression ratio engine,
and the “cost on the producers or purchasers of new motor vehicle” as they are issues “relevant
to the standard for the 2022 through 2025 model years.” See 40 C.F.R. § 86.1818(h)(1)(i-ii),
(2)(i). There is already a wealth of research on this topic, on both the emissions benefits as well
as cost and infrastructure considerations. Growth Energy encourages the Agencies to
incorporate the existing literature on high octane, midlevel ethanol blends and high compression
ratio engines, and, to the extent it deems necessary, conduct additional technical or feasibility
analyses on these topics.
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Exhibit A

February 13, 2012
Docket Management Facility, M-30
U.S. Department of Transportation West
Building, Ground Floor
Rm. W12-140
1200 New Jersey Avenue S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20590
Re:

Environmental Protection Agency
EPA Docket Center (EPA/DC)
Air and Radiation Docket
Mail Code 28221T
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460

EPA–HQ–OAR–2010–0799; FRL–9495–2; NHTSA–2010–0131 2017 and Later Model
Year Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Corporate Average Fuel
Economy Standards

Growth Energy, an association of the nation’s leading ethanol manufacturers and other companies
who serve America’s need for alternative fuels, is pleased to submit these comments regarding the joint
proposed rulemaking (“Joint NPRM”) by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(“NHTSA”) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) to establish automotive fuel
economy and motor vehicle greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions standards for model years 2017-2025.
The members of Growth Energy supply the renewable fuels that are a critical part of the nation’s energy
independence and greenhouse gas reduction efforts. Growth Energy and its members salute the efforts by
NHTSA and EPA (collectively, “the Agencies”) to solicit data, analysis and views on the Joint NPRM,
and to respond to the public’s comments.
The fuel economy and GHG standards proposed by the Agencies sent ambitious targets for the
automobile industry. The standards and other requirements that the Joint NPRM propose, along with
other safety and emissions programs, will determine how the U.S. automobile industry allocates its human
and financial resources for the next decade. The new-vehicle market will determine whether the
automobile industry’s efforts to comply with the Agencies’ GHG and fuel economy standards are
successful. Greenhouse gas standards of the type being proposed by EPA are, for all practical purposes,
fuel economy standards, and like fuel economy standards such standards affect nearly every attribute of
vehicle design and performance, as well as vehicle retail and operating costs. One of the most ambitious
aspects of the Joint NPRM is that it would set standards for the industry over a much longer time frame
than any previous fuel economy standards established by NHTSA, including the model-year (“MY”)
2012-2016 GHG standards recently promulgated by EPA.
Growth Energy’s comments, which are explained in detail in the attachments to this letter, address
three subjects: (1) the Joint NPRM’s reliance on electric vehicles; (2) the impact of the program
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envisioned by the Joint NPRM on the nation’s ability to comply with the biofuels provisions of the
Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (“EISA”); and (3) the Joint NPRM’s assumptions about
the feasibility of compliance with the proposed GHG and fuel economy standards in the absence of
additional fuels regulation, as well as the benefits of additional fuels regulation to enhance the benefits of
those proposed standards.
I.
Although not required by Congress in EISA or in the other statutes governing this rulemaking, the
proposed standards in the Joint NPRM place great reliance on the production, sale and use of vehicles
powered from the electrical grid, far exceeding any prior federal regulatory program. As noted above, the
success or failure of the regulations that the Agencies are proposing will ultimately be determined by the
consumer market for new motor vehicles. Insofar as the Agencies’ program is based on regulatory
templates from California, which has attempted for more than 20 years to implement requirements for
widespread sale and use of pure electric vehicles, there is reason for great skepticism about the Joint
NPRM’s view that grid-powered electric vehicles (pure electric vehicles and plug-in hybrid vehicles) can
provide a “game-changing” strategy to reduce GHG emissions and dependence on foreign oil.
Programs that try to force the market to purchase electric vehicles that the public does not want to
buy require public subsidies, increases in the prices of conventional vehicles to subsidize the
manufacturers’ cost, or both. While California may have some discretion under the Clean Air Act to
experiment with its own new-vehicle market, and while the Joint NPRM’s approach may have the support
of some stakeholders in addition to California, NHTSA and EPA have independent duties to determine
whether the standards it adopts are economically practicable and take proper account of the state of
technology, including the costs of technology. See 49 U.S.C. § 32902(f); 42 U.S.C. § 7521 (a)(2). If
the reliance on electric vehicles is misplaced, because there is no statutory mandate for such vehicles in
federal law nor any requirement that the Agencies rely on such vehicles in writing GHG or fuel economy
standards, the proposed standards in the Joint NPRM need to be scaled back to conform to levels that are
economically practicable and also technologically feasible after accounting for costs.
Attachment 1 to this letter explains why Growth Energy believes that the analyses supporting the
Joint NPRM’s electric vehicle cost estimates are not reliable. Under the applicable Executive Orders
governing cost-benefit analyses, we believe that the Agencies need to reconsider and revise the current
cost-benefit analyses. In addition, given the significant under-estimation of electric vehicle costs in the
Joint NPRM’s current analysis, Growth Energy questions whether EPA and NHTSA can properly
determine that proposed standards are economically practicable and take proper account of the state of
technology, as required by the governing statutes. If EPA and NHTSA believe that those methods of
estimating the market impacts of regulatory programs that rely upon or require electric vehicles are
inadequate or unnecessary, the Agencies should explain why.
II.
Title II of EISA directed EPA to adopt and enforce regulations to “ensure,” 42 U.S.C. §
7545(o)(2)(A)(i), the use of at least 36 billion gallons of biofuels annually by 2022. Congress further
directed that EPA’s regulations meet that goal within a regulatory framework that phases down the fuel
economy credit provisions for the production of dual-fueled vehicles in the Energy Policy and
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Conservation Act of 1975, as amended. See Pub. L. No. 110-140 § 109 (amending 49 U.S.C. § 32906).
EPA adopted comprehensive regulations in 2010 to implement the biofuels requirements of the 2007
Energy Act, in amendments to the Renewable Fuels Standard (“RFS 2”). See 75 Fed. Reg. 14,670 (Mar.
26, 2010).
In the RFS 2 regulation, and consistent with EISA, EPA chiefly relies on the production and sale
of domestically-produced ethanol and flexible fuel vehicles (”FFVs”) to meet the volumetric renewable
fuels requirements now codified in section 211(o)(2)(B) of the Clean Air Act. The volumetric
requirements were fully considered by Congress, were adopted by strong bipartisan majorities, and have
been and remain provisions of the statute that representatives of the fossil fuel industry do their best to
undercut. See, e.g., Nat'l Petrochemical & Refiners Ass'n v. EPA, 630 F.3d 145 (D.C. Cir. 2010) (denying
petitions for review). EPA has a duty to carry out EISA’s mandates, and other federal agencies have
provided strong financial support with public funds authorized by Congress to promote the development
of biofuels. Growth Energy’s members have invested heavily in the production of renewable fuels,
including cellulosic biofuels, and Growth Energy has been a staunch defender of the RFS requirements in
EISA.
The GHG and fuel economy standards that the Agencies are now proposing will define, far more
than any other step that the Agencies can take under federal law, the types of vehicles that the automobile
industry will produce for many years into the future. EPA, however, has not reconciled the options
presented for vehicle manufacturers under the regulations proposed in the Joint NPRM with the
requirements of Title II of EISA and the strategy for achieving the volumetric requirements of Title II in
the RFS 2 regulations. If the GHG reductions that FFVs can be expected to achieve when operated on
renewable fuels are not translated into practical incentives for vehicle manufacturers to continue and
expand production of FFVs, then the volumetric requirements in Title II of EISA will not be achieved.
The Joint NPRM does not propose any program that provides vehicle manufacturers with the necessary
incentives, and indeed seems to disfavor the use of ethanol as a vehicle GHG reduction strategy in
comparison with a fossil fuel (natural gas) and electricity. This important issue is examined in
Attachment 2 to this letter, which also introduces concepts that could bring EPA’s vehicle-based GHG
reduction goals back into line with EISA and the RFS 2 regulation.
The problem is not simply that EPA has neglected biofuels in the Joint NPRM. EPA and NHTSA
are instead embarking on a course that will make the volumetric biofuels requirements of Title II in EISA
unachievable. Vehicle manufacturers operate in a highly competitive environment, face a complex set of
regulatory expectations from EPA, NHTSA, and the State of California, must plan their compliance
strategies many years before the start of a given model year, and have no resources to waste on programs
that will not help ensure regulatory compliance. The Joint NPRM is rooted in the policy preference of one
State (California) for electric vehicles, and EPA has bifurcated this rulemaking from other emissions and
fuels rulemakings. The Joint NPRM leaves no room for vehicle manufacturers to rely on biofuels and the
mandates in Title II of EISA as part of an overall compliance strategy.
Notably, EPA does not try to explain in the Joint NPRM or in its regulatory support document why
and how it thinks the program outlined in the Joint NPRM will ensure compliance with Title II of the
2007 Energy Act. Nor does the Agency claim, nor could it claim in light of the scope and duration of the
standards outlined in the Joint NPRM, that any steps that EPA might take in future regulations under the
Clean Air Act could address the conflict between its currently proposed prescriptions to the automobile
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industry and the mandate for renewable fuels in Title II of EISA. As with the electric vehicle elements of
the Joint NPRM, the guiding strategy appears to have been brokered with California, and not to have been
based on the requirements of federal law. 1 If EPA does not correct the direction it is now setting for the
automobile industry with respect to FFVs, there will be few FFVs produced after MY 2016. And, in the
absence of a large and growing fleet of FFVs, the volumetric mandates in Title II of EISA cannot be met.
Given the neglect of the RFS 2 program in the current rulemaking, EPA appears to be setting the
RFS 2 program on a course that is quite contrary to what Congress expected in EISA. That is completely
unnecessary, because all EPA has to do in this rulemaking is to give vehicle manufacturers practical
incentives for continued and expanded production and sale of FFVs that would be based on the volumes
of biofuel required by Congress. EISA includes provisions allowing EPA to make adjustments in the
RFS 2 program, if there are proper determinations of unforeseen, “severe” economic harm, “severe”
unintended environmental impacts, or an “inadequate domestic supply” of biofuels. See 42 U.S.C. §
7545(o)(7)(A),(F). But those provisions merely provide narrowly-drawn “off-ramps” for the renewable
fuels program to address paramount economic or environmental interests. They are hardly a license for
EPA to set the RFS 2 program up for failure. It would be ironic in the extreme, and contrary to law, if
regulations adopted by EPA in the exercise of administrative discretion, like the regulations in the Joint
NPRM, were to deprive the nation of an adequate supply of biofuels, and thus to provide a pretext to
abandon or curtail the requirements of Title II in EISA.
When it enacted EISA, Congress had lengthy experience with the efforts of the fossil fuel industry
to retard the use of non-fossil fuels, and with the fossil fuel industry’s history of resistance to regulation
under the mobile-source provisions of the Clean Air Act. Congress therefore spoke with clarity about its
expectations for the volumetric requirements for biofuels in Title II of EISA. EPA was directed in
mandatory terms to adopt regulations to “ensure” the sale of gasoline with the specified volumes of
biofuels. See 42 U.S.C. § 7545(o)(2)(A) (the Administrator “shall” adopt regulations “to ensure” the use
of specified volumes of biofuels). The only federal court that has needed to construe this provision has
stated that the term “ensure” as used in EISA means “to make sure, [or] certain.” Nat'l Petrochemical &
Refiners Ass'n, supra, 630 F.3d at 153 (internal quotation marks and citations omitted); see also Nat'l
Treasury Employees Union v. Chertoff, 452 F.3d 839, 863 (D.C. Cir. 2006) (construing “ensure” under
other statute as mandatory). Congress has left EPA no room to effect a de facto reduction in the domestic
supply of biofuels when EPA adopts other regulations. EPA must “obey the Clean Air Act as written by
Congress.” Natural Resources Defense Council v. EPA, 643 F.3d 311, 314 (D.C. Cir. 2011) (internal
quotation marks and citation omitted).
As noted above, Attachment 2 to this letter provides further analysis of the treatment of FFVs in
the current rulemaking. If EPA decides not to reform the program outlined in the Joint NPRM to conform
with and to support the RFS 2 program, EPA must at a minimum address fully and in detail each of the
following questions, in order to explain why it has not done so:

1

California’s own version of a biofuels strategy, its “low-carbon fuel standards” regulation, will be
infeasible unless the California new-vehicle market can somehow absorb large numbers of pure electric
and grid-connected hybrid electric vehicles.
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● EPA should explain how it expects the automobile industry and fuels providers to meet the
RFS 2 requirements within the framework of the regulations contained in the Joint NPRM or in the Final
Rule it adopts in this rulemaking;
● If EPA disagrees with Growth Energy’s view that it is unrealistic to expect continued
significant production of FFVs after model year 2016 if the Joint NPRM’s provisions are adopted, the
Agency should explain why;
● EPA should explain how it interprets the requirement to “ensure” the use of biofuels under the
statutory text of EISA (see 42 U.S.C. § 7545(o)(2);
● EPA should explain how the vehicle production plans and strategies assumed in the regulatory
analysis for the Joint NPRM will “ensure” that the country can meet the volumetric mandates for biofuels
in Title II of the 2007 Energy Act;
● If EPA believes that it is not obligated in the current rulemaking to take account of and
comply with its duty to ensure compliance with the biofuels mandate in EISA, EPA should explain why it
is not required to do so.; and
● EPA should explain whether the absence of an adequate domestic supply of biofuels arising
from reductions in the production and sale of FFVs could provide, in whole or in part, a basis of a waiver
of any part of the biofuels mandate in EISA.
III.
The Joint NPRM presents a comprehensive (though in Growth Energy’s view, in some respects
flawed, for the reasons outlined above) strategy for GHG reductions and increases in fuel economy that
will be borne by the automobile industry, its customers, suppliers, and employees. That strategy does
not, however, appear to have been based on any systematic examination of the role that fuels regulation
could play in meeting EPA’s GHG reduction targets. While NHTSA may lack regulatory authority in this
arena, before proceeding further, EPA needs to determine if its broad powers under section 211 of the
Clean Air Act permit it to adopt and enforce new certification fuels requirements and in-use gasoline
specifications in aid of the motor vehicle GHG regulatory program. EPA also needs to determine if, in
order to mitigate or avoid potentially adverse impacts on its control of emissions other than GHGs, it is
required to adopt such requirements and specifications.2
As explained in Attachment 3 to this letter, there are strong policy reasons for EPA to establish
regulations for a new gasoline certification fuel at 94 octane (AKI), and to provide for the general
commercial availability of such a fuel for vehicles produced in or after MY 2017, in the same manner that
“regular” gasoline at a lower octane level is now currently sold. Because such an increase in octane
cannot be accomplished by increases in gasoline aromatic content without compromising the control of
emissions other than GHG emissions, EPA should evaluate increases in octane that rely on increases in
2

Under such an analysis, the elements of a vehicle or engine’s design used to control GHG emissions
would be considered for purposes of the analysis to be part of the vehicle’s “emission control … system”
under 42 U.S.C. § 7545(c)(1)(B).
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ethanol content. Increased ethanol content for gasoline to obtain higher octane levels, implemented in a
manner consistent with the product planning and validation cadences of the automobile industry and
without disruption to existing liquid transportation fuels delivery systems, would have a number of
benefits for the public. By enabling a greater mix of engine technologies to meet GHG reduction
requirements on a fleet-wide basis, the automobile industry might be able to reduce the costs of GHG
reductions. Carefully managed increases in ethanol content can also help reduce engine particulate
emissions.
If EPA believes that the examination of the proposal to increase octane outlined in Attachment 3 is
unnecessary or inappropriate because it lacks authority under section 211 of the Clean Air Act to take the
recommended action, then the Agency should fully explain why it believes it lacks that authority, among
other reasons so that Congress can consider appropriate changes in the statute. Attachment 3 also
explains why examination of the potential increases in emissions that EPA has regulated for many years
(more specifically, fine particulate matter) in the current rulemaking is important even if EPA decides that
it cannot take regulatory action under section 211 as the statute currently exists. The Agencies’ costbenefit analysis of the standards in the Joint NPRM assumes reductions in fine particulate matter. If, as
explained in Attachment 3, those standards would have the unintended effect of increasing engine PM
emissions, then the cost-benefit analysis mandated by governing Executive Orders must be revised.
*

*

*

Growth Energy appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments to the Agencies. If there
are questions about our comments, please contact Chris Bliley or me at 202/545-4000.
Sincerely,
Tom Buis, CEO
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EPA–HQ–OAR–2010–0799; FRL–9495–2; NHTSA–2010–0131
2017 and Later Model Year Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards
Comments of Growth Energy
Attachment 1 (Electric Vehicles)
EPA’s proposed greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions standard in the Joint Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking provides incentives for electric vehicles (EVs), plug-in hybrid
electric vehicles (PHEVs) and fuel cell vehicles (FCVs), but essentially eliminates
incentives for flexible fuel vehicles (FFVs). The incentives have no clear foundation in a
relative comparison of the overall GHG emissions or costs of each of these vehicles. EPA
should undertake a thorough study of the lifecycle emissions and total costs, including the
cost of the refueling infrastructure of these vehicles, in determining incentives. This
Attachment to the Comments of Growth Energy explains why EPA needs to reconsider
its analysis of the electric vehicle component of the Joint Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(Joint NPRM).
*

*

*

As part of the Joint NPRM, EPA includes incentives for electric vehicles (EVs),
plug-in hybrid electric vehicles (PHEVs), and fuel cell vehicles (FCVs) intended “To
facilitate market penetration of the most advanced vehicle technologies as rapidly as
possible…” 1 EPA goes on to provide the following rationale for providing these
incentives:2
EPA has identified two vehicle powertrain-fuel combinations that have the
future potential to transform the light-duty vehicle sector by achieving nearzero greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and oil consumption in the longer term,
but which face major near-term market barriers such as vehicle cost, fuel cost
(in the case of fuel cell vehicles), the development of low-GHG fuel production
and distribution infrastructure, and/or consumer acceptance.

1
2

•

Electric vehicles (EVs) and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles (PHEVs) which
would operate exclusively or frequently on grid electricity that could be
produced from very low GHG emission feedstocks or processes.

•

Fuel cell vehicles (FCVs) which would operate on hydrogen that could be
produced from very low GHG emissions feedstocks or processes.
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EPA believes that these advanced technologies represent potential gamechangers with respect to control of transportation GHG emissions as they can
combine an efficient vehicle propulsion system with the potential to use motor
fuels produced from low-GHG emissions feedstocks or from fossil feedstocks
with carbon capture and sequestration.
However, EPA also notes3 that during the 2017 to 2025 time frame that the
production of the electricity and hydrogen required to power these vehicles:
…will decrease the overall GHG emissions reductions associated with the
program as the upstream emissions associated with the generation and
distribution of electricity are higher than the upstream emissions associated
with production and distribution of gasoline…
and quantifies the magnitude of these lost emission reductions as between 80 million
and 120 million metric tons of CO2 over the period from 2017 to 2025 alone.4
According to EPA, the loss in benefits associated with EV, PHEV, and FCV
incentives equals 4 to 5% of the total GHG reductions expected from the proposed
rule.
`Given that EPA admits that the incentives it is providing for EVs, PHEVs,
and FCVs will undermine the goal of the GHG regulation at least during the period
from 2017 to 2025, the obvious question is why are these incentives being provided?
The answer to this question is that as indicated above, EPA believes these advanced
technologies are potential game-changing technologies.
As discussed in detail below, not only does EPA overstate the potential GHG
benefits of EVs, PHEVs, and FCVs, but the Agency fails to accurately address the
serious challenges facing these vehicle technologies. As a result, EPA’s decision to
incentivize these technologies seems completely at odds with the goal of the proposed
rule, which is to lower GHG emissions.
In contrast, the proposed rule ignores the fact that vehicles designed to operate
on ethanol-blended fuels are truly “…potential game-changers with respect to control
of transportation GHG emissions…” Given this, EPA must modify the proposed rule
to provide incentives that will ensure that vehicles capable of operation on ethanol
blends continue to enter the vehicle fleet in substantial numbers so that the tremendous
“game-changing” GHG benefits of ethanol-blended fuels can be realized in the real
world.
The fact that vehicles operating on ethanol-blends can deliver significant GHG
benefits can be seen in the results of numerous studies. One straightforward study is a
3
4
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summary of “well to wheels” analysis results published by the U.S. Department of
Energy.5 Selected results from this publication are summarized in Table 1.
There are several conclusions that can be drawn from the data shown in Table
1. The first of these is that the use of E85 derived from corn6 or from cellulosic
materials will reduce GHG emissions by about 11% and 60%, respectively, relative to
gasoline without the need for any substantial change in a given vehicle technology.
The second is that the use of E85 in hybrid vehicles in the near term will result in
substantially larger reductions relative to gasoline than will EVs, PHEVs, and FCVs.
The third is that the use of E85 derived from cellulosic feedstocks in any FFV will
yield larger reductions in GHG emissions than will be achieved with EVs, PHEVs, or
FCVs.
These data and similar data from other related studies, clearly indicate the potential for
ethanol-blends to provide “game-changing” reductions in GHG emissions without the
need for the fundamental changes in vehicle technology associated with EVs, PHEVs,
and FCVs or the fundamental changes in the technology used to generate electricity
and hydrogen that would be necessary in order for these vehicles to provide
meaningful GHG reductions.

5

Nguyen T. and Ward J., Well-to-Wheels Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Petroleum Use
for Mid-Size Light-Duty Vehicles, U.S. DOE Record 10001, October 5, 2010.
6
The DOE values provided for corn ethanol did not include indirect land use
effects. Growth Energy does not believe current analytical models and data permit
reliable estimation of indirect land use effects for Midwest corn ethanol, particularly in
regulatory settings. For purposes of this analysis, however, the values shown in Table 1
use the latest version of GREET (GREET2011) was used to estimate a lifecycle GHG
emission rate for corn ethanol that included indirect land use effects, which was then used
to adjust the DOE corn ethanol values relative to those for gasoline.

Table 1
Comparison of Well to Wheels GHG Emissions Based
on DOE Results for Mid-Size Cars
Vehicle Type

Fuel(s)

Emissions
(gCO2eq/mile)

Current
conventional
Current
conventional
Current
conventional
Future
conventional
Future
conventional
Future
conventional
Hybrid
Hybrid
Hybrid
PHEV
(40 mile range)
EV
(100 mile range)
FCV

Gasoline

450

GHG Reduction
Relative to Gasoline
Hybrid
0%

E85 (corn)

402

11%

E85 (cellulosic)

172

62%

Gasoline

340

0%

E85 (corn)

304

11%7

E85 (cellulosic)

130

62%

Gasoline
E85 (corn)
E85 (cellulosic)
Gasoline/Grid Mix

235
210
90
270

0%
11%
62%
-15%

Grid Mix

230

2%

Natural Gas

200

15%

Further evidence of the inappropriateness of providing incentives for EVs,
PHEVs, and FCVs while failing to do so for vehicles capable of operation on ethanol
blends can be seen through even a cursory examination of the costs associated with
these vehicles, their fuels, and the infrastructure required to supply those fuels.
Beginning with vehicle costs, as noted in the EPA proposal,8 “owners of
ethanol FFVs do not pay any more for the E85 fueling capability” that affords the
7

The 11% reduction using GREET is conservative. EPA, in its RFS RIA, estimated a
20% reduction for the average corn ethanol dry mill in calendar year 2022.
8
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potential for “game-changing” reductions in GHG emissions. In contrast, although
misguided subsidies and incentives may affect the prices consumers pay, the actual
incremental costs at a retail cost level for EVs, PHEVs, and FVCs during the 2017 to
2025 time frame are expected to be thousands to tens of thousands of dollars. That
this will be the case can be easily seen in Table 2 presented below which is taken
(along with original footnotes) from a recently released California Air Resources
Board (CARB) rulemaking document.9 As shown, incremental costs for even
subcompact vehicles in 2025 are forecast by CARB to remain at levels from around
$7,500 to $11,000. This means that unlike the case with vehicles capable of operation
on ethanol-blends, substantial costs will have to be incurred before EVs, PHEVs, and
FCVs can even be hoped to be capable of providing “game-changing” reductions in
GHG emissions.
Table 2

Another major factor with respect to vehicle costs for EVs, PHEVs, and FCVs
are the durability of batteries and fuel-cells. Most analyses of EVs, PHEVs, and
FCVS, including that associated with CARB’s recent rulemaking (which used the
9

Table 5.4 of California Air Resources Board, Staff Report: Initial Statement of
Reasons, Advanced Clean Cars, 2012 Proposed Amendments to the California Zero
Emission Vehicle Program Regulations, December 7, 2011.

same data that supports the NPRM) are based on two highly uncertain assumptions
which are:
1. The useful lives of EVs, PHEVs, and FCVs will be the same as conventional
vehicles in terms of miles travelled; and
2. Vehicle owners will not have to replace batteries or major fuel cell system
components over the course of a vehicle’s useful life.
Obviously if either shorter vehicle life or the need to incur replacement costs
for batteries or fuel cell systems occurs, the costs associated with EV, PHEV and FCV
will be even higher than described above making these vehicles even less likely to
provide “game-changing” reductions in GHG emissions.
Turning to the costs of fuel, the production costs of ethanol are well known for
corn derived ethanol and production costs for much lower carbon intensity ethanol
produced from cellulosic sources are ultimately expected to be similar or lower than
those associated with production from corn. The price of E85 and gasoline is expected
to be similar to or lower than those associated with petroleum based fuels over the
2017 to 2025 period based on the latest fuel price forecasts from U.S. Energy
Information Administration (EIA).10 Therefore, it does not appear that there will be a
significant fuel price related disincentive to operate FFVs on fuels other than E85.
Moreover, as RFS volumes are ramped-up, as discussed in the next section, the
additional ethanol beyond E10 will need to go into the available on-road FFVs.
Therefore, ethanol vehicles do not have to overcome either vehicle price or fuel price
barriers in order to provide “game-changing” reductions in GHG emissions.
In supporting the proposed credits for EVs and PHEVs, EPA notes11 that
“…electricity is considerably cheaper, on a per mile basis, than gasoline.” While that
may be true at present for electricity from the existing electrical grid and generation
mix, it is not at all clear that will be the case for the electricity produced “…from lowGHG emissions feedstocks or from fossil feedstocks with carbon capture and
sequestration” that EPA makes clear will need to be used to power EVs and PHEVs in
order for them to provide “game-changing” reductions in GHG emissions. Generation
costs for electricity from low-GHG sources or fossil-fired sources with carbon
sequestration may be far higher than current generation costs and need to be carefully
considered by EPA to the extent that decisions to provide incentives to EVs and
PHEVs are based on the premise that electricity costs less than gasoline. Evidence
that generation costs for low-GHG sources are likely to be higher than for existing
plants can be seen, for example, in substantially higher capital cost estimates for those

10

See http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/er/pdf/tbla3.pdf. In 2015 in later calendar years,
the prices of E85 are projected to be lower on a BTU basis than gasoline.
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Page 75018

sources.12 Again, construction and operation of these low-GHG electricity sources are
a necessary condition that must be met in order for EVs and PHEVs to provide “gamechanging” reductions in GHG emissions.
The situation with respect to fuel costs for hydrogen is far less clear than for
electricity. Hydrogen dispensed as a transportation fuel for use in FCVs is currently
more expensive than gasoline and even in large scale wide spread production, the cost
of low-GHG hydrogen is going to be considerably higher than that of central steam
reforming of natural gas.13 Therefore, there will likely be substantial cost premiums
associated with low GHG hydrogen that will have to be paid in order for FCVs to
provide “game-changing” reductions in GHG emissions.
In order to put the fuel cost issues for EVs, PHEVs, and FCVs into
perspective, the “Payback Calculator” developed by CARB for its recent rulemaking14
was used to estimate the prices at which fuel costs for EVs and FCVs would equal
those for gasoline vehicles based on low and average gasoline price forecasts which
range from about $3.10 to $4.10 from 2017 to 2025. Using this CARB spreadsheet
and its optimistic assumptions regarding EV and FCV energy efficiency, the
electricity price at which electric vehicle fuel costs equal those for gasoline ranges
from about $0.36 to $0.45 per kilowatt-hour while the hydrogen price ranges from
about $7.50 to $9.00 per kilogram.
Although these prices for electricity and hydrogen may seem high relative to
current electricity prices and prices for hydrogen produced using steam methane
reforming at centralized plants, it should be recalled that they have to be compared to
the prices that will be associated with electricity from marginal new ultra-low GHG
generation capacity that would not otherwise be built and hydrogen production using
ultra-low GHG processes. Given this, it is not at all clear that when proper cost
accounting is made for ultra-low GHG electricity and hydrogen production that EVs,
PHEVs, and FCVs will provide any meaningful fuel costs savings relative to
conventional vehicles which in turn will create yet another hurdle to their ever
providing “game-changing” reductions in GHG emissions.
Turning finally to the cost of refueling infrastructure, there will be costs
associated with the development of a widespread distribution infrastructure for higher
ethanol blends. However, that infrastructure will be integrated into the existing
transportation fuel infrastructure in the U.S. and not require revolutionary changes to
that infrastructure. Further, as ethanol blends will displace petroleum fuels, the
capacity of the existing infrastructure will remain relatively constant.
12

See for example, Figure 25 of “Renewable Power in California, Status and Issues, Staff
Report, California Energy Commission, CEC-‐150-‐2011-‐002, August, 2011.
13
Satyapal, S., “Overview of Hydrogen and Fuel Cells”, U.S. Department of Energy,
March 22, 2011.
14
Available at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/clean_cars/clean_cars_ab1085/clean_cars_ab1085.htm

Although it might seem that the situation would be similar with respect to the
distribution of electricity for use by EVs and PHEVs, that is in fact not the case. First,
there are direct costs associated with residential charging equipment (referred to as
electric vehicle service equipment or EVSE) which EPA15 has estimated range from
about $1,300 to $1,500 for equipment and installation labor over the 2017 to 2025
period with the lower end of the range applying in the later years. These costs must be
added on top of the already large incremental purchase prices of EVs and PHEVs.
Next there is the possibility that additional costs will be incurred to develop
public EV and PHEV recharging infrastructure. While it is not clear that this
infrastructure will be necessary, CARB will be studying the need for it and may at
some point mandate its construction, and EPA may have to follow suit in the
remainder of the nation. 16 Again, to the extent that public EV and PHEV recharging
infrastructure does have to be constructed to improve the viability of these vehicles
those costs will obviously also have to added to the ledger.
Another potentially substantial cost associated with the deployment of EVs and
FCVs is the need to upgrade the existing electrical transmission and distribution
system. This is a problem that is already facing California17 that will almost certainly
have to be dealt with across the country before EVs and PHEVs could even be hoped
to provide “game-changing” reductions in GHG emissions.
FCVs face even more serious issues with respect to the development of
refueling infrastructure. First, refueling stations will either have to be located in
reasonably proximity to existing hydrogen production facilities and receive hydrogen
by truck or pipeline or utilize expensive onsite hydrogen generation capability. In
addition, there may be significant facility siting and permitting issues and concerns
regarding the high pressures and special equipment required for FCV refueling.
Although EPA has not attempted to analyze the costs associated with the
development of the hydrogen refueling infrastructure that will be required to support
FCVs regardless of how the hydrogen they use is produced, CARB has performed an
analysis that likely represents a “best case” scenario.18 This analysis includes
numerous optimistic assumptions regarding hydrogen station costs as well and
assumes both that stations can be carefully located using knowledge of where FCVs
will be sold and in general 100% utilization rates for hydrogen refueling stations.
Even with these very optimistic assumptions, the direct capital costs for refueling
15

Table 3-95, Draft Joint Technical Support Document.
California Air Resources Board, Staff Report, Initial Statement of Reasons, Advanced
Clean Cars, 2012 Proposed Amendments to the Clean Fuels Outlet Regulation, December
8, 2011.
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See the “H2 Station Cost Calculator” available at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/clean_cars/clean_cars_ab1085/clean_cars_ab1085.htm
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stations amount to about $1,700 per FCV over roughly the same period as the 2017 to
2025 period considered by EPA. Again, these costs have to be added on top of the
already large incremental purchase costs for FCVs and must be incurred before it can
even be hoped that FCVs will provide “game-changing” GHG reductions.
To summarize, EPA has proposed to provide incentives under the GHG
regulation for EVs, PHEVs, and FCVs because according to EPA these vehicles have
the potential to yield “game changing” reductions in GHG emissions. However, in
order for those reductions to be realized the following things all have to occur:
1. The public (directly or indirectly) must be willing to pay substantially higher
prices for these vehicles;
2. The public (directly or indirectly) must be willing to pay substantial costs in
order to develop the infrastructure required to provide fuel to these vehicles;
3. The public must be willing (directly or indirectly) to pay the costs associated
with low-GHG electricity and/or hydrogen, which are not likely to be
substantially lower than the costs for petroleum based fuels.
In contrast, EPA has elected not to provide to incentives for vehicles capable
of operating on ethanol blends despite the fact that they can provide “game changing”
reductions in GHG emissions by being used in what are essentially conventional
vehicles with little incremental cost for either the vehicles or the fuels using an
existing refueling infrastructure that needs only to be modified to a fairly limited
degree.
Given the above, it is clear that EPA’s policy on providing incentives under the
GHG regulation makes little sense and must be modified to provide incentives for the
use of ethanol blends that are at least commensurate with those provided with much
less certain and much more expensive technologies.

EPA–HQ–OAR–2010–0799; FRL–9495–2; NHTSA–2010–0131
2017 and Later Model Year Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards
Comments of Growth Energy
Attachment 2 (Flexible Fuel Vehicles)

EPA’s current GHG proposal would have the effect of eliminating any
meaningful incentives for vehicle manufacturers to produce flexible fuel vehicles (FFVs)
capable of operation on both gasoline and ethanol for the 2016 and later model years.
FFVs are the backbone of the federal Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS), as they are
expected to consume most of the ethanol that is produced to meet the RFS after the onroad fleet is all operating on E10, a blend of 90% gasoline and 10% ethanol by volume.
One important goal of the RFS program is to help the United States do its part to control
GHG emissions. If vehicle manufacturers stop selling FFVs after 2016, the GHG
benefits of the RFS program will be lower than currently anticipated. To address this
potential problem, Growth Energy recommends that EPA/NHTSA develop and permit
the use of E85 “usage factors” for FFVs utilizing volumes of ethanol projected by the
U.S. Energy Information Agency, so that vehicle manufacturers can decide when
developing their product plans whether to provide FFVs, and to create incentives for the
manufacturers to do so. In these comments, we lay out a reasonable method of projecting
these usage factors.
*

*

*

FFVs typically have GHG emissions on E85 that are approximately 5% below the
GHG emissions on E0, but this can vary between 3-6%. 1
Automakers currently sell FFVs because they receive fuel economy and
GHG credits for these vehicles under EPA/NHTSA credit provisions, at least
through model year 2015. Automakers can receive up to 1.2 miles per gallon in
fuel economy credit against the applicable NHTSA CAFÉ standards through
2014. After 2014, this credit declines by 0.2 mpg per year until it is fully phasedout in 2020. EPA’s GHG emission standards between 2012 and 2015 are
consistent with the NHTSA fuel economy credit.
EPA’s current rules for GHG emissions for 2016 model year FFVs, and its
proposal for 2017 and later FFVs are found in the following discussion 2:

1

“Ethanol – the primary renewable liquid fuel”, Datta, Maher, Jones, and Brinker, J.
Chem Technol. Biotechnol. 2011; 86:473-480
1

Beginning in MY 2016, EPA ended the GHG emissions compliance incentives
and adopted a methodology based on demonstrated vehicle emissions
performance. This methodology established a default value assumption where
ethanol FFVs are operated 100 percent of the time on gasoline, but allows
manufacturers to use a relative E85 and gasoline vehicle emissions performance
weighting based on either national average E85 and gasoline sales data, or
manufacturer-specific data showing the percentage of miles that are driven on
E85 vis-à-vis gasoline for that manufacturers’ ethanol FFVs. EPA is not
proposing any changes to this methodology for MYs 2017-2025.
Regarding current national average E85 use by FFVs, EPA states3:
The data confirm that, on a national average basis for 2008, less than one percent
of the ethanol FFVs used E85.
The reason for the low adoption rate of E85 is that the E10 market was the first to
consume all the available ethanol. Only now do we have more ethanol supply than is
needed for E10 demand, so adoption rates should increase.
The vast majority of FFVs are sold to the general public (and not fleets that may
have more control over fuel type), and it would be very difficult for manufacturers to
determine the fraction of use on E85 for these vehicles. Under either current EPA
requirements for 2016 vehicles or the proposed EPA requirements for 2017 and later
vehicles, manufacturers would have to certify FFVs on 100% gasoline, or under the EPA
proposal, use some national average E85 use, which as EPA indicates is still quite low.
Since FFVs have a non-zero cost, but are assumed to have zero or very near zero benefit
under either California or EPA requirements, the chances of automakers providing FFVs
after 2016 is also zero, or near zero. 4
EPA expected that when they required model year 2016 FFVs to demonstrate use
on E85, that this would provide incentive for automakers to optimize their FFVs on E855:
However, if a manufacturer can demonstrate that a portion of its FFVs are using
an alternative fuel in use, then the FFV emissions compliance value can be
calculated based on the vehicle’s tested value using the alternative fuel, prorated
based on the percentage of the fleet using the alternative fuel in the field….EPA
believes this approach will provide an actual incentive to ensure that such fuels
are used. The incentive arises since actual use of the flexible fuel typically results
2

Federal Register/ Vol. 76, No 231/Thursday, December 1, 2011/Proposed Rules, page
75019
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The fact that they may have a non-zero CAFÉ credit until 2020 will mean little if there
is no credit under GHG requirements.
5
Federal Register / Vol. 75. No. 88 / Friday, May 7, 2010/Rules and Regulations, 25433
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in lower tailpipe GHG emissions than use of gasoline and hence improves the
vehicles’ performance, making it more likely that its performance will improve a
manufacturers’ average fleetwide performance. Based on existing certification
data, E85 FFV CO2 emissions are typically about 5 percent lower on E85 than
CO2 emissions on 100 percent gasoline. Moreover, currently there is little
incentive to optimize CO2 performance for vehicles when running E85. EPA
believes the above approach would provide such an incentive to manufacturers
and that E85 vehicles could be optimized through engine redesign and calibration
to provide additional CO2 reductions.
Manufacturers typically utilize at least a four-year lead-time in designing
vehicles, therefore, in 2012 most manufacturers are working with the 2016 model year.6
While such an approach as outlined by the EPA above could provide incentive for
manufacturers to optimize 2016 model year FFVs on E85, if they have no idea or
guidance from the EPA what E85 use could be in 2016, and current use is close to zero,
then it does not matter how much they optimize FFVs on E85, a larger GHG benefit
times a current zero usage factor is still zero.
While current E85 refueling frequencies are quite low, EPA is counting on FFVs
to use a significant amount of E85 due to the Renewable Fuel Standard requirements,
which expand biofuel use in the U.S. to 36 billion ethanol equivalent gallons per year by
calendar year 2022. EPA projected a range of ethanol volumes in the RFS, a “low”,
“mid” and “high”.7 Figure 1.7-11 from the RFS Regulatory Impact Analysis shows
necessary FFV E85 refueling rates in the future with the RFS. In 2016, FFV E85
refueling rates are between 38% and 55%, and increase to 40% to 70% by 2020.
The E85 refueling rates shown in Figure 1 were estimated by EPA with the 20122016 GHG emission standards, but without the 2017-2025 GHG emission standards. If
the 2017-2025 GHG emission standards were included, the E85 refueling rates would be
higher than shown in Figure 1. For model year 2016, Figure 1 implies E85 usage factors
of between 40-50%. The usage factors between for model years 2017-2020 would be
higher because the fuel economy of the 2017-2020 model year vehicles would be higher
than was used by EPA to produce Figure 1.

6

Assessment of Fuel Economy Technologies for Light-Duty Vehicles, National Research
Council, (page 109) 2011
7
Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) Regulatory Impact Analysis, EPA-420-R-10-006
February 2010.
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Figure 1

Figure 2 shows the Energy Information Agency’s projection of ethanol volume in
the AEO2011 forecast.8 We also show the ethanol volume predicted in the latest
AEO2012 Early Release forecast.9 EIA’s 2011forecast is very close to EPA’s mid level
case through 2023, and then goes much higher than the EPA mid case. The early release
2012 forecast is between the low case and the mid case prior to 2028, and higher than
EPA’s mid case after then.

8

Annual Energy Outlook 2011, Report No. DOE/EIA-0383 (2011)
Annual Energy Outlook 2012 Early Release Overview,
http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/er/index.cfm.
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Figure 3 shows FFV fractions of the national on-road car + LDT fleet from 2010
through 2030 with two assumptions – that FFV sales would continue at about 23% from
2012 on, and that FFV sales stop in 2016. In 2020, if FFV sales continue, then 25% of the
on-road fleet would be FFVs. Alternatively, if FFV sales stop in 2016, then only 12% of
the fleet would be FFVs in 2020. Clearly, if FFV sales stop in 2016, it may be difficult
for the FFV fleet to absorb RFS ethanol volumes.

5

Figure 3 FFV Percent of On-Road Car + LDT Fleet

EPA’s RFS benefits analysis depends on E85 being consumed to claim GHG
benefits under these rules. And yet, EPA is not rolling these use projections into its
guidance on FFVs to the manufacturers so they can continue to build FFVs to support the
RFS. Thus, EPA should either provide guidance to the manufacturers on likely E85 use in
the 2016-2025 timeframe, or EPA should downgrade the GHG benefits of the RFS due to
lack of availability of FFVs, and charge these benefit downgrades against their current
GHG proposal.
Growth Energy therefore recommends that EPA develop new default projections
of E85 use based on EPA’s projections of overall ethanol volumes that will be required
under EISA. These projections should also incorporate the Agencies’ new fuel economy
levels for 2017-2025. The projections should be provided to the auto industry as usage
factors so that they can make a clear determination of whether to optimize FFVs on E85
and whether to continue building FFVs after model year 2015. A further projection to
calendar year 2025 can be made around calendar year 2016.

6

EPA–HQ–OAR–2010–0799; FRL–9495–2; NHTSA–2010–0131
2017 and Later Model Year Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards
Comments of Growth Energy
Attachment 3 (Fuel Parameters and Cost-Benefit Analysis)
This Attachment explains why, in the Joint NPRM, the Agencies should have
thoroughly examined the impacts of new technologies used to meet the GHG standards
on PM emissions. There are many studies that indicate that gasoline direct injection, a
technology which will be used to meet the GHG standards, will increase both particulate
matter mass and particulate number emissions. The Agencies need to consider an
alternative approach, which would include fuel parameter changes that could enable
additional engine technologies to be used to improve efficiency and reduce emissions.
The Agencies’ proposal requires new technology to be used on vehicles using old
technology fuels. It has long been recognized that vehicles and fuels operate as a system.
To undertake significant changes and increases in the stringency of tailpipe GHG
standards without a parallel and integrated examination of potential changes in the fuel
used by these vehicles is inappropriate.
Growth Energy recommends enforceable requirements for the gasoline marketing
industry in the U.S. that will ensure the commercial availability of gasolines that have an
octane value of 94, for use in optimizing the GHG performance of new vehicles certified
to the proposed GHG emission standards. Growth Energy’s proposal would provide for a
certification and in-use fuel for 2017 and later vehicles with an octane value of 94,
accomplished with E30 instead of E10. This fuel would only be intended for the 2017+
vehicles, and not the legacy fleet (2016 and earlier), although legacy FFVs could also use
it if doing so was consistent with the vehicle manufacturers’ instructions or
recommendations to owners and approved by the Agencies on that basis. The non-FFV
legacy fleet (i.e., Tier 1, Tier 2, and LEVs in Section 177 states) would continue to
operate on E10.
It is important that the increase in octane be accomplished with ethanol and not
other gasoline blending components because of ethanol’s many advantages relative to the
other high octane blending components as explained below. Ethanol has a very high
octane number relative to other gasoline hydrocarbons, has a lower carbon content than
the gasoline components it generally replaces, and has many other benefits that assist in
combustion to increase engine efficiency and reduce both tailpipe GHG and criteria
pollutant emissions. The use of a 94 octane E30 blend for 2017+ vehicles would also
provide additional GHG and PM emission reductions in the U.S., greater than could be
achieved by the current Agencies’ proposal. We note that some vehicle manufacturers
have also requested that EPA study higher octane fuels as a part of the GHG program,

1

and have also recommended continued control of multi-substituted alkyl aromatics, since
they can lead to increased HC and PM emissions. 1
I. Relevant Emissions Impacts
The Joint NPRM includes extensive discussion of the technologies, costs, and
benefits of the proposal, seeking comments on many aspects of the proposal. In addition,
EPA “seeks comment on whether there are any other health and environmental impacts
associated with advancements in vehicle GHG reduction technologies that should be
considered.”2 These are the salient points:
• EPA and NHTSA project widespread use of gasoline direct injection (GDI) in
meeting the proposed CAFÉ and GHG standards.
• There is substantial evidence that GDI increases PM mass and PM number
emissions compared to the conventional port fuel injection (PFI) technology now in
widespread use.
• There is also substantial evidence that increased ethanol use will decrease PM mass
and PM number emissions from the affected vehicles.
• The EPA and NHTSA proposal does not account for the increased PM emissions
from GDI technology.
• The benefits from the proposal are sensitive to the PM effects assumed by the
Agencies.
• Therefore, the final rule should evaluate and consider both the increased PM due to
GDI use and the potential for more widespread ethanol use to decrease PM mass
and number emissions.

A.

EPA and NHTSA project widespread use of gasoline direct injection (GDI) in
meeting the proposed CAFÉ and GHG standards.

The proposed rule discusses technologies that can increase fuel economy,
indicating that many of the technologies are already available, and that manufacturers
will be able to meet the standards through significant efficiency improvements in these
technologies as well as a significant penetration of these technologies across the fleet.3

1

California LEVIII E10 Gasoline Certification – Alliance Fuels Group Position, Alliance
of Automobile Manufacturers, September 8, 2010.
2
76 Federal Register 74854, December 1, 2011, at 75112.
3
Ibid., at 74860.
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The proposed rule indicates:4
There are a number of competing gasoline engine technologies, with one in
particular that the agencies project will be common beyond 2016. This
is the gasoline direct injection and downsized engines equipped with
turbochargers and cooled exhaust gas recirculation, which has performance
characteristics similar to that of larger, less efficient engines.
The Joint NPRM also provides estimates of the penetration of various technologies
in 2021 and 2025. GDI penetrations are forecast to be greater than 90 % in both cars and
trucks by 2025 as shown in Tables III-42 and III-43.5 Therefore, widespread use of GDI
is one of the technologies that the Agencies are relying on in the proposal.
B. There is substantial evidence that GDI increases PM mass and PM number
emissions compared to the conventional PFI technology now in widespread use.
A recent Myung and Park review of nano-particle emissions from internal
combustion engines6 indicates that GDI engines produce considerably more particles than
conventional port fuel injection ones and that “much of the research indicates that GDI
engines produce significantly more particulates than conventional PFI engines, especially
during the cold start phase and during stratified operation.” Myong and Park provide
numerous references to support their findings, including textbooks, literature surveys,
research studies using single-cylinder and multi-cylinder engines in which various
parameters can be changed, measurements from production engines, and studies of
various potential aftertreatment systems.
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) in 2010 acknowledged that GDI
increased PM mass and number emissions substantially. The CARB report7 indicated
“GDI technology tends to have higher PM mass and particle number emissions than
conventional PFI technology.” The CARB report noted that the published literature
points to GDI PM mass emissions in the range of 2 to 20 mg/mi, and indicated that, if not
abated, the GDI combustion system has the potential to emit two to eight times more PM
mass than PFI vehicles.
Szybist et al., 20118 also report that “while gasoline DI technology is beneﬁcial for
4
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fuel economy, it produces an increase in particulate matter emissions in comparison to
PFI engines” and provide several references to support that fact. Maricq also notes the
DI PM issue:9
GDI engines offer a number of opportunities for improved fuel efﬁciency, such as
reduced pumping losses, charge air cooling, and downsizing when turbocharged.
But, direct injection of fuel into the engine cylinder is susceptible to incomplete
fuel evaporation and to fuel impingement on piston and cylinder walls, both of
which lead to combustion of liquid fuel and, consequently, to increased PM
emissions.
A recent report by the Health Effects Institute's Special Committee on Emerging
Technologies10 states that the need to improve fuel economy and the need to reduce GHG
emissions are driving the introduction of gasoline direct injection (GDI) technology
because it improves fuel economy and performance. They state GDI is more expensive
than the port fuel injection (PFI) system that it is replacing. They also point out that
because of less complete mixing of the fuel vapor and air in GDI systems, particulate
emissions of the engine increase, including the number of ultrafine particles (UFPs
defined as particles that are less than 100 nanometers (nm) in diameter). Thus additional
technological fixes may be required to meet the Tier 2 PM2.5 emission standards for GDI
vehicles which would incur additional costs. More recently, similar concerns were
echoed by Ayala, Brauer, Mauderly and Samet.11
With respect to current production vehicles, Piock et al., 201112 present results for
particle number and particle mass for a number of production European vehicles that
meet the Euro 4 (2005) standards in their Figure 1. The seven GDI vehicles have an
order of magnitude higher PM mass and PM number emissions than do the three PFI
vehicles.
Because a limit on PM number emissions is under discussion for implementation
in 2014 in Europe, effort toward understanding and reducing PM mass and PM number
emissions from GDI engines is underway. There are two basic approaches on the
Ethanol Blends and Engine Operating Strategy Effects on Light-Duty Spark-Ignition
Engine Particle Emissions, Energy and Fuels, vol. 25, pp. 4977-4985 (2011).
9
M. Matti Maricq, Soot formation in ethanol/gasoline fuel blend diffusion ﬂames,
Combustion and Flame,159 (2012) 170–180.
10
HEI Special Committee on Emerging Technologies, 2011, "The Future of Vehicle
Fuels and Technologies: Anticipating Health Benefits and Challenges," HEI
Communication 16, February 2011.
11
Ayala, A., Brauer, M., Mauderly, J.L. and Samet, J.M., 2011, Air pollutants and
sources associated with health effects, Air Qual. Atmos. Health, DOI 10.1007/s11869011-0155-2.
12
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Gasoline Direct Injection Engines, SAE paper 2011-01-1212.
4

vehicle, (1) optimization of hardware and engine control parameters to reduce the PM
emitted by the engine, and (2) aftertreatment particulate filters. It is not clear how
successful either of these approaches can be. With manufacturers under strong incentives
to optimize engines for fuel economy and cost, optimization for minimum PM mass and
number emissions may conflict with optimization for fuel economy or may add additional
cost for hardware and development. With regard to particulate filters, Piock et al.
indicate:
In principle, particulate filters already in standard use on modern Diesel engine
powered passenger cars can be applied to gasoline engines as well. The typically
smaller particles generated by gasoline engines require a finer filter characteristics
(e.g. cell density, mean pore size and porosity) which consequently leads to a
higher exhaust system backpressure with a negative impact on performance, fuel
consumption and CO2 emissions. The addition of a particulate filter system would
cause a significant increase of the overall after-treatment system complexity and
cost.
The proposed rule is silent on the potential increase in PM mass and number
emissions due to the widespread use of GDI. As noted above, this is a major oversight.
EPA and NHTSA have an obligation to insure that any new fuel or technology developed
for transportation must not adversely impact health or the environment.
C.

Increased ethanol use can decrease PM emissions

There is substantial evidence that increased ethanol use will reduce PM mass and
number emissions from the vehicle fleet. Szybist et al., 2011 also summarize recent
literature for ethanol effects in production engines:13
A number of investigations have examined the effect of ethanol content on
particle emissions in vehicles. Storey et al. found that blends of 10 and 20%
ethanol in gasoline (E10 and E20) decreased particle number emissions during
vehicle drive cycles, with the 20% blend decreasing particles by about 40%
during the high-load US06 vehicle drive cycle. In comparison to gasoline, He et
al. found a 20% reduction in particle emissions with E20 but no change with E10.
Khalek and Bougher showed that E10 increased particle emissions compared to
two different gasoline formulations, both with higher volatility than the E10. This
work showed the importance of the hydrocarbon fraction of the E10 blend and
suggests that the heavier hydrocarbons used to control vapor pressure of E10 may
also increase particulate emissions. Aakko and Nylund found that the particle
mass emissions from 85% ethanol (E85) were comparable to those with gasoline
in a PFI vehicle but that DI (direct injection) fueling with gasoline produced
particle emissions that were an order of magnitude higher. (reference numbers
omitted)

13

Szybist et al., supra note 8.
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The Szybist et al. study investigated the effects of fuel type, fueling strategy, and
engine breathing strategy on particle emissions in a ﬂexible spark ignited engine that was
designed for optimization with ethanol. They report:
When DI fueling is used for gasoline and E20, the particle number emissions are
increased by 1 to 2 orders of magnitude compared to PFI fueling, depending
upon the fuel injection timing. In contrast, when DI fueling is used with E85, the
particle number emissions remain low and comparable to PFI fueling. Thus, by
using E85, the efficiency and power advantages of DI fueling can be gained
without generating the increase in particle emissions observed with gasoline and
E20. The main ﬁnding of the study is that use of E85 results in 1 to 2 orders of
magnitude reduction in particle emissions relative to sDI (spray-guided DI)
fueling with gasoline and E20. Furthermore, sDI particle emissions with E85 are
similar to that for PFI fueling with gasoline. Thus, an increase in particle
emissions beyond that of PFI engines can be prevented while gaining the
efficiency of DI engines using E85.
Storey et al., 201014 characterized the emissions, including PM and aldehydes, from
a U.S. legal stoichiometric direct injected spark ignited (DISI) vehicle operating on E0,
E10, and E20. The PM emissions were characterized for mass, size, number
concentration and OC-EC (organic carbon-elemental carbon) content. The DISI particle
number-size distribution curves were similar in shape to light-duty diesel vehicles
without Diesel Particle Filters, but had lower overall particle number and mass emissions.
The aggressive US06 transient cycle had much higher PM mass emissions in comparison
to the PM mass emission observed for the FTP. With respect to added ethanol, Storey et
al. concluded:
Ethanol blends reduced the PM mass and number concentration emissions for
both transient and steady-state cycles. By increasing the ethanol blend level from
E0 to E20, the average mass emissions declined 30% and 42% over the FTP and
US06, respectively.
Measurements during hot cycle transient operation
demonstrated that E20 also lowered particle number concentrations. The
adoption of small displacement, turbocharged DISI engines into the U.S. fleet is
likely to continue in the future, and the results of this study suggest that increasing
ethanol blend levels in gasoline will lower DISI PM emissions. In addition,
increasing ethanol content significantly reduced the number concentration of 50
and 100 nm particles during gradual and wide open throttle (WOT) accelerations.
Maricq et al., 201215 tested a light-duty truck equipped with a 3.5-L V6 gasoline
14

J. Storey, T. Barone, K. Norman, and S. Lewis, Ethanol Blend Effects On Direct
Injection Spark-Ignition Gasoline Vehicle Particulate Matter Emissions, SAE publication
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turbocharged direct injection engine that is representative of current GDI products, but
contained prototype elements that allowed changes in engine calibrations. Because PM
formation in GDI engines is sensitive to a number of operating parameters, two engine
calibrations were examined to gauge the robustness of the results. The study used four
fuels: certiﬁcation test gasoline (E0), a commercial E10 fuel similar to that expected for
future certiﬁcation, a commercial pump grade E10, and a commercial E100 fuel used for
blending. E100 and E0 were splash-blended to produce E17, E32, and E45 fuels. Maricq
et al. report:
As the ethanol level in gasoline increases from 0% to 20%, there is possibly a
small (<20%) beneﬁt in PM mass and particle number emissions, but this is
within test variability. When the ethanol content increases to >30%, there is a
statistically signiﬁcant 30%–45% reduction in PM mass and number emissions
observed for both engine calibrations.
The results reported by Zhang 16 are also particularly informative. The key results
are shown in Figure 1 below. In this testing, a 2008 FFV was tested on a hot Unified
Cycle on E6, E35, E65, and E85. Ethanol appears to have caused a large reduction in PM
emissions (an particularly PN) from E6 to E35, with further PM reductions as ethanol
concentration increased. However, the most significant PM and PN reductions are
between E6 and E35.
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Zhang et al, “A Comparison of Total mass, Particle Size Distribution and Particle
Number Emissions of Light Duty Vehicles tested at Haagen-Smit Laboratory from 2009
to 2010,” In Proceedings of 21st CRC Real World Emissions Workshop, San Diego, CA,
USA, 20–23 March 2011.
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Figure 1

Thus, there are now a substantial number of studies showing that ethanol blends of
20 % and higher reduce PM mass and number emissions in a variety of engines and
vehicles.
In addition to the evidence that increased ethanol use will reduce PM mass and
number, the Agencies acknowledge that the proposal will increase the fraction of the U.
S. fuel supply that is made up of renewable fuels. The proposal indicates:17
For the purposes of this emission analysis, we assume that all gasoline in
the timeframe of the analysis is blended with 10 percent ethanol (E10). However,
as a consequence of the fixed volume of renewable fuels mandated in the RFS2
rulemaking and the decreasing petroleum consumption predicted here, we
anticipate that this proposal would in fact increase the fraction of the U.S.
fuel supply that is made up by renewable fuels.
D.
17

The EPA and NHTSA proposal does not account for the increased PM
emissions from GDI technology

Fed. Reg., supra note 2, at 75103.
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Despite the evidence that widespread use of GDI may increase PM emissions, the
proposal does not address the issue. The proposal does note that:
EPA has the discretion under the CAA to consider many related factors, such as
the availability of technologies, the appropriate lead time for introduction of
technology, and based on this the feasibility and practicability of their standards;
the impacts of their standards on emissions reductions (of both GHGs and nonGHGs);18
The Joint NPRM considers several impacts of the proposal on non-GHGs, both
positive and negative. For example, the analysis evaluates the impact that reductions in
domestic fuel refining and distribution due to lower fuel consumption will have on U.S.
emissions of various pollutants. In addition, the analysis evaluates the increase in
emissions from additional vehicle use associated with the rebound effect from higher fuel
economy. As the various positive and negative impacts on non-GHGs and considered,
the proposal indicates:19
Thus the net effect of stricter CAFE standards on emissions of each pollutant
depends on the relative magnitudes of its reduced emissions in fuel refining and
distribution, and increases in its emissions from vehicle use.
However, there is no discussion in the in the proposal indicating that EPA
considered whether the technologies assumed in the proposal would increase non-GHG
emissions. This is an important oversight. Instead, EPA merely assumed that they would
not. For example, the proposal indicates:20
The agencies’ analysis assumes that the per-mile emission rates for cars and light
trucks produced during the model years affected by the proposed rule will
remain constant at the levels resulting from EPA’s Tier 2 light duty vehicle
emissions standards.
Thus, EPA assumed there would be no impact of the fuel economy technologies on nonGHG or air pollutant emissions. In this regard, it is important to note that NHTSA’s draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) does not comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The DEIS notes that “complex” factors determine
how the proposed standards will affect criteria or precursor emissions and air toxics. 21
18

Ibid., at 74903.
Ibid., at 74899.
20
Ibid., at 74933.
21
The DEIS states:
19

“The increases and decreases in [criteria and toxic air pollutant] emissions
reflect the complex interactions among tailpipe emission rates of the various
vehicle types, the technologies assumed to be incorporated by manufacturers
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One aspect of these “complex interactions” that certainly merits attention is the potential
effect of technological innovation on criteria and toxic pollutants, in the absence of
improved in-use fuel standards. As HEI’s February 2011 study noted, the use of GDI
technology increases some current gasolines’ particulate emissions.22 Without NHTSA
having directly addressing that study in the DEIS, the Agencies simply note in the NPRM
that “the net effect of stricter standards on emissions of each criteria pollutant depends on
the relative magnitudes of reduced emissions from fuel refining and distribution, and
increases in emissions resulting from added vehicle use.” 76 Fed. Reg. at 74,933. That
cursory observation does not meet the requirements of NEPA for a “thorough
investigation” and a “candid acknowledgment” of risks. Nat’l Audubon Soc. v. Dept.
Navy, 422 F.3d 174, 185 (4th Cir. 2005; see also Natural Resources Defense Council,
Inc. v. Morton, 458 F.2d 827, 838 (D.C. Cir. 1972); Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390,
410 fn. 21 (1976); 'Ilio'ulaokalani Coalition v. Rumsfeld, 464 F.3d 1083, 1094 (9th Cir.
2006; accord, Ctr. for Biological Diversity v. Nat’l Highway Traffic Safety Admin., 538
F.3d 1172, 1223 (9th Cir. 2008).
II. Potential Fuel Parameter Changes
A. Background
In the Joint NPRM EPA did not evaluate potential fuel quality changes in the GHG
proposal. The proposed rule contains the following discussion with respect to the Tier 3
standards and possible fuel changes: 23
In the May 21, 2010 Presidential Memorandum, in addition to addressing GHGs
and fuel economy, the President also requested that EPA examine its broader motor
vehicle air pollution control program. The President requested that ‘‘[t]he
Administrator of the EPA review for adequacy the current nongreenhouse gas
emissions regulations for new motor vehicles, new motor vehicle engines, and
motor vehicle fuels, including tailpipe emissions standards for nitrogen oxides and
air toxics, and sulfur standards for gasoline. If the Administrator of the EPA finds
that new emissions regulations are required, then I request that the Administrator of
the EPA promulgate such regulations as part of a comprehensive approach toward
regulating motor vehicles.’’ 24
in response to the proposed standards, upstream emission rates, the relative
proportions of gasoline and diesel in total fuel consumption reductions, the
proportion of electric vehicles in the passenger car and light truck population,
and increases in VMT.”
DEIS at S-13.
22
Health Effects Institute, Communication 16: The Future of Vehicle Fuels and
Technologies: Anticipating Health Benefits and Challenges (Feb. 2011). See id. at 3-5.
23
The 3 footnotes in this section are from the EPA proposal
24
The Presidential Memorandum is found at:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/ presidential-memorandum-regarding-fuelefficiency-standards.
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EPA is currently in the process of conducting an assessment of the potential need
for additional controls on light-duty vehicle non-GHG emissions and gasoline fuel
quality. EPA has been actively engaging in technical conversations with the
automobile industry, the oil industry, nongovernmental organizations, the states,
and other stakeholders on the potential need for new regulatory action, including
the areas that are specifically mentioned in the Presidential Memorandum. EPA will
coordinate all future actions in this area with the State of California.
Based on this assessment, in the near future, EPA expects to propose a separate but
related program that would, in general, affect the same set of new vehicles on the
same timeline as would the proposed light-duty GHG emissions standards. It would
be designed to address air quality problems with ozone and PM, which continue to
be serious problems in many parts of the country, and light-duty vehicles continue
to play a significant role.
EPA expects that this related program, called ‘‘Tier 3’’ vehicle and fuel standards,
would among other things propose tailpipe and evaporative standards to reduce
non-GHG pollutants from light-duty vehicles, including volatile organic
compounds, nitrogen oxides, particulate matter, and air toxics. EPA’s intent, based
on extensive interaction to date with the automobile manufacturers and other
stakeholders, is to propose a Tier 3 program that would allow manufacturers to
proceed with coordinated future product development plans with a full
understanding of the major regulatory requirements they will be facing over the
long term. This coordinated regulatory approach would allow manufacturers to
design their future vehicles so that any technological challenges associated with
meeting both the GHG and Tier 3 standards could be efficiently addressed.
It should be noted that under EPA’s current regulations, GHG emissions and CAFE
compliance testing for gasoline vehicles is conducted using a defined fuel that does
not include any amount of ethanol. 25 If the certification test fuel is changed to some
ethanol-based fuel through a future rulemaking, EPA would be required under
EPCA to address the need for a test procedure adjustment to preserve the level of
stringency of the CAFE standards. 26 EPA is committed to doing so in a timely
manner to ensure that any change in certification fuel will not affect the stringency
of future GHG emission standards.
The discussion indicates EPA will evaluate changes to certification fuel in Tier 3,
and if there are changes made to this certification fuel, that EPA would be required under
EPCA to preserve the stringency of the GHG standards. Thus, EPA acknowledges that
certification fuel has an effect on GHG emissions, and therefore also acknowledges that
25

See 40 CFR 86.113–94(a).
EPCA requires that CAFE tests be determined
from the EPA test procedures in place as of 1975, or procedures that give comparable
results. 49 USC 32904(c).
26
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vehicles and fuels operate as a system, not only for the critieria pollutants like PM and
NOx, but also GHGs. And yet, EPA did not evaluate changes in fuel for the GHG rule.
Growth Energy believes that because vehicles and fuels are obviously inseparable when it
comes to both criteria pollutants and GHG emissions, that the Agencies should have
evaluated both changes to vehicles and fuels for the GHG rule.
EPA has not yet published its Tier 3 proposal, and it is possible that EPA will
propose new certification fuel requirements that directly affects the ability of automakers
to meet the GHG requirements. Therefore, new certification fuels should have been
examined in the GHG requirements, and it is in this context that Growth Energy proposes
a new certification and in-use fuel for 2017 and later cars and light duty trucks. We
believe that EPA and the Agencies should examine this proposed certification and in-use
fuel as an alternative in developing the final GHG/CAFÉ rules for 2017-2025 vehicles.
B. Growth Energy’s Proposal
Growth Energy’s proposal for 2017 certification fuel is shown in Table 3. This
certification fuel is essentially the same as the Alliance of Automobile Manufacturer’s
proposal to CARB, but with the addition of 20 volume percent more ethanol, so that
octane is higher, the distillation parameters are changed, and other parameters are lower
by dilution.
Table 3. Growth Energy’s 2017+ Certification Fuel Proposal
Property
Growth Energy Proposal
Octane (min - AKI or FON)
94
Sulfur (ppm)
7-8, max.
RVP (psi)
6.2-6.8
Total Aromatics (vol %)
12-16
Multi Substituted Alkyl
10, max.
Aromatics (vol %)
Olefins
4
T50
150-190
T90
280-295
Benzene
0.4
Oxygen (wt %)
10-10.5
Ethanol (vol %)
29.5 – 30.5
Fuel marketers would be required to produce fuel that would be similar to this
proposed fuel for 2017+ vehicles.27 In conventional areas of the U.S., it would meet
EPA’s sulfur, MSAT and RVP regulations, but still have 94 octane and 30% ethanol. In
reformulated gasoline areas, it would meet the requirements of the RFG regulations, the
27

Subject to approval/oversight by EPA and others, E30 could be marketed to FFVs prior
to calendar year 2017. Current FFV customers probably often have E30 in their fuel tanks
if they switch back-and-forth between E85 and E0.
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low sulfur regulations, and the MSAT and RVP regulations, but otherwise have 94 octane
and 30% ethanol.
Most of the U.S. already has E10, so both RFG and conventional fuel already
contains E10 for the current fleet. Adding 20% more ethanol to these fuels would
increase octane, reduce sulfur, reduce RVP, reduce total and multi-substituted aromatics,
olefins, benzene, and change the T50 and T90 points.
Other concepts of this proposal are as follows:
Ø Automakers would certify 2017+ vehicles only on E30, they would not be
required to certify on E10. The legacy fleet would continue to operate on E10
Ø Ramp-up of ethanol for E30 would build with the introduction of each successive
model year of 2017+ vehicles. Ethanol would have to be used preferentially for
E30, then for E10 in the legacy fleet.
Ø There may be a net positive impact on upstream GHG emissions from producing
the base gasoline (normalized to gasoline volume); this would have to be
evaluated
The primary advantages of implementing this type of fuel are:
Ø Low carbon intensity ethanol volumes ramp up slowly from calendar year 2017
as the new vehicles using this fuel are introduced into the fleet, and continue
ramping up well beyond the 2020-2022 timeframe, providing ongoing upstream
(i.e., lifecycle) GHG reductions well into the future (through 2040) beyond the
RFS.
Ø Currently the cellulosic projections in the RFS are not being met in part because
the United States ethanol market is saturated by E10. Creating an E30
certification fuel would send a fresh market signal to the cellulosic industry that
market space is being created through this new fuel standard. To meet the 36
billion gallon biofuel projection by 2022, market access for advanced (50%
lifecycle emissions reduction) and cellulosic ethanol (60% lifecycle emissions
reduction) must be offered a path. This proposal would provide that opportunity
as well as the other benefits a higher octane standard would offer.
Ø Automakers should be able to use the higher octane ethanol fuel to boost engine
efficiency beyond the engine efficiency obtained from the current Agency
proposal (tailpipe GHG emissions would be the same as the Agency proposal),
maintaining the same fuel economy and vehicle range
Ø Importantly, exhaust Particulate Matter (PM) emissions and carbon monoxide
(CO) emissions from 2017-2025 model year vehicles would be much lower than
the current proposal because of increased fuel oxygen content
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Other criteria pollutant emissions (exhaust and evaporative NMOG and NOx) from onroad 2017+ motor vehicles should be the same with E30 as with current certification fuel,
whether they are Tier 2 or Tier 3 vehicles, since the same tailpipe and evaporative
standards must be met. Distribution of the E30 fuel should ultimately be no more difficult
than E85 distribution, which has to take place anyway because of the RFS. The slow
phase-in of E30 gives time for additional low carbon intensity (i.e., cellulose and other)
ethanol supplies to develop.
C. The Ramp-up of Low CI Ethanol and Additional GHG Reductions
For the RFS, EPA estimates that ethanol from cornstarch peaks at 15 bgy in 2014.
Additional increases in ethanol volumes are projected to come from advanced ethanol
and cellulosic ethanol. Advanced ethanol is required to have a 50% reduction in lifecycle
GHG emissions from gasoline, and cellulosic ethanol is required to have a 60% reduction
in lifecycle emissions from gasoline. These additional volumes currently are projected to
go into FFVs.
The ethanol volumes produced above E10 level could go into the 2017 and later
vehicle fleet as E30, and additional ethanol volumes (as E85 or E3), would go into FFVs.
The amount of ethanol needed for the 2017 and later model year vehicles would slowly
build as these vehicles are introduced. These advanced and cellulosic volumes would
increase steadily until the on-road fleet is fully turned over to 2017 and later vehicles.
Figure 2 shows the allocation of ethanol into different fleet sectors, assuming the
AEO2011 volumes. This figure was developed using a fuel consumption model for the
passenger car and LDT fleet, which was adjusted to include the effects of the 2012-2016
regulations and the 2017-2025 proposed rule. The decision priority for the use of ethanol
was:
•
•
•

E30 in 2017+ vehicles first
E10 in legacy fleet, including FFVs
E85 in FFVs (if E30 were used, refueling frequency with E30 would be higher)
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Figure 2

Ethanol Consumption (Billion Gallons/Year)
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During the 2005 to 2010 period, E10 is ramping up in the fleet. Between 2010 and
2015, E85 use starts to increase. In the 2015-2020 period, E30 use starts in the 2017 and
later fleet. This directly affects the frequency of E85 use in the FFVs. E10 volumes start
to decline because the fleet is more fuel efficient, and vehicles using E10 (2016 and
earlier) are declining in population. Between 2020 and 2025, E30 use is expanding
rapidly, and E10 and E85 use continues to decline (although E30 could be used in FFVs
as well). In 2030, E30 use is still increasing, and E10 use and E85 use are low by
comparison.
We performed the same analysis for the AEO2012 Early Release values, and the
E30 fleet did not utilize all of the ethanol from the FFVs, indicating expected available
supplies of ethanol.
The addition of 20% more ethanol into E10 to boost octane value is expected to
reduce the price of the blend relative to regular E10, not increase it. Table 4 shows
average octane values for three octane blending components (alkylate, toluene, and
ethanol) averaged over the period from January 2007 through February 2012. These
values are determined by the bulk market price (Gulf Coast) of each component divided
the blending octane of each component. For example, if ethanol is priced at 26 cents
over unleaded gasoline and ethanol has a 113 blending octane, then the octane value of
ethanol would be 26 cents divided by 26 (113 ethanol octane less 87 unleaded gasoline
octane) or 1 cent per ethanol octane number.
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The results show that ethanol is the cheapest octane blending component, and that the
addition of ethanol reduces the price of the blend, and does not increase it like the other
blending components.
Octane Values (cents per gallon) of Several Blending Components from January
2007 through February 2012
Octane Value
Alkylate
Toluene
Ethanol
2.19
4.48
3.71
-0.12
In Figure 3 we evaluated Ethanol, Alkylate and Toluene as components in a
gasoline blend. We focused on formula octane as the sole value of each component,
similar to a refiner evaluation of a commercially available stream. The solid black line
represents the commercial gasoline value of octane as represented in the market by the
relative cost of premium 93 FON conventional gasoline versus regular 87 FON
conventional gasoline in the Gulf Coast spot bulk market. This is a good benchmark of
octane value to a refiner as they optimize the mix of premium versus regular gasoline
they make relative to the properties of the blending components they produce or
purchase. The remaining lines represent Alkylate, Ethanol and Toluene. Over the entire
period, ethanol is the least expensive octane blending component.
Figure 3
Octane Value Trend
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Tol vs octane

EtOH vs Octane

C.

Engine Efficiency

Ethanol has several properties that make it very desirable blendstock with
gasoline. These were discussed in a paper referred to earlier.28
The high octane of ethanol allows the use of higher compression ratios,
particularly in dedicated ethanol vehicles. The high heat of vaporization produces
a charge cooling effect, which is particularly effective with direct injection
engines, that can again allow higher compression ratios. This effect is enhanced
by the increased volume of fuel that is required to compensate for the lower
energy content of ethanol. Even when a vehicle is not optimized to take advantage
of some of ethanol’s attributes, the higher octane and faster flame propagation
speeds for ethanol result in increased efficiency (miles per BTU of energy present
in the fuel used) for high ethanol blends relative to gasoline.
The paper goes on to show that there is an approximate 2% efficiency gain for
E85 in 2010 FFVs on E85, which are not optimized on E85 but on E0, and some
companies are able to do better than this across their portfolio.
A second study by Delphi examined changes in performance and efficiency on an
engine equipped with gasoline direct injection and other control technologies at different
gasoline/ethanol blend levels.29 The study investigated methods of improving fuel
consumption when fueled with E85.
The benefit of the improved strategies for reducing the disparity between fuel
consumption with gasoline and E85 is almost entirely offset on the FTP city cycle
but is less effective as the demands of the driving conditions increase. At highway
cruise speeds the shift schedule has no effect since the vehicles is in overdrive in
all cases, only the benefits of the lower final driver ratio and the engine
modifications are evident.
The paper then goes on to discuss the potential benefits of lower ethanol blends:
It is also important to consider that many of the techniques used to improve
performance on E85 would also improve fuel consumption with gasoline or lower
ethanol blends. Differences will show up more in performance and may need a
shift schedule dependent on the ethanol blends torque capability. Ethanol blends
from near E20 provide a good compromise, enabling most of the performance of
28

Ethanol – the primary renewable liquid fuel”, Datta, Maher, Jones, and Brinker, J.
Chem. Technol. Biotechnol., 2011; 86:473-480
29
“Engine Efficiency Improvements Enabled by Ethanol Fuel Blends in a GDi VVA Flex
Fuel Engine”, Moore, Foster, and Hoyer, SAE2011-01-0900, 4/12/2011.
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an E85 blend with a significantly reduced energy penalty. Blends in this range
would likely be able to offset the fuel density penalties with improved efficiency
while providing superior performance to gasoline.
The above discussions highlight the need to focus more on the power density of
ethanol (power per unit volume) rather than the energy density (heat content per unit
volume). When automakers can optimize on a particular ethanol blend, they are able to
take increased advantage of ethanol’s power density as opposed to its energy density,
thereby improving vehicle fuel economy and extending vehicle range between refills.
Much additional research is taking place in this area which will be released in the coming
months.
D. Cost-Benefit Analysis
The oversight with regard to potential PM increases due to widespread DGI use is
important because PM effects are a substantial consideration in the cost-benefit analysis.
In summarizing the benefits analysis, the proposal emphasizes PM benefits noting:30
The benefits include all benefits considered by EPA such as GHG reductions, PM
benefits, energy security and other externalities such as reduced refueling time
and accidents, congestion and noise.
In a description of the major components of the cost-benefit analysis the proposal
indicates:31
The net benefits of EPA’s proposal consist of the effects of the proposed
standards on:
• The vehicle costs;
• Fuel savings associated with reduced fuel usage resulting from the proposed
program
• Greenhouse gas emissions;
• Other air pollutants;
• Other impacts, including noise, congestion, accidents;
• Energy security impacts;
• Changes in refueling events;
• Increased driving due to the ‘‘rebound’’ effect.
The proposed rule also acknowledges that the agencies’ analysis includes no
estimates of the direct health or other benefits associated with reductions in emissions of
criteria pollutants other than PM.32 Therefore, two of the major drivers in the list of costbenefit categories above, “other air pollutants” and “increased driving due to the rebound
effect” are determined by PM emissions. The reason that PM dominates the EPA non30

Federal Register, supra note 2, at 74893.
Ibid., at 75113.
32
Ibid., at 74933.
31
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GHG analysis is that the damage cost in Table II-8 is much greater for PM than for other
criteria pollutants.33
Therefore, even if EPA determines that it cannot implement Growth Energy’s
proposal at the current time, given the limits on the current rulemaking, the Final Rule
should evaluate and consider both the increased PM due to GDI use and the potential for
more widespread ethanol use to decrease PM emissions. In considering the increased PM
due to widespread use of GDI technology, the final rule should consider the increase in
PM mass as well as particle number.34 The emission of, effects from, and potential
mitigation of ultrafine particles from vehicles are all active research areas. In addition,
various approaches for setting particle number standards for vehicles are being
considered in Europe and California. Within the time frame of the regulations in the
proposed rule, the importance of ultrafine particles and their control will be understood.
The final rule should also consider potential ways of mitigating the PM increases
from GDI use. The mitigation methods examined should include both fuel-related
methods and aftertreatment. Higher ethanol use should be thoroughly evaluated. Higher
ethanol use will increase octane, reduce PM (as shown above), and improve the GHG
benefits of the rule. In contrast, aftertreatment (particle filters) works against improving
GHG emissions by increasing vehicle cost and increasing backpressure that reduces
performance and fuel economy.
Among the fuel-related mitigation methods, further regulation of the composition
of gasoline should be considered since there is evidence that the heavier components of
gasoline, i.e., the aromatics, contribute substantially to PM emissions.35
It is also important to note that Tier 2 and Tier 3 vehicles will have to meet very
low emission standards for evaporative NMOG, exhaust NMOG, CO, and NOx, no
matter what fuel they are certified on. So ultimately, there should be no difference in
these emissions between an E10 fuel and an E30 fuel. A number of manufacturers offer
33

Ibid., at 74936.
In the recent California GHG rulemaking, the Air Resources Board avoided this issue
by assuming that PM mass emissions from PFI and GDI would be similar based primarily
on speculative assumptions about future GDI technology and deterioration rates.
35
Iizuka, M., Kirii, A., Takeda, H., Watanabe, H. (2007). Effect of Fuel Properties on
Particulate Matter Emissions from a Direct Injection Gasoline Vehicle. JSAE Technical
Paper 20074414, 2007,
http://www.pecj.or.jp/japanese/overseas/asian/asia_symp_5th/pdf_5th/15MasashiIizuka.pdf; Jetter, J. (2010). Effect of Fuel Composition on PM Emissions, LEV
III Workshop, May 18, 2010, El Monte, California; Aikawa, K., Sakurai, T., Jetter, J.J.
(2010). Development of a Predictive Model for Gasoline Vehicle Particulate Matter
Emissions. SAE Technical Paper 2010-01-2115. DOI: 10.4271/2010-01-2115; Khalek
I.A., Bougher T., Jetter, J. (2010). Particle Emissions from a 2009 Gasoline Direct
Injection Engine Using Different Commercially Available Fuels. SAE Technical Paper
2010-01-2117. DOI: 10.4271/2010-01-2117.
34
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FFVs that meet Tier 2 and emission standards on E85 and E0 now. Increasing ethanol
from E10 to E30 reduces fuel volatility, so depending on a final volatility specification,
meeting evaporative requirements could be somewhat less difficult with an E30 blend.
Fuel system permeation also contributes to evaporative emissions. Permeation emissions
have not been studied on E30 blends, but a Coordinating Research Council study on
permeation from ethanol blends between E6 and E20 found that increasing ethanol
content from E10 to E20 increased diurnal permeation emissions by about 16% on five
vehicles, however, one FFV that was tested experienced lower permeation emissions on
E20 than E10. 36 This factor should also be considered in a revised cost-benefit analysis.

36

CRC Report No. E-65-3, “Fuel Permeation From Automotive Systems: E0, E6, E10,
E20, and E85”, Harold Haskew and Associates and McClement of ATL for Coordinating
Research Council, December 2006.
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Exhibit B

Docket ID No. EPA–HQ–OAR–2011-0135
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Mailcode: 6102T
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20560
Growth Energy’s Comments on EPA’s Proposed Control of Air Pollution from Motor Vehicles: Tier 3
Motor Vehicle Emission and Fuel Standards
To Whom It May Concern:
Growth Energy is the leading trade association for America’s ethanol producers and supporters. Growth
Energy represents 79 ethanol production facilities and thousands of ethanol supporters across the nation.
We promote expanding the use of ethanol in gasoline, decreasing our dependence on foreign oil, improving
our environment and creating American jobs. Ethanol is a home-grown, renewable fuel that provides
significant benefits to our nation’s air quality. We vigorously support the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS)
and the continued use of ethanol in our nation’s fuel supply as it significantly reduces carbon monoxide,
particulate matter and greenhouse gas emissions. As such, we are pleased to have this opportunity to
comment on the Agency’s proposed “Tier 3” Emission and Fuel Standards as there are several key issues
that, when addressed, will continue to promote the expanded use of biofuels in our nation’s transportation
fuel system.
In particular, Growth Energy fully supports the use of E15 emission certification fuel, the introduction of a
high octane, low-emission E30 certification fuel, and the treatment of midlevel ethanol blends (E16-50) as
alternative fuels. We also have several concerns about some of the specific standards for Denatured Fuel
Ethanol (DFE) and some of the hurdles to the potential use of an E30 certification fuel. We also continue to
stress the Agency’s importance to the deployment of higher ethanol blends into the marketplace in order to
fulfill the goals of improving air quality, reduce greenhouse gas emissions as well as to achieve the RFS
volumes.
Growth Energy Strongly Supports an E15 Certification Fuel
Growth Energy saw the need for additional market space for the higher biofuel volumes called for under the
RFS and subsequently filed the Green Jobs waiver for E15 with the Agency in 2009. In January 2011, the
Agency approved the waiver for 2001 and newer light duty vehicles. While the critics have done everything
in their power to prevent higher ethanol blends in the marketplace, EPA has appropriately proposed that all
2017 and newer vehicles should be certified on E15 – clearly the fuel of the near future. Nearly the entire
American vehicle fleet fuels on E10 today rather than E0. Now that EPA has approved E15 and the U.S.
Supreme Court has denied cert on the critics’ lawsuits to prevent the implementation of the E15 waiver, it
only makes sense that the automakers and the American public move forward with what EPA views as a
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major transportation gasoline blend in the near term. With the approach of the RFS blend wall, it only
makes sense that we will begin to see more E15 in the marketplace. Additionally, more than 70 percent of
the vehicles on the road have been approved by EPA for use with E15 (model years 2001 and newer), and
two major automobile manufacturers, Ford and General Motors, are already warrantying their newer
vehicles for E15 – GM for model years 2012 and 2013 and Ford for model year 2013 (Oil Price Information
Service, October 2, 2012 “Ford and GM Okay E15 Blends for Newer Vehicles”).
Growth Energy also recognizes ethanol’s important octane contribution to the nation’s fuel supply. As it
relates to the proposed E15 certification fuel, we feel that it is crucial that any additional octane achieved by
adding ethanol should not be lost by making lower-octane gasoline blendstocks (CBOB and RBOB). As
such, Growth Energy believes that a higher octane level certification fuel would be more reflective of in-use
octane levels of E15 fuels. Specifically, we recommend a base octane level of 88.5 - 90 [(R+M)/2]. With
the addition of ethanol, it may also be necessary to lower aromatics, benzene and specific distillation
temperature limits. ASTM Standard D4814 uses a T50 distillation temperature range of 150 – 190 degrees,
while EPA proposed a T50 distillation temperature range of 170-190 degrees. EPA should lower the lower
end of the temperature range to be consistent with the ASTM standard. Growth Energy also agrees that
additional ethanol use can, and should, lower total aromatics, and that should be reflected in the E15
certification fuel accordingly.
Demonstration of Ethanol’s Emissions Benefits and Growth Energy’s Support of a Workable E30
Certification Fuel
We wholeheartedly agree with EPA’s assessment that the proposed standards “represent a ‘systems
approach’ to reducing vehicle-related exhaust and evaporative emissions by addressing the vehicle and fuel
as a system.” Growth Energy made substantive comments in this regard on the Agency’s proposed
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards for 2017 and Later Model
Year Light-Duty Vehicles aimed to aid the automakers as they design the next generation of vehicles to take
advantage of ethanol’s octane and emissions properties, as well as a means to achieve the goals of the RFS.
Numerous studies have shown that as our nation moves to smaller, higher-compression engines, higher
octane fuels using ethanol will be required. These higher-octane fuels using ethanol should not be more
expensive – like today’s premium. Later in these comments we present the results of a study that shows
these fuels will likely be lower cost than today’s regular. EPA should insist that refineries and fuel
producers not reduce the quality of our nation’s fuel and potentially jeopardize the nation’s air quality.
While Aromatic Gasoline Components Substantially Increase PM Emissions, Ethanol Improves Air
Quality
As we noted in previous comments to the Agency, numerous studies have looked at the impact of fuel
quality on emissions from vehicles. These studies have found that the heavier gasoline componentsaromatics - substantially increase particulate matter (PM) emissions (Iizuka, M., Kirii, A., Takeda, H.,
Watanabe, H. (2007). Effect of Fuel Properties on Particulate Matter Emissions from a Direct Injection
Gasoline Vehicle. JSAE Technical Paper 20074414, 2007,
http://www.pecj.or.jp/japanese/overseas/asian/asia_symp_5th/pdf_5th/15MasashiIizuka.pdf; Jetter, J. (2010). Effect of Fuel Composition on PM Emissions, LEV III Workshop,
May 18, 2010, El Monte, California; Aikawa, K., Sakurai, T., Jetter, J.J. (2010). Development of a
Predictive Model for Gasoline Vehicle Particulate Matter Emissions. SAE Technical Paper 2010-01-2115.
DOI: 10.4271/2010-01-2115; Khalek I.A., Bougher T., Jetter, J. (2010). Particle Emissions from a 2009
Gasoline Direct Injection Engine Using Different Commercially Available Fuels. SAE Technical Paper
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2010-01-2117. DOI: 10.4271/2010-01-2117.)
Alternatively, there is substantial evidence that increased ethanol will actually reduce particulate matter
mass and number emissions (PM and PN) from the vehicle fleet. Szybist et al.,(J. Szybist, A. Youngquist,
T. Barone, J. Storey, W. Moore, M. Foster, and K. Confer, Ethanol Blends and Engine Operating Strategy
Effects on Light-Duty Spark Ignition Engine Particle Emissions, Energy and Fuels, vol. 25, pp. 4977-4985,
2011) also summarize recent literature on how ethanol affects production engines:
A number of investigations have examined the effect of ethanol content on particle emissions in
vehicles. Storey et al. found that blends of 10 and 20% ethanol in gasoline (E10 and E20) decreased
particle number emissions during vehicle drive cycles, with the 20% blend decreasing particles by
about 40% during the high-load US06 vehicle drive cycle. In comparison to gasoline, He et al.
found a 20% reduction in particle emissions with E20 but no change with E10. Khalek and Bougher
showed that E10 increased particle emissions compared to two different gasoline formulations, both
with higher volatility than the E10. This works showed the importance of the hydrocarbon fraction
of the E10 blend and suggests that the heavier hydrocarbons used to control vapor pressure of E10
may also increase particulate emissions. Aakko and Nylund found that the particle mass emissions
from 85% ethanol (E85) were comparable to those with gasoline in a PFI vehicle but that DI (direct
injection) fueling with gasoline produced particle emissions that were an order of magnitude higher.
The Szybist et al. study investigated the effects of fuel type, fueling strategy, and engine breathing strategy
on particle emissions in a flexible spark ignited engine that was designed for optimization with ethanol.
They report:
When DI fueling is used for gasoline and E20, the particle number emissions are increased by 1 to 2
orders of magnitude compared to PFI fueling, depending upon the fuel injection timing. In contrast,
when DI fueling is used with E85, the particle number emissions remain low and comparable to PFI
fueling. Thus, by using E85, the efficiency and power advantages of DI fueling can be gained
without generating the increase in particle emissions observed with gasoline and E20. The main
finding of the study is that use of E85 results in 1 to 2 orders of magnitude reduction in particle
emissions relative to sDI (spray-guided DI) fueling with gasoline and E20. Furthermore, sDI particle
emissions with E85 are similar to that for PFI fueling with gasoline. Thus, an increase in particle
emissions beyond that of PFI engines can be prevented while gaining the efficiency of DI engines
using E85.
Storey et al., 2010 (J. Storey, T. Barone, K. Norman, and S. Lewis, Ethanol Blend Effects On Direct
Injection Spark-Ignition Gasoline Vehicle Particulate Matter Emissions, SAE publication 2010-01-2129)
characterized the emissions, including PM and aldehydes, from a U.S. legal stoichiometric direct injected
spark-ignited (DISI) vehicle operating on E0, E10, and E20. The PM emissions were characterized for
mass, size, number concentration and OC-EC (organic carbon-elemental carbon) content. The DISI particle
number-size distribution curves were similar in shape to light-duty diesel vehicles without Diesel Particle
Filters, but had lower overall particle number and mass emissions. The aggressive US06 transient cycle had
much higher PM mass emissions in comparison to the PM mass emission observed for the FTP. With
respect to added ethanol, Storey et al. concluded:
Ethanol blends reduced the PM mass and number concentration emissions for both transient and
steady-state cycles. By increasing the ethanol blend level from E0 to E20, the average mass
emissions declined 30% and 42% over the FTP and US06, respectively. Measurements during hot
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cycle transient operation demonstrated that E20 also lowered particle number concentrations. The
adoption of small displacement, turbocharged DISI engines into the U.S. fleet is likely to continue in
the future, and the results of this study suggest that increasing ethanol blend levels in gasoline will
lower DISI PM emissions. In addition, increasing ethanol content significantly reduced the number
concentration of 50 and 100 nm particles during gradual and wide open throttle (WOT)
accelerations.
Maricq et al., 2012 (M. Maricq, J. Szente, and K. Jahr: The Impact of Ethanol Fuel Blends on PM
Emissions from a Light Duty GDI Vehicle, Aerosol Science and Technology, 465, 576-583) tested a lightduty truck equipped with a 3.5-L V6 gasoline turbocharged direct injection engine that is representative of
current GDI products, but contained prototype elements that allowed changes in engine calibrations.
Because PM formation in GDI engines is sensitive to a number of operating parameters, two engine
calibrations were examined to gauge the robustness of the results. The study used four fuels: certification
test gasoline (E0), a commercial E10 fuel similar to that expected for future certification, a commercial
pump grade E10, and a commercial E100 fuel used for blending. E100 and E0 were splash-blended to
produce E17, E32, and E45 fuels. Maricq et al. report:
As the ethanol level in gasoline increases from 0% to 20%, there is possibly a small (<20%) benefit
in PM mass and particle number emissions, but this is within test variability. When the ethanol
content increases to >30%, there is a statistically significant 20%-45% reduction in PM mass and
number emissions observed for both engine calibrations.
The results reported by Zhang (Zhang et al, “A Comparision of Total Mass, Particle size
Distribution and Particle Number Emissions of Light Duty Vehicles tested at Haagen-Smit Laboratory from
2009 to 2010,” In Proceedings of 21st CRC Real World Emissions Workshop, San Diego, CA, USA, 20-23
March 2011) are also particularly informative. The key results are shown below. In this testing, a 2008
FFV was tested on a hot Unified Cycle on E6, E35, E65, and E85. Ethanol appears to have caused a large
reduction in PM emissions (and particularly PN) from E6 to E35, with further PM reductions as ethanol
concentration increased. However, the most significant PM and PN reductions are between E6 and E35.
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EPA's analysis of EPACT data shows the possibility of slightly higher PM emissions with increasing
ethanol concentration. However, the EPACT test fleet was all Tier 2 vehicles, with few if any vehicles with
direct injection. Direct injection vehicles can experience higher baseline PM emissions than ported fuel
injected vehicles, which is the predominate fuel system technology utilized for Tier 2 vehicles. It is likely
that increasing ethanol content would reduce PM on DI vehicles, as shown in the previously referenced
studies in these comments. Also, the fuels used in the EPACT testing program were match-blended. The
higher ethanol blend used in the EPACT study - an E20 fuel - is not likely to be representative of a higher
ethanol blend that would have higher octane. Therefore, the EPACT testing results are not applicable with
respect to PM emissions for the 2017 and later Tier 3 fleet.
Thus, there are now a substantial number of studies showing that ethanol blends of 20 percent and higher
reduce PM mass and number emissions in a variety of engines and vehicles. EPA should review these
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studies in detail and give serious consideration to further regulate the harmful components of gasoline as
well as to encourage the use of additional ethanol as a means to improve the nation’s air quality.

Growth Energy Supports a Workable, E30 Certification Fuel
Based on these findings, Growth Energy is very supportive of the Agency moving forward with an E30
certification fuel for emissions; however, we have significant concerns about some of the unnecessary
hurdles that automakers would experience in order to use such a fuel based on EPA’s proposal.
First, a requirement that the fuel be readily available nationwide is not workable. The distribution of fuels is
largely dependent on some of ethanol’s fiercest critics in the oil industry that continue to stifle the growth of
any blends of ethanol above 10 percent. EPA should not hold the automakers accountable for the oil
industry’s effort to limit the availability of these fuels, and instead, should either allow the automakers to
immediately certify their vehicles on E30 or otherwise require that it be made available nationwide.
Secondly, as we have shown, midlevel ethanol blends make significant contributions to our nation’s air
quality. As such, EPA should consider using its authority and weight to make E30 and other midlevel
ethanol blends more available in the marketplace and should not penalize automakers for making vehicles
capable of using such fuels. By requiring automakers to “demonstrate that vehicles would not operate
appropriately on other available fuels” would run completely counter to their already well-established FFV
production and the intent of making a Flexible Fuel vehicle.
Growth Energy is also concerned that the R-Factor of 0.6 in the current fuel economy equation could also
prevent automakers from using an E30 certification fuel option because of its impact on the fuel economy
standards. The current factor is based on the use of older engine technology using ethanol-free gasoline.
Based on information contained in the docket for the proposal (Aaron Butler, “Analysis of the Effects of
Changing Fuel Properties on the EPA Fuel Economy Equation and R-Factor”), a higher R-factor of 0.8 –
0.9 would be more accurate and may encourage automakers to use an E30 test fuel.
Finally, while we believe it is essential to remove these hurdles in order for automakers to use E30 as a
certification and in-use fuel; we do, however, want to offer the agency the benefit of the extensive work and
research we have done to get an in-use high octane, low-emission fuel into the national marketplace.
Growth Energy commissioned two studies to look at both the refining cost, and distribution costs of
developing a 92 Anti-Knock Index (AKI), E30 gasoline. These studies found that an E30 high octane blend
can be produced for less than the cost of current gasoline, and that the development of the infrastructure
over time is very affordable. Specifically, a 92 AKI E30 can be produced for between $11.7 billion and
$30.8 billion per year less than the cost of current 88 AKI regular gasoline. Additionally, the costs to
develop infrastructure at terminals and gas stations across the country ranged from $0.0024 to $0.0056 per
gallon on a 15-year amortized basis. The complete studies are attached and are briefly summarized here:
MathPro RefineryStudy Shows E30 is Less Expensive Than Today’s Gasoline
The MathPro Refinery study employed a linear programming (LP) model of the U.S. refining sector to
estimate the main economic effects in the U.S. refining sector (including changes in the refining costs of
transportation fuel) and on consumers of future fuel standards requiring the use of 92 AKI gasoline in
HiTech vehicles. The refinery LP model incorporates the molar concentration blending method to represent
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ethanol’s blending octane in the various ethanol/hydrocarbon BOB blends considered. This method
produces estimates of the effective blending octane of ethanol in given ethanol/BOB blends that are
functions of the molar fraction of ethanol in the blend, the octane of the BOB, and the octane of neat ethanol
(109 RON/90 MON). After calibrating the refinery LP model to replicate reported operations of the U.S.
refining sector in 2011, MathPro used the model to assess alternative assumptions on how the new fuel
economy standards and increased ethanol use in the target years would affect the volume of U.S. gasoline
exports in those years. They estimated the effects on refining economics and consumer costs of the various
92 AKI ethanol blend options by comparing the estimated costs returned by the refinery model in the 92
AKI Study cases with those in the corresponding 88 AKI Reference cases. Finally, they developed estimates
in this manner for each of two assumed ethanol price scenarios: Low ethanol price: energy parity (¢/K BTU)
with the wholesale price of 88 AKI E10, and High ethanol price: volumetric parity (¢/gal) with the
wholesale price of 88 AKI E10. MathPro determined that the impact on the cost of transportation fuel was
that the 92 AKI gasoline would be between $11.7 billion per year (ethanol at volumetric parity) and $30.8
billion per year (ethanol at energy parity) less than the current AKI 88 regular gasoline.
Stillwater Associates Marketing and Distribution Study Shows E30 Infrastructure is Very Affordable
Stillwater Associates examined the marketing and distribution costs of widespread distribution of E30 fuel
to 2017 and later motor vehicles (and FFVs). Marketing and distribution costs consist of bulk transport of
additional ethanol, modifications to terminals that store and blend ethanol with gasoline, and modifications
to gasoline stations. Stillwater modeled three cases. In the first case, it was assumed that E30 would be
blended at the terminal and delivered to the station. Both terminals and stations would incur costs because
they are not currently capable of delivering E30 except for a limited number of Midwest localities. The cost
of this case is estimated at $3.5 billion, an average of $37 thousand per participating service station
or$.0024/gallon on a 15-year amortized basis. The second case recognizes that gasoline quality regulations
could drive a different solution. This second case looked at a combination of terminal blending and service
station blending. The case recognizes that in regions where Reid Vapor Pressure (RVP) is controlled by
reformulated gasoline regulations or by State Implementation Plans, current gasoline can be blended with
fuel ethanol through a “blender pump” at the service station to make E30 without requiring a special E30
blendstock. In the Conventional Gasoline areas where RVP is subject to the 1-psi waiver, the E30 would
have to be blended with a separate gasoline blendstock at the distribution terminal and delivered to the gas
station. The cost of the second case is estimated at $5.8 billion, an average of $62 thousand per participating
service station or $.0040/gallon on a 15-year amortized basis. The third case examined the cost of doing all
the E30 blending at the service station through blender pumps and assumes the RVP regulatory issues for
E30 have been addressed. This option provides the retailer with the greatest level of flexibility for offering
different blend levels, but also has the highest cost. The estimated cost of this case is $8.1 billion, or
$87,000 per participating station. Spread over the 15 year life of the equipment, the cost of the changes is
estimated to be $0.0056 per gallon.
Higher Ethanol Blends Improve Air Quality and Warrant Consideration for Higher Reid Vapor
Pressure Limits
In the proposal, EPA seeks comment on whether it is appropriate to allow higher RVP limits for midlevel
in-use ethanol blends (E16-E50). Currently, EPA is required to limit gasoline to 9.0 pounds per square inch
(psi) except in areas where further emission control is required, and E10 currently has a 1 psi waiver
allowing it to rise to 10.0 psi. Any review of RVP and ethanol blends shows that RVP decreases as ethanol
is added and that the highest RVP occurs with an E10 blend (estimated RVP curve below). As ethanol
increases, RVP decreases and better air quality is achieved. Therefore it is certainly appropriate and Growth
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Energy would fully support higher RVP limits for all ethanol blends above E10. It would be counter to the
intent of this proposed rule to continue to provide a waiver for E10 while requiring blends above E10 which
demonstrate better air quality not to enjoy the same treatment.
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Specifically, EPA sought comment on the regulation of midlevel and highlevel ethanol blends (E16-E85) as
an alternative fuel family as discussed in the Herzog memo to the docket (Jeff Herzog, “Possible Approach
to Fuel Quality Standards for Fuel Used in Flexible-Fuel Automotive Spark-Ignition Vehicles (FFVs)”).
Growth Energy fully supports the treatment of ethanol blends above E15 as an alternative fuel family rather
than as gasoline and feels as though EPA can use its authority under 211(C) to take ethanol blends’ lower
RVP relative to E10 gasoline to provide similar RVP leeway as that given to gasoline. Additionally,
because evaporative emissions from the current vehicle fleet are already well controlled and will be further
controlled through the Tier 3 evaporative emissions standards, Growth Energy believes that a similar 1 psi
waiver should also be extended to gasoline blends above E10 as well as midlevel ethanol blends.
Growth Energy Supports a Workable Flex Fuel Vehicle (FFV) Certification Fuel
EPA also proposed a specific “E85” test fuel with an ethanol concentration of E80-E83 that would be made
by blending ethanol (either denatured fuel ethanol or neat ethanol) with the E15 test fuel.
Growth Energy continues to believe that Flexible Fuel vehicles will be essential to use the higher ethanol
blends needed to meet the future volumes of the RFS. As such, it only makes sense to develop a specific
test fuel for FFVs. However, we do not think that the specifications are representative of E85 found in
marketplace, especially since ASTM has published its “Flexible Fuel” specification.
Growth Energy would suggest that the RVP of the FFV certification fuel should be at 9 psi and the ethanol
content should be somewhere in the range of 70-78 percent (E70 – E78).
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EPA must not burden the ethanol industry with additional, unnecessary production restrictions
EPA must not burden the ethanol industry with additional, unnecessary production restrictions.
These restrictions include both the specifications for DFE (denatured fuel ethanol) as well as the process of
blending gasoline with DFE to create ethanol-blended fuels.
a. EPA should change the proposed DFE 10 ppm sulfur cap to a 10 ppm sulfur average to put
DFE on a level playing field with unleaded.
In the past, EPA has regulated DFE with a sulfur limit that “reflects that 30-ppm refinery average.”1
EPA says that “consistent with” its new 10-ppm refinery sulfur standard, EPA proposes “that manufacturers
of DFE for use by oxygenate blenders would be required to meet a 10-ppm sulfur cap.”2 EPA also proposes
that DFE manufacturers would be subject to batch testing (including batch volume, sulfur content, and
denaturant concentration as applicable).3 While the final ethanol blends (e.g., E30, E85, or some other
blend ratio from E16 to E85) would not necessarily be subject to batching testing, EPA here proposes that
the DFE would be tested.
If DFE will have the same batch testing and registration requirements as gasoline, requiring a10 ppm
sulfur cap versus an average could disadvantage DFE versus gasoline, which can generate and profit from
sulfur credits. DFE having the same sulfur limits as gasoline, along with a compliant petroleum blendstock,
will result in ethanol blends having a sulfur limit that is identical to the proposed finished gasoline
specifications.
Furthermore, if the burden of implementing batch testing and reporting is imposed on ethanol
producers, they should be allowed to generate sulfur credits. EPA states that “While certain batches of
ethanol could theoretically be low enough in sulfur to generate credits, it is our desire to limit credit
generation to companies required to comply with the proposed Tier 3 sulfur standards, i.e., refiners and
importers.”4
Growth Energy believes that ethanol producers should not be required to undertake batch testing;
however, if DFE producers are required to complete the batch testing, reporting, and record keeping on DFE
similar to refiner requirements on gasoline, they should have the same ability to generate or use credits.
EPA mistakenly states that “since many refiners currently comply with our standards taking into
consideration the fuel property changes expected as a result of downstream ethanol blending, providing
ethanol blenders with sulfur credit would result in double counting the effects of ethanol.”5 However,
double counting would not result if refiners are assuming that DFE has a sulfur level of 10 ppm. Credits
would only be generated at levels that are below this 10 ppm level.
EPA attempts to further reject ethanol generating sulfur credits by stating that “Over compliance
with the per-gallon cap would not be a valid basis for credit generation, as you would expect that in all cases
the DFE would be below the cap. To allow credit generation, we would need to propose an additional
78 Fed. Reg. at 29,936.
Id.
3 See Id. and Id. at 29,943.
4 Id. at 29,938.
5 Id.
1
2
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annual average sulfur standard for DFE at some level below 10 ppm, and allow credits to be generated for
over compliance with that standard.”6 Ethanol producers should have the same ability to generate credits if
they have the same testing and reporting standards. In order to remain price-competitive with gasoline,
ethanol should be allowed to generate credits in a similar manner as gasoline. Furthermore, such credit
trading could allow ethanol producers to offset the cost of [new] DFE testing and reporting requirements.
b. It is unnecessary to establish benzene, aromatics and olefin limits on DFE.
The Proposed Rule states that limiting denaturants (e.g., to natural gasoline, gasoline, and BOBs
“along with Internal Revenue Service ethanol denaturant requirements would limit benzene, olefins, and
aromatics content of DFE to very low levels.”7 Growth Energy agrees with EPA’s “not proposing any
limits on these parameters in DFE.”8
We further agree that the California DFE standards for benzene, aromatics, and olefins not be
adopted.9 Not only would this impose a testing and record keeping burden on DFE producers, but it would
not be meaningful given that there are no aromatics or olefin limitations for gasoline components (outside of
base and certification fuel standards). 10
c. Benzene limits for ethanol blends must take into account the gasoline blended with ethanol.
EPA believes “it may be possible to set the benzene standard for E51-83 at a 0.20 volume percent
cap or even lower without imposing any burden rather than implementing an average annual benzene
standard similar to that for gasoline.” (Herzog, FQS for FFVs, p. 5) Gasoline has 0.62 volume percent
average maximum benzene content.
A benzene cap of 0.20 percent on ethanol blends would create a tremendous burden on blenders and
could render certain production impossible. For instance, an E51 blend composed of 51 percent DFE and
49 percent certified gasoline would likely have a benzene content of 0.31 percent as the gasoline would
bring 0.62 percent benzene to the mixture. This mixture would not meet the regulatory requirements.
Under the proposed approach, E51-83 could only exist as E75-83 with DFE at a 0.06 percent
benzene and gasoline at 0.62 percent benzene. Higher benzene levels in the gasoline due to averaging
would further limit the hydrocarbon content of this fuel as well as the RVP and cold start capability in cold
weather. It is imperative that EPA provide a higher benzene limit to account for the gasoline blended with
ethanol. Growth Energy feels that EPA should set this benzene standard at 0.62 volume percent, identical to
the gasoline limit.
Id. at 29,938–39.
Id. at 29,936.
8 Id.
9 Id.
10 The California regulations are also inappropriately stringent. California requires ethanol benzene levels to
be 0.06 percent or lower and the denaturant to contain 1.1 percent benzene maximum. This benzene level in
the DFE is 10 percent of the 0.62 percent benzene limit for unleaded gasoline. Ethanol should not bear a
burden so strict compared to gasoline. Also, many natural gasoline streams do not meet this 1.1 percent
benzene specification, as the benzene content is related to the natural gasoline source stream and processing.
Many locations need to use denaturants with non-California-compliant benzene content. Using California
benzene limits would increase costs as many companies would be forced to use far more expensive
denaturants.
6
7
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d. EPA’s streamlined “Blender Option” requirements should be the default regulations for
E16-E85 production (as opposed to full refiner responsibilities).
The Tier 3 rule appropriately recognizes that ethanol blending is of central importance to our
nation’s transportation fuel supply and accomplishing key environmental and energy security goals. To
achieve these goals and maintain a robust domestic transportation fuel supply, it is critical that EPA design
its regulations to facilitate the production and blending of ethanol.
EPA discusses its possible approaches to the regulation of ethanol (and vehicles that use ethanol) in
the Proposed Rule, including the section “Standards for Fuel Used in Flexible Fueled Vehicles.”11 This
section then references a detailed memo to the docket, the FQS for FFVs Memo.
The FQS for FFVs memo outlines two options for regulating manufacturers of E51-E83. Growth
Energy strongly supports “Option 2: Treatment as a Blender” (the “Blender Option”) as the default option.
Under this Blender Option, EPA states that E51-E83 producers can reduce their regulatory burden if they
only use blendstocks that meet certain specifications that would ensure sulfur and benzene does not exceed
appropriate amounts.12
More specifically, under this Blender Option, EPA proposes generally to limit blendstocks for
ethanol blends to gasoline, BOBs, and DFE, as well as natural gas liquids (NGLs) and butane if they are
produced to certain standards. Under this Blender Option, the finished E51-83 would be subject to the
proposed downstream sulfur cap for gasoline of either 65 ppm or 95 ppm.13 A benzene limit would also
apply to the finished blend (as discussed above).
Growth Energy agrees that testing of final blends would not be needed as the DFE and blendstocks
are regulated individually for sulfur and benzene (and RVP issues can be handled in a streamlined fashion
as well).
Growth Energy also believes that the Blender Option requirements could apply equally to E16-E50
as well as E51-E83. The FQS for FFVs memo also notes that “the draft regulations written to address E5183 might be modified to cover E16-50 blends.”14 Growth Energy believes that this Blender Option can be
applied across all ethanol blended fuels from E16-E85. If EPA considers it necessary to further delineate
midlevel ethanol blending, we suggest that applicable ASTM standards already provide a suitable approach.
In particular, ASTM Standard D7794 allows midlevel ethanol blends only to be created from a mixture of
gasoline and DFE, or gasoline and E85.15 Thus, the constituents of midlevel ethanol blends (gasoline, DFE,
78 Fed. Reg. at 29,936–38.
Some ethanol producers may wish to use non-standard blendstocks, which they should maintain the option
to do as long as the end product meets appropriate specifications. Ethanol producers should have the option to
do so, if they opt to undertake broader “refiner” responsibilities. These “refiner” responsibilities could require
batch testing of the end product, and some ethanol producers may consider this extra cost and burden
appropriate.
13 FQS for FFVs Memo, supra, at 7.
14 Id. at 11.
15 See ASTM D7794-12 (D7794) “Standard Practice for Blending Mid-Level Ethanol Fuel Blends for FlexibleFuel Vehicles with Automotive Spark-Ignition Engines.” This standard incorporates by reference ASTM
standards governing the permissible constituents of MLEBs including one for gasoline (D4814), as well as
ASTM D4806-12 (“Standard Specification for Denatured Fuel Ethanol for Blending with Gasolines for Use as
11
12
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and E85) are already controlled. This is consistent with the streamlined “Blender Option” that avoids batch
testing for blends when the constituents of those blends are already controlled.
While we support EPA’s Blender Option approach, blendstocks for ethanol blends (i.e., those
substances blended with DFE to achieve a certain ethanol/“gasoline” blend) should not be regulated more
than is necessary to accomplish EPA’s emission-control goals, as further discussed immediately below.
i. Under the Blender Option, gasoline blendstocks should be allowed for blending (in
addition to NGLs and butane) as long as they meet adequate specifications.
Light straight run naphtha, hydrotreated naphthas, and hydrotreated natural gasoline are potential
streams to consider. These gasoline blendstocks could be subject to the same sulfur and benzene
specifications as NGLs and butane and should be allowed as blendstocks for ethanol blends.
ii. We agree with EPA that addressing RVP in blends does not require batch testing.
EPA states that “For blenders that use only gasoline, BOB’s, and DFE to produce E51-83,
demonstration of compliance with the maximum RVP standard under consideration could be accomplished
by retention of Product Transfer Documents for the blendstocks.”16
Additionally, EPA raises the issue of whether the SAE “Model for Estimating Vapor Pressures of
Commingled Ethanol Fuels” is adequate to avoid testing for NGLs and refinery naphthas for RVP.17
Growth Energy agrees that the SAE model referenced in the FQS for FFVs memo should be adequate to
avoid testing for NGLs and refinery naphthas for RVP.18
EPA states that “Given the proposal in the Tier 3 NPRM to limit the denaturants that can be used to
manufacture DFE to NGL, gasoline, and BOBs, and the narrow range in denaturant concentration, we
believe that the RVP of different batches DFE would not vary substantially. Therefore, we currently do not
believe that deliveries of new batches of DFE into the storage tank used to produce E51-83 would
necessitate a return to per batch testing.”19 We agree that the variability of the ethanol RVP would not vary
substantially, and batch testing should not be required, with a 5 percent denaturant cap.20

Automotive Spark-Ignition Fuel”) (DFE) and ASTM D5798-12 (“Standard Specification for Ethanol Fuel Blends
for Flexible-Fuel Automotive Spark-Ignition Engines”) (HLEBs).
16 FQS for FFVs Memo, at 7.
17 By way of background, EPA stated “If NGL and/or butane were used to manufacture E51-83, demonstration
of compliance with a maximum RVP requirement could not be accomplished merely by retention of [product
transfer documents (PTDs)] indicating that blendstocks were produced subject to applicable standards.…
However, it may be possible to avoid sampling and testing for RVP as well. RVP models exist that could
perhaps be developed further to avoid the need for sampling and testing for RVP when NGL or butane were
used, but they are not yet applicable to these blends.” Id.
18 See id. at 7 n. 22 (referencing SAE paper 2007-01-4006, “A Model for Estimating the Vapor Pressures of
Commingled Ethanol Fuels.”).
19 Id. at 8.
20 [By way of example, 5 percent denaturant would create a .75 psi difference between a 9 psi and 14.5 psi
denaturant in DFE. Either blend would change the E85 RVP by 0.5 psi or less according to the model in SAE
paper 2007-01-4006. This minor impact would not cause any concerns for E85 (which already have low
volatility), and the impact on MLEBs from the RVP of denaturant would be even smaller due to the overall

Page 12 of 17

iii. Growth Energy supports facilitating the use of NGLs under the Blender Option in
the production of ethanol blends.
We do not believe that any EPA limits on the volume of NGL used as a blendstock are necessary for
ethanol blends (E51-E83). For midlevel ethanol blends (E16-E50), if EPA considers that some NGL limits
are necessary, we would suggest that applicable ASTM standards already effectively limit the NGL content
in midlevel ethanol blends. In particular, as noted above, ASTM Standard D7794 allows midlevel ethanol
blends only to be created from a mixture of gasoline and DFE, or gasoline and high level ethanol blends
(E51-E83). The amount of NGLs allowed in these constituent products are already controlled. Therefore,
the volume of NGL in midlevel ethanol blends can effectively be no greater than what is already contained
in approved components of a midlevel ethanol blend.
Furthermore, we respond to the following statements by EPA regarding NGLs under the Blender
Option:


Production “using NGL blendstocks would require that the NGL blendstock, like butane, meet a
10-ppm per-gallon sulfur cap.”21
o We agree that NGL (or gasoline blendstocks such as hydrotreated refinery streams)
used for blending E16-E83 should meet the proposed 10 ppm sulfur cap under the
Blender Option and therefore avoid burdensome batch testing requirements for blending.



EPA notes that “Similar to the envisioned 0.20 volume percent benzene cap for butane, we
would look to implement a 0.20 volume percent benzene cap standard for NGL rather than an
average standard in order to simplify the regulatory requirements.”22
o A benzene cap of 0.20 percent for NGLs is too restrictive and may be impractical to
meet. The benzene standard for NGLs should be 0.62 percent benzene similar to
unleaded gasoline. Therefore, this NGL stream or gasoline could be used in the blend
with no detrimental effect to the finished fuel since the DFE in which it is blended will
have little to no benzene.



“Since NGL properties from different sources can vary widely … we may also need to consider
restricting the sources of NGL to natural gas liquids fractionation facilities and natural gas
processing plants to ensure an appropriate level of quality control.”23
o EPA should maintain a provision for an alternative NGL source to allow for
hydrotreated streams or refinery streams that meet the same criteria [i.e., benzene and

smaller proportional share of denaturant in the overall blend (i.e., 5 percent denaturant in an E30 blend would
be only 1.5 percent of the total fuel mixture).]
21 FQS for FFVs Memo, supra, at 9.
22 Id.
23 Id. at 10.
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sulfur limits]. Refineries (including where hydrotreating takes place) can provide the
same or superior quality control as NGL fractionation facilities and natural gas
processing plants.


“Stakeholders have stated that as additive concentration diminishes due to dilution with DFE,
there is a point where the presence of a deposit control additive ceases to be beneficial and can
actually contribute to deposit formation. In light of this, it may be appropriate to remove the
requirement that the gasoline portion of E51-83 and perhaps E16-50 must contain a deposit
control additive until the specific deposit control needs of these blends can be evaluated.”24
o We support removal of the requirement that the gasoline portion of E51-E83 must
contain a deposit control additive until the specific deposit control needs of these
blends can be evaluated. A similar approach may be warranted for E16-E50.

e. EPA should not unduly regulate E16-E83 blendstocks.
EPA states that “Currently, only … RBOBs … and gasoline … are used to manufacture E51-83.”25
This is inaccurate. Gasoline blendstocks and natural gasoline can also be used in E51-E85 today.26
Some ethanol producers may wish to use non-standard blendstocks, which they should maintain the
option to do as long as the end product meets appropriate specifications. Ethanol producers should have the
option to do so, if they opt to undertake broader “refiner” responsibilities. These “refiner” responsibilities
could require batch testing of the end product, and some ethanol producers may consider this extra cost and
burden appropriate.27
f. EPA should not limit denaturants to only certified BOBs, certified gasoline and natural
gasoline.
EPA limiting denaturants to only certified BOBs, certified gasoline, and natural gasoline would
unnecessarily reduce denaturant flexibility to prevent use of hydrotreated or refinery produced streams that
are readily available for gasoline blending or may be available for future use. Several denaturants are in
use today that do not meet the Alcohol Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau (TTB) or EPA definition of natural
gasoline.
Historically DFE producers have used refinery gasoline blendstocks such as “light straight run” and
“light naphtha” as denaturants. Removal of this flexibility will increase costs for DFE producers.
Especially if the sulfur limit for DFE is reduced (i.e., from 30 ppm to 10 ppm) and the industry is forced to
look at hydrotreated streams not covered in the natural gasoline definitions.
Id. at 11.
78 Fed. Reg. at 29,937.
26 See e.g., ASTM standard for HLEBs, ASTM D5798-12.
27 Under either the Blender Option or the more stringent refiner option (which would regulate ethanol
producers similar to gasoline refiners), the resulting E16-E83 “produced would be required to meet the
downstream sulfur, RVP, and a benzene per-gallon cap standard in order to ensure emission performance over
the life of the vehicles that use it.” FQS for FFVs Memo, supra, at 4.
24
25
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Importantly, “gasoline blendstocks” and “gasoline blendstocks for oxygenate blending (BOB)” are
very different and adopting the stricter BOB requirement will have negative economic effects on the ethanol
industry.
Instead, EPA should allow a wide range of hydrocarbons for denaturant as long as they meet the
TTB requirements and the final DFE meets the required benzene and sulfur specifications. The TTB
requirements at 27 CFR § 19.747 allow for substantial flexibility in denaturant use.28 EPA should follow
similar provisions as the TTB, or incorporate them by cross-reference.
g. EPA should not limit the denaturant content to 2 percent of DFE by volume. Denaturant
limits exist in other regulations and should not be limited to 2 percent.
EPA notes regarding this issue that it is “proposing to limit the maximum concentration of
denaturant that can be used in DFE to 2 volume percent.”29
Both ASTM and California allow for up to 5 percent denaturant, and EPA should not adopt a more
stringent limit. Ethanol producers are strongly incentivized by the RFS to keep denaturant under 2
percent.30 However, under certain conditions the flexibility to have a slightly higher denaturant content can
be very important to ethanol producers. Accordingly, EPA should adopt no more stringent than a 5 percent
denaturant limit.
h. EPA’s proposed regulations unduly restrict using NGL as a denaturant or blendstock.
In addition to the NGL issues noted above, we would the following comments.
i. The proposed definition of NGLs in 40 CFR 80.2 is too restrictive.31 The definition
should not include an unduly narrow listing of the types of facilities that produce NGLs
and should include, for instance, NGLs that may be produced through refineries and
hydro-treating. The definition should be revised as follows (with additions underlined):
“(zzz) Natural Gas Liquids (NGL) means the components of natural gas (primarily
propane, butane, pentane, hexane, and heptane) that are separated from the gas state in
the form of liquids in facilities such as a natural gas liquids fractionation production
In particular, the TTB requirements at The TTB requirements at 27 CFR § 19.747 provide that “If a
proprietor wishes to use a material to render spirits unfit for beverage use that is not authorized under §
19.746 or that is not on the published list of materials, the proprietor may submit an application for approval
to the appropriate TTB officer. The application must include the name of the material and the quantity of
material that the proprietor proposes to add to each 100 gallons of spirits. The appropriate TTB officer may
require the proprietor to submit an 8-ounce sample of such material. The proprietor may not use any
proposed material until the appropriate TTB officer approves its use. Any material that impairs the quality of
the spirits for fuel use will not be approved. The proprietor must retain as part of the records available for
inspection by appropriate TTB officers any application approved by the appropriate TTB officer under this
section.”
29 78 Fed. Reg. at 29,936.
30 The Proposed Rule notes that “Under the RFS2 regulations, if the denaturant level is 2 volume percent or less
(effectively less than 2.5 volume percent considering rounding) the entire volume of denatured fuel ethanol
can be used for determining compliance with the RFS2 renewable fuel volume requirements.” Id.
31 See FQS for FFVs Memo, supra, at 13; also, 78 Fed. Reg. at 30,003.
28
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facility, or in a natural gas processing plant, or in a natural gas pipeline, or refinery or
similar facility. The higher temperature boiling components of NGL are sometimes also
referred to as “natural gasoline”.”
ii. A requirement to “Certify that the NGL was derived solely of from [sic] natural gas
liquids fractionation facilities and natural gas processing plants” is too narrow.32 As
noted above, EPA should include refineries (including hydrotreating) as potential
hydrocarbon stream sources as long as blendstocks meet certain requirements (i.e.,
benzene and sulfur limits).
iii. A requirement to demonstrate “that the benzene content of each production batch of
NGL is not greater than 0.03 volume percent” is too restrictive.33 This specification is
unrealistic, and it is unclear whether a product that meets this specification even exists in
any significant commercial quantities. For instance, this specification is 20 times more
stringent than gasoline and wouldn’t apply to NGLs blended directly into unleaded
gasoline. [Even California ethanol specifications allow benzene content up to 0.06
volume percent in DFE. Therefore, the resultant specification allows NGL with benzene
levels up to 2.4 volume percent.34]
iv. A prohibition that “NGL and E51-83 made from NGL cannot be sold as gasoline or
E16 or be commingled with gasoline or E16-50 and subsequently sold as gasoline or
E16-50” is unduly restrictive.35 This prohibition on commingling E51-83 made with
NGL with MLEBs would unduly limit the ability for retail stations to provide E16-E83
fuels, especially if they employ blender pumps. Alternatively, EPA should follow ASTM
requirements as stated in standards D4814, D4806, D5798 and standard practice D7794.
i. Denaturant manufacturers should not be required to register with EPA.
EPA requests comment “on whether to require manufacturers of denaturants for use in DFE to
register with EPA, and demonstrate compliance with the maximum sulfur, benzene, olefins, and aromatics
specifications enforced in the State of California based on the anticipated dilution with ethanol.”
EPA should not require denaturant manufacturers to register with the EPA. Doing so would limit supply
and unfairly increase production costs on the ethanol industry. Gasoline component manufacturers are
not required to register, e.g., manufacturers of pyrolysis gasoline, natural gasoline, and chemical
byproducts. We believe a registration requirement would limit the number of denaturant suppliers willing
to supply the ethanol industry, versus the gasoline or crude blending markets where they would not need to
register. It is inappropriate that a natural gasoline producer would need to register in order to supply
product for DFE, but not need to supply the same product to a gasoline blender. The requirements should
be similar to keep the market competitive and provide a level playing field to both gasoline and ethanol.
See FQS for FFVs Memo, at 20.
See FQS for FFVs Memo, at 20.
34 13 Cal. Admin. Code 2262.9(a)(3).
35 See FQS for FFVs Memo, at 20.
32
33
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