
 

 

 

 

     October 19, 2017 

 

 

The Honorable Scott Pruitt 

Administrator 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20460 

 

Docket ID No. EPA–HQ–OAR–2017-0091 

 

RE: Availability of Supplemental Information and Request for Further Comment on Renewable Fuel 

Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass Based Diesel Volume for 2019 

 

 

Dear Administrator Pruitt: 

 

On behalf of the members of the American Coalition for Ethanol (ACE), I appreciate the opportunity to 

comment on the Notice of Data Availability (NODA) which contemplates reductions in the 2018 

biomass-based diesel, advanced biofuel, and total renewable fuel volumes, and/or the 2019 

biomass-based diesel volume under the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) program. 

 

ACE is a grassroots advocacy organization, powered by rural Americans from all walks of life who 

have built an innovative industry that delivers homegrown biofuel and food for a growing world. Our 

500 members include U.S. ethanol biorefineries, investors in biofuel facilities, farmers, and 

companies that supply goods and services to the U.S. ethanol industry.  

 

Our comments are summarized below: 

 Existing precedent regarding the “severe economic harm” criteria and definition of 

“inadequate domestic supply” in the general wavier authority compel EPA to reject pleas 

from oil refiners to waive RFS volumes as proposed.  In the strongest terms possible, we call 

on EPA to abandon the misguided lobbying of parties desperate to escape their legal 

obligations under the RFS and refocus on keeping the program on track. 

 Stripping Renewable Identification Numbers (RINs) from imported renewable fuel and 

assigning RINs to exported renewable fuel violates the law and could precipitate a trade war. 

 A strong rural economy depends upon increasing renewable fuel volumes. 

 Reid vapor pressure (RVP) regulatory relief would help address RIN price volatility. 

 EPA needs to update the lifecycle greenhouse gas modeling of corn ethanol and should 

formally reject petitions to move the RFS point-of-obligation downstream. 

 

 

Existing precedent regarding the “severe economic harm” criteria and definition of “inadequate 

domestic supply” in the general wavier authority compel EPA to reject pleas from oil refiners to waive 

RFS volumes as proposed.  In the strongest terms possible, we call on EPA to abandon the 

misguided lobbying of parties desperate to escape their legal obligations under the RFS and refocus 

on keeping the program on track. 
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At the heart of the NODA is a discussion by EPA about potential additional cuts to the advanced and 

total biofuel RFS volumes for 2018 using the general waiver authority.  Apparently spurred by 

comments submitted by RFS opponents and obligated parties (members of the American Fuels and 

Petrochemical Manufacturers and American Petroleum Institute), the Agency contemplates how it 

could further reduce 2018 volumes by reinterpreting the two thresholds which could potentially 

trigger the general waiver authority; the definition of “inadequate domestic supply” and the basis for 

determining “severe economic harm.” 

 

The Clean Air Act includes specific requirements regarding EPA’s consideration of the general waiver 

authority.  Section 211(o)(7) sets out the specific criteria and process that the Agency must follow.  

Statutory text relating to the criteria for granting a waiver is as follows: 

 

(7) Waivers 

(A) In general 

The Administrator, in consultation with the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of Energy, may 

waive the requirements of paragraph (2) in whole or in part on petition by one or more States, by any 

person subject to the requirements of this subsection, or by the Administrator on his own motion by 

reducing the national quantity of renewable fuel required under paragraph (2)— 

(i) based on a determination by the Administrator, after public notice and opportunity for comment, that 

implementation of the requirement would severely harm the economy or environment of a State, a region, 

or the United States; or 

(ii) based on a determination by the Administrator, after public notice and opportunity for comment, that 

there is an inadequate domestic supply. 
 

The statute is undeniably clear about the substantive thresholds which must be met before a waiver 

may be granted.  EPA must determine, in consultation with the Secretaries of Agriculture and Energy 

that 1) implementation of the RFS would severely harm the economy or environment of a State, 

region or the United States, or 2) that there is an inadequate domestic supply of renewable fuel.   

 

Below is a discussion of the precedent which should determine how EPA applies the “severe 

economic harm” threshold in a waiver request and how a recent Court decision informs the definition 

of “inadequate domestic supply” under the law. 

 

“Severe Economic Harm” 

EPA’s decision to deny both the Texas waiver request in 2008 and “drought” waiver request by a 

handful of states in 2012 established the precedent for interpreting what constitutes “severe 

economic harm.”  In 2008, Texas petitioned EPA to grant a 50 percent waiver of the RFS due to 

complaints about the cost of feeding livestock in the state.  In 2012, 10 states petitioned EPA to 

waive the RFS based on a drought which supposedly diverted corn supplies to ethanol production 

and away from livestock feed.  In each case, EPA rejected the waiver requests because the Agency 

determined there was insufficient evidence to prove “severe economic harm.”1 

 

Based on that precedent, EPA has interpreted the statute as providing narrow waiver authority and 

requiring that (emphasis added): 

 

(a) Implementation of the RFS itself would severely harm the economy. It is not enough to 

determine that implementation of the RFS would contribute to such harm. EPA has 

interpreted the statutory language to require that the RFS program itself must be the cause 

                                                           
1
 73 FR 47168 (August 13, 2008) Notice of Decision Regarding State of Texas Request for a Waiver of a Portion of the RFS; 77 FR 

70752 (November 27, 2012) Notice of Decision Regarding Requests for a Waiver of the RFS 
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of the severe harm arguing that any other interpretation would “amount to a very open-

ended and wide ranging waiver provision” that has the potential to undermine Congress’ 

overall desire to promote the use of renewable fuels under the RFS. 

 

(b) There must be a generally high degree of confidence that there will be severe harm as a 

result of the RFS. EPA specifically notes use of the term “would harm” in this waiver authority 

versus “will likely result in significant adverse impacts” in other waiver provisions as evidence 

of the high standard Congress required. EPA also stated that this high standard limits 

waivers to circumstances where the waiver is expected to provide relief. 

 

(c) Use of the term “severe harm” indicates that Congress set a high threshold for granting of 

any waiver. EPA looked at the plain meaning of severe as well as its use elsewhere in the 

Clean Air Act to determine that “severe” harm (directly as a result of the RFS) means more 

than marginal, moderate, or serious, though less than extreme. 

 

(d) EPA stated in denying the Texas waiver that “it would be unreasonable to base a waiver 

determination solely on consideration of impacts of the RFS program to one sector of an 

economy, without also considering the impacts of the RFS program on other sectors of the 

economy or on other kinds of impact.” That means EPA must conduct a much broader review 

of the impacts to the economy to determine if the RFS is causing “severe harm” generally 

taking in to account positives and potential negatives. 

 

It is no secret the American Fuels and Petrochemical Manufacturers (AFPM) and American Petroleum 

Institute (API) oppose the RFS.  They opposed enactment of the program in Congress, have sued EPA 

over its implementation, are currently lobbying Congress to repeal it, and use imaginative arguments 

urging EPA to reduce or water it down.  But even under the most wild of imaginations, API and AFPM 

cannot make a credible case, based on the precedent and criteria, that implementation of the RFS in 

2018 would cause severe economic harm.  EPA cannot use its imagination.  EPA is required to 

interpret “severe economic harm” based on the statue and as prescribed by its own precedent.  

Based on these realities, the Agency must cast aside the notion it can waive the RFS due to alleged 

“severe economic harm” to a handful of refiners. 

  

“Inadequate Domestic Supply” 

As in the case of “severe economic harm,” precedent dictates that EPA reject obligated parties’ pleas 

to waive the RFS based on the definition of “inadequate domestic supply.”  We are disappointed that 

EPA wants to test yet another odd interpretation of “inadequate domestic supply” so soon after the 

D.C. Court of Appeals resoundingly rejected a previous attempt by EPA to essentially define supply as 

demand.2 

 

ACE was one of several petitioners in Americans for Clean Energy et al. v. EPA.  According to the D.C. 

Court of Appeals ruling on July 28, 2017, “EPA erred in how it interpreted the ‘inadequate domestic 

supply waiver provision...’ It does not allow EPA to consider the volume of renewable fuel that is 

available to ultimate consumers or the demand-side constraints that affect the consumption of 

renewable fuel by consumers.”  

 

As the Court concisely stated, “[t]he central problem with EPA’s ‘supply equals demand’ argument (in 

addition to the text of the statute, of course) is that it runs contrary to how the Renewable Fuel 

Standard is supposed to work.” The Court reaffirmed Congress’ intent that the RFS’s “increasing 

requirements are designed to force the market to create ways to produce and use greater and 

                                                           
2
 Americans for Clean Energy Inc v. EPA, 864 F.3d 691 (2017) 
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greater volumes of renewable fuel each year.  EPA’s interpretation flouts that statutory design: 

instead of the statute’s volume requirements forcing demand up, the lack of demand allows EPA to 

bring the volume requirements down.”  

 

The Court also ruled that the “inadequate domestic supply” waiver provision is not ambiguous with 

respect to the “person” at issue.  To that end, the Court stated that it is impermissible for EPA to 

consider availability of renewable fuel to market actors downstream from refiners, importers and 

blenders such as retailers or consumers.  EPA cannot consider constraints on infrastructure to 

distribute fuel from blenders to gas stations, the number of retail outlets that offer renewable fuel 

blends, pricing of renewable fuel, prevalence of vehicle engines that can use renewable fuel, and 

marketing efforts of those promoting renewable fuel products.    

 

While EPA’s July 21, 2017 notice of proposed rulemaking did not recommend reducing total volumes 

based on the legally flawed interpretation of “insufficient domestic supply,” the rule did extensively 

discuss inappropriate demand-side factors such as gasoline demand, retail stations, vehicle engines, 

pricing, and marketing efforts in its determination to not use the authority. EPA’s discussion of 

assessing attainable volumes based on these factors in the proposed rule (pages 34229 through 

34232 of the Federal Register) is legally barred and should be struck from the final rule. Further, the 

Oct. 4 NODA includes written suggestions from AFPM, API and Valero that EPA should interpret 

“inadequate domestic supply” to account for only volumes of renewable fuel that are produced 

domestically.3 

 

Just as it defied the law (and logic) for EPA to interpret “inadequate domestic supply” to mean 

“demand,” it is equally unwise to interpret “inadequate domestic supply” to mean only U.S. 

production. 

 

EPA goes to lengths in the NODA to claim it’s simply considering how to define the term “domestic” 

within the phrase “inadequate domestic supply.”  Further, EPA argues that reinterpreting 

“inadequate domestic supply” would not limit imports of renewable fuel, rather it would only affect 

the method of calculating volumes used to set the percentage standards with which obligated 

parties must comply.  Producers and importers of renewable fuel can dispute this assertion.  

Reinterpreting “inadequate domestic supply” to count just domestic renewable fuel production when 

setting annual renewable volume obligations (RVOs) will undoubtedly cut imports of renewable fuel.   

 

We also strongly oppose the idea of assigning Renewable Identification Number (RIN) credits for 

volumes of exported renewable fuel.4  RIN credits for exported renewable fuel would almost 

assuredly be labeled as protectionist “export subsidies” and violate World Trade Organization (WTO) 

rules.  The combination of allowing RIN credits for exports and stripping RINs from imports of 

qualifying renewable fuel (by reinterpreting the term “domestic”) would be an extraordinary 

departure from how EPA has implemented the RFS program and could set off a trade war.   

 

It is important to remind EPA that because of artificial barriers to domestic ethanol use (such as 

EPA’s own Reid vapor pressure (RVP) regulatory barrier), ACE and other ethanol industry officials 

have prioritized the development of export markets.  As a result, U.S. ethanol exports will reach a 

record level of nearly 1.3 billion gallons in 2017.  If EPA actions violate WTO obligations and 

precipitate a backlash by trading partners it could put U.S. ethanol exports in jeopardy and cause 

economic harm to ACE members, including farmers and U.S. ethanol producers.   

                                                           
3
 AFPM/API Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0091-3645, Valero Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0091-3677 

4
 Valero Wants Biofuel Credits Attached to Exports.  DTN Progressive Farmer.  September 28, 2017.  

https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/business-inputs/article/2017/09/28/valero-energy-wants-biofuel-credits 
 

https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/business-inputs/article/2017/09/28/valero-energy-wants-biofuel-credits
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Reinterpreting “inadequate domestic supply” to include only domestic production would not simply 

lead to retaliation by trade partners, it is a not-so-veiled attempt to further reduce 2018 RVOs below 

statutory levels so a handful of refiners such as Valero can escape their obligation to either blend 

renewable fuels or purchase RINs from other obligated parties to assure compliance with the RFS 

program.  The recent letter from Valero and other merchant refiners to President Trump urging that 

EPA allow RINs on exported renewable fuel specifically cites “the cost of purchasing RINs” as the 

primary rationale for their request.5  We will discuss steps EPA could take to address RIN prices at 

the conclusion of our comments. 

 

Since 2010, EPA has calculated annual RVOs based in part on qualifying imported renewable fuel 

and the Agency has interpreted the definition of “inadequate domestic supply” in the context of the 

entire phrase.  In other words, EPA has reasonably determined that domestic supply includes both 

the domestic production of renewable fuel and qualifying imports of renewable fuel.  To deviate so 

extremely from this longstanding and reasonable approach so a handful of refiners can shed their 

annual RVOs will surely invite litigation and almost assuredly result in the Court once again 

reminding EPA that Congress intended the RFS to force the market to create ways to produce and 

use greater volumes of renewable fuel each year. 

 

Economic Rationale for Increasing Advanced and Total Biofuel Volumes 

One of the reasons we strongly caution EPA against taking the RFS off-track is that we know from 

recent experience that doing so will cause economic pain in rural America. From 2013 through 

2016, economic insecurity gripped U.S. farmers because previous leadership at EPA reduced annual 

volume obligations below levels established by Congress.  During this period, EPA illegally claimed 

infrastructure constraints and the mythical E10 “blend wall” prevented higher ethanol blends from 

being used in the marketplace.  That is why ACE joined others in filing a petition for review of the 

2014, 2015 and 2016 RVOs.  We have already discussed the fact that biofuel petitioners prevailed 

over EPA in the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals (Americans for Clean Energy et al. v. EPA).6 

 

EPA’s previous mismanagement of the RFS contributed to an economic slump in rural America 

because as the Agency used the general waiver authority to reduce renewable fuel volumes below 

statutory levels, farmers produced more than 56 billion bushels of corn from 2013 through 2016, 

including record-high crops in 2014 and again in 2016.  According to USDA, corn production will 

again exceed 14 billion bushels in 2017. As a result, surplus stocks of corn will swell to a 30-year 

high of 2.4 billion bushels and corn prices will fall to a 10-year low this year.  Liquidity ratios and 

working capital have deteriorated to their weakest levels since 2002 and the value of farm sector 

assets is expected to decline by $32 billion in 2017.  Iowa farmland values dropped 6 percent in 

2016, making it the third straight year land values fell.   

 

The result of EPA’s previous mismanagement of the RFS was a nearly 50 percent drop in net farm 

income (from $124 billion in 2013 to an expected $62 billion in 2017).  If EPA once again takes the 

RFS off-track, not only will farmers and rural communities suffer, taxpayers will be on the hook for 

additional burdens.  Since EPA took the RFS off-track in 2013, taxpayer-funded payments to farmers 

that compensate for low crop prices have been on the rise.  History has shown that increasing the 

demand for biofuels leads to higher market prices for crops and reduced government spending on 

farm program payments.  Growing the renewable fuels market in 2018 is even more critical given 

the uncertainty created by efforts to renegotiate existing trade pacts.  While we are hopeful that 

these new negotiations will lead to better trade opportunities, the uncertainty in the near term will 

                                                           
5
 Letter from the CEOs of Valero, HollyFrontier, PBF Energy, and Monroe Energy to President Trump.  October 18, 2017. 

6
 Americans for Clean Energy Inc v. EPA, 864 F.3d 691 (2017) 
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impact the U.S. farm economy which makes a strong biofuels market even more important.  Simply 

put, a strong rural economy depends upon growing the use of renewable fuels.  To restore economic 

security in rural America, EPA needs to implement the program as enacted by Congress and take 

regulatory steps so E15 and higher blends of ethanol have access to the market. 

 

We are pleased that the July 21, 2017 proposed rule maintains the 15-billion-gallon volume for 

conventional renewable fuel in 2018.  The ethanol industry has a current production capacity of 

more than 16 billion gallons with nearly 200 million gallons of capacity under construction. Instead 

of reducing advanced and total renewable fuel volumes in 2018, we urge EPA to finalize at least 

19.38 billion gallons of total renewable fuel for 2018 of which at least 380 million gallons would be 

cellulosic biofuel and 4.38 billion gallons would be advanced biofuel. Ensuring a properly functioning 

RFS and increasing demand for renewable fuels in 2018 and beyond is critical to the economic 

success of the rural economy.   

 

RVP relief would help address RIN price volatility 

It is clear to us that EPA is under pressure from merchant refiners such as Valero that are concerned 

about RIN prices.  But as EPA has noted in the past, merchant refiners have many options at their 

disposal to cover their obligations under the RFS.  They can establish contracts with splash blenders 

to purchase RINs, purchase ethanol directly from ethanol producers, separate the RINs, and sell the 

ethanol without RINs to blenders.  Moreover, they can do what other merchant refiners have done 

which is to change the way they do business.  EPA is absolutely correct to note that “RIN prices that 

effect the intended change are beneficial to program success rather than an indication of 

dysfunction.”  RINs are incentives for obligated parties and others to blend increasing volumes of 

renewable fuels.   

 

Given that reality, if the Agency really wants to help address RIN price volatility, it should take actions 

to enable additional blending of renewable fuels, particularly ethanol, by fixing the outdated RVP 

limitation on blends above 10 percent ethanol in conventional gasoline areas.  Allowing retailers to 

sell E15 year-round would increase the volume of ethanol being blended in gasoline and result in 

falling RIN prices. 

 

If ever there was an “Exhibit A” for a regulation in need of reform, it would be the RVP limit.  The 

Clean Air Act requires EPA to limit the evaporative emissions of gasoline from June 1 through Sept. 

15 because evaporation rates increase in warmer temperatures and these emissions can contribute 

to summertime air pollution such as ground-level ozone and smog. 

 

To measure the evaporative emissions of fuel, EPA uses the RVP standard expressed in pounds per 

square inch (psi).  The higher the RVP of a fuel, the worse its emissions are.  The RVP of gasoline can 

range from 7 to 15 psi.  The RVP of pure ethanol is 2 psi.  Most gasoline used in the U.S. today is a 

blend of 10 percent ethanol and 90 percent gasoline (E10).  The E10 blend has a RVP of about 10 

psi.   

 

In 1990, Congress amended the Clean Air Act to allow gasoline with 10 percent ethanol a “one-

pound waiver” of EPA’s evaporative emission limit [CAA § 211(h)(4)].  In other words, Congress gave 

EPA the authority to allow the use of E10 (the maximum amount of ethanol allowed in gasoline in 

1990) during the June 1 through Sept. 15 season.  In 2011, EPA approved the use of E15, a blend of 

15 percent ethanol and 85 percent gasoline.  Unfortunately, to date, EPA has refused to allow E15 to 

be used during the summer season per CAA §211(h)(4) even though it has a lower RVP than E10 

and straight gasoline. 
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Prohibiting the sale of E15 from June 1 through Sept. 15 handcuffs many gas station owners who 

want to offer the fuel to their customers year-round.  E15 typically costs 2 to 10 cents per gallon less 

than E10, so refusing to allow the sale of this fuel in the summer season robs consumers of the 

opportunity to buy a lower cost product.  Not only does E15 cost less and have lower evaporative 

emissions than gasoline and E10, it has also been approved for use in eight out of every 10 cars on 

the road today. 

 

EPA could remove a major restriction to ethanol demand by simply treating E15 the same way it 

treats E10 with respect to summer RVP restrictions.  We want to acknowledge that we have had 

constructive conversations with EPA staff regarding this important topic and we are encouraged 

Administrator Pruitt is examining options for potentially providing such relief.   

 

EPA Needs to Update the Lifecycle Greenhouse Gas Modeling of Corn Ethanol 

Instead of reducing RFS volumes to serve as a de-facto barrier to free and fair trade, we encourage 

EPA to update its lifecycle greenhouse gas modeling for corn starch ethanol.  We believe it will show 

comparably, if not better, reductions in GHG emissions than imported sugarcane ethanol.  As a 

result, EPA would not need to lower the advanced and total renewable fuel volumes based on 

uncertain sugarcane ethanol, but instead free up the marketplace to use a clean, U.S. produced 

product with significant GHG savings. 

 

EPA has resisted updating the lifecycle analysis for corn ethanol because it is grandfathered under 

the RFS as being at least 20 percent better than baseline gasoline and cannot currently qualify as an 

advanced or cellulosic biofuel.  What EPA fails to recognize is that state regulators and others 

working on low carbon fuel programs use the Agency’s outdated analysis as an excuse to limit the 

GHG reductions allocated to corn ethanol.  For example, Brazil is considering the implementation of 

a new program called RenovaBio which government officials there say is modeled after the RFS and 

California Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS).  If Brazil relies upon EPA’s outdated LCA for U.S. corn 

ethanol to assign our exports with higher carbon intensity under RenovaBio, it could severely curtail 

the competitiveness of U.S. ethanol in one of the most important export destinations on the planet.  

EPA has expressed interest as of late in the global trade of renewable fuels.  One way to help keep 

U.S. ethanol’s competitive edge, beyond blending economics and octane advantages, is to update 

the LCA for corn ethanol.  Until and unless EPA updates the LCA for corn ethanol, the Agency is 

penalizing American farmers who want to help meet the growing demand for low carbon fuels.  We 

have written extensively on this subject in the past and stand ready to provide detailed comments on 

the various steps the Agency can take to make the appropriate updates. 

 

RFS Point-of-Obligation 

The current point-of-obligation and RIN trading framework has proven to be a powerful incentive that 

has allowed some of the most respected independent retailers in the country to offer cleaner, higher-

octane fuels such as E15 to their customers at lower prices.  Convenience store leaders such as 

Sheetz, QuikTrip, Kum&Go, RaceTrac, and Casey’s are moving the domestic clean fuel market 

forward and the RFS rewards them for that innovation.  It would be wrong to take away that incentive 

and give it to those few refiners who have made no effort to comply with the law.  We look forward to 

the Agency formally rejecting petitions to move the obligation point downstream. 

 

Close 

In closing, the combination of the July 21 proposed rule and Oct. 4 NODA seem to indicate EPA is 

taking sides with fossil fuel interests over the views of renewable fuel producers and U.S. farmers 

when it comes to RFS implementation. 
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Regarding the July 21 proposed rule, it has been reported the proposal EPA transmitted to the White 

House Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in May and June actually called for 19.38 billion 

gallons of total renewable fuel for 2018 of which approximately 384 million gallons were cellulosic 

biofuel and 4.38 billion gallons were advanced biofuel.7  According to the reports, neither OMB nor 

EPA raised any concerns about these proposed levels during the interagency review process.  

However, on June 23, EPA provided OMB with a revised proposal which, without explanation, cut the 

cellulosic biofuel volume from 384 to 238 million gallons, advanced biofuel volume from 4.38 to 

4.24 billion gallons, and total renewable fuel from 19.38 to 19.24 billion gallons.8  This same 

document eliminated references to “increasing” or “growing” the RFS and deleted important 

language regarding cellulosic ethanol from corn kernel fiber.  Why did EPA backtrack from its original 

proposal? 

 

In addition, the Oct. 4 NODA contemplating even further reductions to the RFS appears to be 

informed entirely by comments submitted by organizations and companies that have sued EPA over 

implementation of the RFS program and petitioned to move the point-of-obligation.  The NODA 

contains multiple references to comments from AFPM, API and Valero but never references counter 

arguments by proponents of the RFS or renewable fuel producers. 

 

It perplexes us why EPA seems preoccupied helping parties who want to escape their responsibilities 

under the RFS when the Agency should instead work to issue more balanced proposals that also 

take into consideration the views of renewable fuel producers and U.S. farmers.  EPA would have 

benefitted from having an open dialogue with the renewable fuels sector before inexplicably 

backtracking on the original 2018 RVO and issuing the NODA. 

 

Finally, while EPA isn’t required to reduce RVOs, it is obligated to comply with the D.C. Court of 

Appeals ruling in Americans for Clean Energy et al v. EPA to restore the 500-million-gallon shortfall to 

the 2016 RVO.  We would like to engage the Agency on how it intends to comply with this order and 

on how to provide regulatory relief for gas station owners and consumers by addressing the RVP limit 

on E15 and higher ethanol blends.  

 

Thank you for your time and consideration of these comments.  We stand ready to assist the Agency 

as it prepares to finalize the RVOs for 2018 and tackles some of the regulatory barriers to ethanol 

production and use. 

 

      Sincerely, 

 

 

 
      Brian Jennings, Executive Vice President 

      American Coalition for Ethanol  

                                                           
7
 RFS Documents: EPA Originally Sought Increase in Cellulosic Volumes.  DTN Progressive Farmer.  August 24, 2017.  

https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/article/2017/08/24/rfs-documents-epa-originally-sought 
 
8 EO 12866 Review - Revised Version Renewable Fuel Standard Program: Standards for 2018 and Biomass-Based Diesel Volume 

for 2019 6560-50-P, 40 CFR Part 80 [EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0091 EO12866_RFS_2018_Annual_Rule_2060-
AT04_NPRM_FRN_20170623_RLSO.pdf 

 

https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/article/2017/08/24/rfs-documents-epa-originally-sought
file:///C:/Users/bjennings/Downloads/EO12866_RFS_2018_Annual_Rule_2060-AT04_NPRM_FRN_20170623_RLSO.pdf
file:///C:/Users/bjennings/Downloads/EO12866_RFS_2018_Annual_Rule_2060-AT04_NPRM_FRN_20170623_RLSO.pdf

