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Clean Air Performance Professionals
21860 Main Street Ste A

Hayward, California 94541

Thursday, May 10,2012
Honorable John L. Burton
Chairman, California Democratic Party
1401 21st St # 200, Sacramento, CA 95811
(916) 442-5707 / 5715 fax
shawanda@caden.org

RE: NO on 5B 1396 Dutton &AB 523 Valadao unless amended.

Good afternoon Senator Burton,

Federal ethanol policy increases Government motors oil use and Big oil profit.

It is reported that today California is using Brazil sugar cane ethanol at $0.16 per gal
increase over using GMO corn fuel ethanol. In this game the cars and trucks get to pay
and Big oil profits are the result that may be ready for change.

We do NOT supportAB 523 or SB 1396 unless the ethanol mandate is changed to
voluntary ethanol in our gas.

Folks that pay more at the pump for less from Cars, trucks, food, water & air need better,
it is time.

The car tax of AB 118 Nunez is just a simple Big oil welfare program, AAA questioned the
policy and some folks still agree.

AB 523 & SB 1326 are just a short put (waiver) from better results.

Thank you for your life time of service.

Clean Air Performance Professionals (CAPP) / An award winning coalition of motorists.

Charlie Peters
Cc: interested parties

/CAPP contact: Charlie Peters (510) 537-1796 cappcharlie [atl earthlink.ned
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·BUSINESS WIRE Aug. 2, 1999
. ,.

Monday August 2, 6:04 pm Eastern Time

Company Press Release -

Refiners Applaud 'EPA Panel Recommendations
SupportFederalLaw to Facilitate.Califom ia MTBE
Phase':out

California air quality laws are the strictest in the nation, requiring our
gasoline-tobe .even cleanerthan the 'cleaner-burning gasoline .
required-under US regalations.covering the other states: Yet
C~it;q~ia.gQeS:llot require.the addition ofoxygenates to .achieve '
theSe 'higher standards. "'We canstill produce the cleanest gas in. the
country'withoutthe .fedeealgovemment mandating .arbitrary amounts
ofoxygenates in California gasoline," Henderson concluded,



me:!/

Tepavetheway for the phase-out, California Senator Dianne
.' : : ':' f~~teitr<md 'Congressman BrianBilbray have introduced

:': ,:legisl~tiOA;~s:,266 and:HR 11, which would keep California's strict
environmental standards for 'gasoline intact while exempting our state
from the federal oxygenate mandate.

"The Feinsteiri/Bilbray legislation was strongly supported by the.
Universityof:C~lifornia's SU'521 report on MTBE requested'by the .

. 'state legislature. Further, the California Energy Commission .
. cencludedthat passage ofFeinstein/Bilbray could reduce the costs of

. ali MTBE phase-out in California by as much as half," said
~..> Henderson,
!;~~ . .. . ~ .

S 266 and ,HR I1 enjoy broad bi-partisan.support, including but not
I~itedto Governor Gray Davis, California Air ResourcesBoard,
California Environmental Protection-Agency; the California 'Chamber
ofCommerce, California Manufacturers Association; Califemia
Council for Environmental and Economic Balance, Natural .
Resources Defense Council (California chapter), Sierra Club,
Planning and Conservation League, Association ofCalifornia Water
Agericies,Westem States Petroleum Association and virtually the
en~ir.e·Ga1ifornia Congressloneldelegerton.

.The:We~ S~tes.Petroleum Association:(WSPA) i~ .~e !.lon-profit tradeassociation representing
approXimately 36 companies that account for the 'built 'of petroleum exploration, production, refi$g,
transportation arid marketing in the six westem states ofArizona, California, Hawaii, Nevada, Oregon
~W~~~ .

: - . .. -.- . ' . '

· Gon~~

W~c~~el1l S~tes 'Pd:rol~wn A-s~~tion
]effWiIson,'81·8/.543~5344 .
pavC?F9g~; 6SQ/3~O~47o. ·
.. ~ . ' .'. . : '. . .

C1>:pynght ]994~1999'-Yahoof All Rights Reserved.

Cop~p,iC 1.999',Business·Wile.
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The proeess can:seem·agellizingly"s)ow.and'fiHed'witb·detours
intO' the legislativeback countJy;'But it has·begun to se.em
possiblethat.:Catifomii legislators:.wiUfinalJy/getthe
controversial.gasoline-additive.MTBE. out ofthe.state's
gasoline and makeprogress on the difficult matterof .
instituting a balanced approach to the difficult issues revolving
around motorfuels and-environmental coBeems;

It is,jmportant-to remember·thatMTB'E..;whiChhashad a
'propensity to lea through ·storage·taftks:.and infiltrate 'water
supplies at avcr-tfast rate. makingwater at leastnoxious to
smellandpossibly a'healtbhazard, was introduced at the
bcbestofgovemment clean-air reguJatoi.s. ·Thesubstanceis·an

· c:»xyg~ate" whicb means (in~laymaJi'sterms).it makes'fuels
.bum moreefficientlyso fewer"n'oxious·cbemica!s..are released
intotheair.

MTBE wasviewed as the Jeastexpensj.v~ way'forpe.tr.oleum ,
refmers to meetnew·state and federalcJean..fiJel' standaJds.-·the
altemativ~ is ethanol, tefined from com and beloved of
Midwest farmers and'corpoJ:ate,giants such as Archer-Daniels
Mid1and~ Oil comp'anies invested millions in convertingto
MTB~laden fuels andeven though numerous environmental
problems. including wells and,the'shutd'own of entirewater'
systems~.have been cOJUlcc1ed to MTBE. theyhavebeen
relu~t tOJlhase it out quickly. Gov. Davis has announced"a
phasHui. but-it is not scheduled to go into fuJI effect until
2002.

Perhaps that is w,hy businessheavyweights such as the
Chamberof~mmerce appeared at Tuesday'sstate Senate
Transportation:Committee ·hearings to opposeArcactia
R.epublican'Sen. JUch~ MounUoy's SB J97 J. which would
~veMIllE,tiom.gas~.Jin~ in California 'by the end ofthe

. year. But the committee approved SB 1971 by'a 7·3 vote, It
.J~.approvedSB,1912 .(by a, J0-Jvote).wbich dj~s 'the
University of·California to study·oxygenates.an.d·.alkyJates now
being.considered as MTBE Jeplacements - berole their use is
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mandated.

Gov. Davis hasalsoasked fOfan exemption fromft;deral
oxygenation mandates issued by theEnviromnental Protection
Agency. Butthe request puts Democratic presidentialhopeful
AlGore in a ticklish position, since he wants to app~Iboth to
Iowa farmers and California motorists. Whatever the reason,
the federal government basnot respol}ded to thewaiver
request.

Charlie Peters, whohas represented CleanAirPerformance
ProfessicmaJs, ,the·mechanics·who do smog checks. toJdthe
committe.cthat a waiver Isnetneeded,-,that the federal
go;vc'imneu."s 'oxygenate standards do DOt.Teprescnt a legally
enforce~mandate. 'I said that fuel in California already
exceeds federal standards'and has for ilong time,' hetold us.
'sothere·is··no legalproblem with using·something otherthan
o~y.g~s..in<C~ifomia.' .

Whethertbat~J~ ·or Dot - it could·be.atopic that can keep
lawYers 0_ ~ith.er.side ·busy.fQr t ·while ~ it iSooimportant to get
.1heMmE'out pfCalifomia gasolineas.quickly·as~ssible'and
to have a .tho.tQugh.understaoding of.alternative·additives
before mandating theirusc.

Wehope'SB 1971.and.SB 1972 - which,:go.nextto the SeDate
Environmental Quality,Committee 1" ·~ecome Jaw quickly.. . -.. .

.1·newspaper Inar-noe County•.~. ·.-.m.:..g$ltr'a. .• " ' • c •• ·•·•'. . " .' . . : .
.' . .'

Copvri.RI:1t.,.Tbe'~nge CounIy~istet

Please'aenct comments 1O·~·"!jr*,_"CQl).l

- - - - -~.. ""Ol:r1)'/ealt~all
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"I~N~E ;Ff;'NSTIiIN
CAUfCllII'\I'" •~nitcb "bxltS ~enat.e

WASlotINGTON. DC 105 'O-g~O'

ApriJ30,2001
.

The Honorable George \V. Bush
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
\Vashingtoll. DC20510

Deal' ·Mr. President:
,.rJ .The State ofealifomi" needs your help. Californians have beenbesieged by B

. f-) huse inetease in natural gas costs·an~ thelikelihood ofenergy blackouts this summer,
coupled witha dramatic rise'in electricity rates. At the sametimet th~rc are predictions
that retail gasoline prices maysoonelimb to $3 per gaUoJ\or more.

Oil refiners andother energy industry experts agree that one oftbe·facto:sleading
to the highcostofgaseline in California is the Clean Air Act's two percent oxygenate
requirement for ref~rmulated ·gasoline.

. .I have previously writte11 to you.requesting that youto direeithe·Ep\']ron:nental
Protection Agency (EPA) to approve California's request fora waiver cfthc twopercent
oxygenate: mandate; Butaside from a briefnote acknowledging a receipt ormy letter
fro:n a member of yourstaff, 1've gotten nofCsponse to this urgent request.

.
Failureto grant this waiver, J feu, could lead to evcn.higlwr Sisoline prices and

pcuible gasoline shortages. So, lam asking yOll onceagaintodir~.BPA Administrator
Whibnall to grant the waiver.

The two percentoxygenate requirement has'led to the widespread usc ofmethyl
tertiary but'ltether (MTBE) in I-UOUDC. MTBB, in tum, has contaminated water supplies
in many com.-nunitics in California andacross the country.

At a hearing on the subject this'pastThumday, Senator FrankMurkowski, who
chairs the Energy andl'aturaJ Rcsour~es Conunitlee, .noted lhalme ox)'genate mandal-e is
uMeceswy toprotect eir q~ality, sndhasled to higher'sasoline price. and watersupply
contamination. Senator lefrBingaman (theR~kiJtg Member) ind other CommIttee
memberS-joined Chairman Murkowski in susgesting thatwe need to ret.lrink themandate.
Buteven ;f ihis legislation does move ahead during this Congress, Califom~ Ileeds th~

waivCl· now.

,.
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Letter to President Bush
PagoTwo

Witl) the two percent oxygenato'requirement inplace. the onlyalternative to
MTBE isethanol. Th~re is nota sufficient supply of ethanol, however. to meet demand
in Califomia and KroSS thenation. With supplies inadequate to meet demand, we car. be
assuted ofdisruptions and priee spikes during the peak driving months of the summer. '

Let megive you In example. Tosco is committed to eliminating MTBE. Butt
aocordingto Tosco', CEO Thomas O'MaJley. the company's refineries simply cannot get
enough ethanol ata reasonable price to meetthe twopercent requirement;

. v .......
Awaiver is goodfor>the environment. Abroad-based EPAuBlue Ribbon Panel"

concluded in 1999 that the oxygenate requirement is not necessary for clean air. A
waiver would mean cleanerairADd cleaner~ water for millions ofC~Hfornians.
California'sown cleanair and refonnuJatcd gasoline reql1i:-ements are the most stringent
in thenation and would continue tobe in efre~.4 e~cn if a waiver were granted.

California uses a "performance model" underwhich refiners have the flexibility to
make cJean-burning gasoline with Of wi1hoat,oxygenates. This "perfonnancc model"
approach gives r~finers both stringent requirements for clean air aJ.Ui flexibility in
derennininl the constituenti of gasoline. This approach enables refiners to meet changes
indemand-and keeP prices in eheek,

Thebottom lino. Mr. Prclidentl is that an arbitrary twopercent oxygenate
req'Jirernent creates an.urme~ f¢eral "recipe"'Cor s.soHne. The requirement is
causina eroundwatcr c:omamfnation, It aads'tO the price ofgasoline unnecessarily and it
\\ul probably trigger disruptions in gasoline .supp:iesthis summer.

. ~
, p.

r. ,

I hope youwill agree iliat thf·California waiver application has greatmerit aDd that
youwill direct thatYO'!f Administration to grantit.

"I
,"

, ,
, r

I

..,~-- -
.......II~~~~ I ~~..r-.._----....

. .ne Feinstein
nitedStates Senator



.~ot1lfe~. of tfJe .ttiteb 6tate'
"'OUlt ,of:."re.elttl~lIe•
.• ~fngton.".C: 20515

July13,.2001 .

President Oeotp W~ i\18h
The White House
1600PamIyIl'IDil .AY~NW

Warhington, .OC.i050~ .

Deai*~Pr,eaid_:

Wo arewaitin& to requost that)'Oll rcconal4eryourrecct decision to 'deny CaJiftnia'.·
I. •; . requilt twawaiver oftbe Clean Nt Act',·oxypnatl~CI1twithiD £ecSord .refo~
f~~ .".....Jn~fomiL.· · · - .' . . . -- .. . . . . '" . .

. ~ )'Oll .kDo.w iDApIiI·t..,oe~Gray J>avit ·~ecl awaiver ftoan\lo tedtra1
O~YI_t.~Wremat. After numerous OXcblDl" between the.tate and the U.S.
EaviroDmental ProtcatioD AglllCy(BPA)1 BPACODcluded· that it bad lUftloieat InfotmadOl1,to act
on thi...~ iJl,~~ 2000.. JJler....JeqUv~. EPA', teehDical.an4~OIJ~ ,iaf.J
~tuaed ·tb&t a.partiaiwalvOl'of~o~~~.iDdee.d tec1mDllY·~_.JopUyj_.. . ' . . '. .. . . . ' .

. In&ct..lIPA.prcpa=• Pr.QPO*~o"" • p~.t.waivar..nu. ·W4ivetprqJOIIJ
wu:·wroved atEPA an4 Convarded to:the WhiteHoUlo"tho ad orthe Clinton .
AdminiItraliOD. tID1"ortuDaIeJy, the propoll1 w.. not iaueclbotolo.the ead oftho.1ut
~.

EPA IOgpt"to.pat . ·waiver byal1owiq.a yar-muudIV'"oxyaea 1ow1 of1.0
Miabt~ tIaroqb lb- oadof20Q4.'· .BlA ltated tbat·...partialwaiver wm.abte
cau&iida to IChJcvo neG·peatCfnductiou mNOX emlAIoDl'" ~ticmaIlY. acconUDa to
BPA, MA, partial WBiwr·wiU·bau aQ~ on emilsiQDt other tbIftNOx.and the.- 0VS'BlI
o.tI"'P9rt.tbe CQnclUlioa_ ••pIrtial·waiver woukh4d CaJifomi.-iD atWnJ.na tho ozone

. ID4 puticuJitO1DIU,cr(ft8tlOna1 amblentaJr quality8~"']." SPAwentlO.fp.. .~.••
I' . ~, ." • • . ".

., · · We·CODC1ude thateOmpUanOl willl tho 2.0 wei.percent~ypa co~
... .~~ fOr·(refoamalatoel Jl*.pijao)-woulcl8lterfero wUh attafDmcnt oftbe

, ...:t~...aJr q.uali\Y·It....l~o....o:~cl.[pIl'tfcuJafe....lill tho'
[JO~PaOJhlOJarea..iDthoState. .," " ,. " . " .'. '

BPI.~.tbat tM"aiv~ would alJow .".the ft~ibility for tho Itatoto~.1llc,.
~1dditIoaI1NOX~~.'poII1D1e. It '. . .' .



Tha State ofCalifornia baa recently estimated thatdenying the waiver would costthe.tate
an additioDalS4S0 million eachyur. AdditionaUy. thewaiverwould bavesigaificantly
incteasod the·ftoxibiUty .vai~able to nmnm Proclucmg gasoline fot California. 'According to
lOme experts, denying the waiver request could lead to faet supply diSlUptionl in CaJiCo{Tlia.

In light of this iDfOtmation, dWIl·oltho waiver appeau to beatoc:tdI withyour proposed
national mergy polley. The policy prepared bytho N&tionai BIlerl)' Policy Development
(NiPD)group lamentl the '~liferatiOD .of distinct repnaland statepm1iae and diesel
pnxtlla standatda...and.teI:

The NBPD group rocommenda thatthePreaiclent direct theAdministrator of the BPAto
study opportUnities.tomaintain orImprove the envJrcnR1ental benefits of state_ ·Iocal.
"boutiquo" clean f\lcls programs while cxp10rina w8)'I to increase the flexibitityof tho"
fue1scli.la'ibutiolJ, idasuuctute.,.~vo fungibilitY-.aud.provide added..-oU.~et..
liquidity. .

t;:;· We ItO coucemed thaf.: deoIa1 ofthewaiver accompllahesjust theoppotlte ofthl. policy
t~~ goal. Spccifblly. srmtlDI caufomia'.~ for awa!vt6 .&om the oxY88D8te Rcpiremom '' .

would hnpiove theeil~ bene&. of pIOUue inCatifomil wblle inaeasbJ&t1c:xibiUtY
otthe&ell diltdbutlon~tutG, impr()vinI f'unSJ~ty. and providiDg addedgqoline
nwket·Uctuidity·

CaUfonda hIS made a elel!' ,bowingthat Ute oxygenate standard ishannt\a1 tQ'the state of
CalitomiL lndeed. UndaFisher, the BnvitOmnelull Ptotecticm~. deputy.i.ftj~,. · .
roceatly.tes.t1liccIbotore.theSeaate·.~._NcuralR.aour.ce, .Commiuee that·lbDfederaJ.

.: te~atecl· pIOgram l,1U.deliV<<OCS:01em.aJr.p1nI.butquudonecl the noed.··for:8I1y .
oxypuite m ac.· .LA.~. nm_,;.A't,EtbaoolMaDdata.May BeOatcIat.cI/'·(lune22,
20(1).

We wp'you to aVOid 1hit upenew..pollutin& eM poteDtilllydimJptiv~mistaD.

.Jllwo~:CaUfonU" _cat for ari.v.eriom.the~JequirrJcQ_

~~1A.......·£~:1
......1II;;IilI!.olIIIl:.....' . . - C:::: , .«' ~ <.,1: . ' .~ .

..t:J;."..L!·~i



http://www.sfgate.comlcgi-binlarticle.cgi?fiIe=/news/archiye/200 1/1 O/311comm~ntary 1159EST0053.DTL .... ;

San Francisco Chronicie .(lO-31)<l8:59PST(Ai')
........................."Orange County Register" Oct. ;9,01 .i )!";;;;.. .
San Francisco dumps MTBE; will others follow?
CAP) In terms of the overall market, gasoline for San Francisco'scity vehicles isn't likely to havea huge
impact. But the city-countysupervisors' decision not to buy any gasoline containing theoxygenating ;
additive MTBE(methyl tertiary butyl ether) for its ownvehicles could have a significant peliticel-and
legalimpact. '.

MTBE, you.may remember, is the additive favored to meet Environmental Protection Agency.standa,tds
that call for oxygenates in the gasoline in parts of California that don't meet EPA clean-air standards.
The trouble is that it leaks easily into water supplies and stays a long time.

Whilethehealth effects are subject to controversy -- some authorities claim a link to cancer andother. ·
diseases whileothers disagree ~. MTBE has a noxious odor that makes water virtuallyundrinkable.

California has moved to ban MTBE in gasoline beginning January 2003. Gov. Davis petitioned.thefeds
to grantCalifornia a waiver from the EPA decree demanding that oxygenates be added to-Califernia .
gasoline since the most viable alternative is ethanol, made from com by agribusiness giantArcher
Daniels Midland with heavy subsidies. Earlier thisyear the Bush administration refusedto grant.the
waiver.

But some authoritiesbelieve the EPA oxygenate requirement is not an enforceable mandate at all. If
California defied it on the credible grounds that requiring oxygenates would make pollution worse.rather
than better, the EPA might well back off. '

.
Those forces carried the day in San Francisco.

.San Francisco Supervisor Chris Daly, spurred by lobbyists for ethanol, began the move to ban·MTBE a .
few weeks ago. But a coalition ofenviromnental andcommunitygroups mobilized and convinced bim
that the EPA "mandate" for oxygenates was not enforceable.

So the resolution the San Francisco supervisorspassed(Oct. 22) did not include languagegiving '
preference to ethanol. In a letter to the group Conununities for. a Better Environment, Dalypraised the
group's "tireless efforts" and said the final ordinance "willmove San Francisco closer to protecting,our
water quality by phasing out MTBE quickly, without creatinga massive giveaway to .
special interests who produce ethanol." ...

There's irony in the controversy. Most ofthe MTBE that got into California water supplies came through . 1
leakytanks, most of which have been replaced. So the problem may not be as widespread'as somefear, :.. .f.

/

©2001 Associated Press

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi7file=/news/archivel200 III 0/3]/commentary1159ESTOOS3.DTL



Getting High On Alcohol
I

By Stella, Hemmings Motor News, -~ March12002

This month's letter is being
written in California. I flew out
to attend the state's Inspection
and Maintenance Review
Committee (IMRC) meeting
that was announced to be held
on the 2Sth of January. To fly at
an economical price these days,
you must purchase a ticket at
least two weeks beforehand.
And because of the events of
September 11th, even using
your frequent flyer mileage
must be done in advance.
Notifications of the IMRC
meetings are sent out one to
two weeks before the
meetings.

Years ago, the meetings were
held on the last week of the
month so you could plan ahead
to attend. I flew out on January
22nd, and after the plane
landed in San Francisco, CAPP
president Charlie Peters .
informed me that the meeting
had been cancelled. There was
no "formal" cancellation, and
Charlie had called more than
one offici-al to get an answer.
Even amember of the IMRC
committee indicated a lack of
notification.

Last month, I wrote about the
166·page IMRC meeting
~script.An interesting

.....comment from Richard Skaggs,
a committee member, was,
"Why weren't there more car

club people attending these
meetings?"

How can somebody attend?
When you call the phone
number (916)-322-8181 on
the IMRC letterhead, the phone
is not answered,

More on Federal Scrappage

I received more information on
S-1766 from Gail Barnes of
www.FueILine.com. In part:
Tucked away in "The Energy
Act of2002" (5-1766), a bill
sponsored by Sen. Tom
Daschle (D-SD) and Sen. Jeff
Bingaman (D-NM), is Section
803, which would provide
federal funding to states that
run automobile scrappage
programs for vehicles more
than 15 years old. 5-1766 is
expected to be debated in the
U.S. Senate beginning February
11th.

The Daschle bill is also titled "A
bill to provide for the energy
security of the Nation, and for
other purposes." One of those
"other purposes" is to provide
"Assistance for State Programs
to Retire Fuel-Inefficient Motor
Vehicles." According to
sources, there are currently
approximately 38 million
vehicles on U,S, roads that are
15 years old or older, among
them approxtrnately 300,000

cars whichiare under
restoration,

Representative W.J. (Billy)
Tauzin (R-~A) is sponsor of a
companion! House bill, HR­
2436. The full text of both $­
1766 and ~R-2436 is available
at . Please voice your
comments or concerns to your
elected officials. As Charlie
Peters says, "We have a system
in this counltry and if we don't
use it, we just might lose it."
And, possibly because of the
anthrax scare, letters may be
delayed. Reports are
recommending an e-mail, fax
or phone cap. Many may
choose two ways just to be
sure,

Regulating !C02 From Cars

California could become the
first state to.regulate gases
from cars al1d trucks that are
linked to alleged global
warming, opening a new front
in the fight against tailpipe
exhaust. Witp AB.-10SS, the
legislation t~rgets carbon
dioxide emitted by the state's
23 million passengervehicles.
Fran Pavley, ~ former
schoolteacher from Agoura
Hills and elected to the
Assembly last year, is the
sponsor of the bill. It requires
the state Air Resources Board
to adopt by J~nuary 2004



regulations that achieve the
"maximum feasible and cost­
effective reduction" of carbon
dioxide from cars and light
trucks. The controls would
take effect in January 200S.

After three attempts, the bill
passed 42 to 24. The
interesting part of this story is
the number of legislators who
declined to vote. It was sent to
the Senate despite a claim that
it represents the worst form of
environmental extremism.
"This bill gives the Air
Resources Board, a group of
un-elected bureaucrats, the
ability to create sweeping
regulations in less than two '
years," said Minority Leader
Dave Cox of Fair Oaks. "Is there
a possibility that (some) of
these vehicles will be forced off
the road? I think so."
Supporters of Pavley's bill said
it would allow California to set
an example In an area that it
has traditionally excelled:
control of auto emissions.
Some opposed say it is only a
mandate for ethanol gasoline.
Sources say that there Was a
similar bill during Governor .
George Deukmejlan's term of
office (1982-90). and that the
Governor vetoed it.

A Voice From Ethanol's Past

The Indianapolis "Star"
recently reported on bills that
would phase out the use of a
gasoline additive. "Friendly to
the environment and' beneficial
to corn farmers, /I that's how
supporters .describe legislation
being considered by both
chambers of the Indiana

General Assembly, Senate Bill­
381 and House Bill-1338
would phase out.the use of
methyl tertiary-butyl ether
(MTBE) in gasoline by July 23,
2004. The measures would
require that gas sold or used in
Indiana contain no more than
0.5 percent of MTBE.

Still. the legislation has a long
list of supporters, including
environmental groups and
petroleum companies, While
the most enthusiastic
supporters are the state's
30,000 corn growers, it has
been reported that corn prices
are set by federal subsidies
(rather than the free market
during the past several years).
thus the real money-makers in
this deal, should the legislation
become law, could be the
major petroleum companies.

One of the chief sponsors of
Senate Bill-381, Sen. Robert
Jackman of Milroy, says he's
confident that increased
demand for corn will raise crop
values, which will help farmers
in his central Indiana district. "I
think its effect on agriculture
would be absolutely
phenomenal." said Jackman,
who rents land that he owns to
corn farmers. Most experts
agree that increasing the use of
ethanol wouldn't affect the
price Hoosiers pay at the
pump. Still, some believe that if
the price of corn increases,
gasoline prices could rise in
states outside the corn­
abundant Midwest. But for
Indiana, the legislation is a
win-win situation, say Jackman

and the bills' other chief
supporters.

Nothing New UnderThe SUD

I received an article from
"Nation's Business" for May
1933 -. yes, the year WAS1933
-- titled "Mixing Alcohol and
Gasoline." Some quotes may
interest you: "Among the more
recent farm relief proposals is
a plan for adding alcohol, made
from farm products, to motor
fuel.The plan is receiving
serious consideranon in
several·quarters. Corn-belt
states are particularly
interested. It is estimated that
more than five hundred million
bushels of corn would be used
in making the alcohol needed
for a ten per cent dilution of
the gasoline annually
consumed here."

"There are many technical
objections to the use of such
fuels}.however. Carburetors
have to be adjusted, except for
the weakest dilutions, and
other mechanicalchanges
might have to be.made to
obtain maximum efficiency.
Problems of corrosion also
arise. Less mileage is said to be
obtained from the blended fuel.
These and other difficulties,
while ser-ious, are hardly
positive bars to the use of such
fuels and are offset in a small
degree by certain inherent
advantages of the blended fuel.
such as its anti-knock qualities.
As someone has said, this
utilization of our surplus farm
crops is more of an economic
than a practical problem. From
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the economic view, formidable
nbstacles present themselves."

"Getting back to cost
comparisons, the current
selling,price of gasoline at
reflnsrles is Jess than five cents
a gallon-taxes and distribution
costs bring this up to the 13 to
20 cents the motorist pays at
the pump. Actual cost of
making alcohol of 95 per cent
purity from molasses is put at
about 20 cents a gallon and the
selling price at more than 30
cents... Petroleum also supplies
raw materials for the
manufacturer of alcohol. At
current crude-oil prices, such
alcohol can be made at costs as
low or lower than alcohol from
any other raw material, it is
said."

"Also to be considered is the
fact that few large commercial
distilleries now make alcohol
from corn. Heavy expenditures
would be necessary to bring
this division of the alcohol
industry up to the needed
production were the alcohol­
gasoline plan adopted
nationally, The groundwork for
such expansion is reported
already being laid by several
distiUers in anticipation of
enactment of such legislatton
by the states or Congress. II

More next month...

"The plan is a bad proposition,
its opponents say, of mixing an
inferior dilutent costing, at a
minimum, 18 to 20 cents a
gallon with a product costing
five cents a gallon and then
finding someone to bear the
added cost-vin this case the
motorist. It is, they say, merely
a project to subsidize certain
groups of the farm public at the
expense of the gasoline­
consuming public. " 'Nat ion 's
Business' was published by
The United States Chamber of
Commerce.

And, I have a request for my
readers: Recently, Charlie
Peters and I noticed, at a rent­
it-yourself yard in the San
Francisco bay area, that all the
license plates on their rentals
were from Arizona, but that the
phone numbers painted on
them, were local. I thought this
was odd. Charlie called the
California Air Resources Board
to find out if the environmental
standards, DMV fees and fair
competitive market issues
deserve review. With all the
fanfare about controlling
emissions, I wonder if anyone
has run across anything similar
in their area? Please let me
know, and Jwill share it.

Tribute To A Good Man

This may be the hardest
paragraph that I have written.
By now you know that Terry
Ehrich has passed-on, It's hard
to believe that he,was involved
in the automotive hobby longer
than many hobbyists have
been around. I first heard of
him when I started receiving
"Hemmings" back in the 1970s,
and first met him in 1993.
Terry was unique in that he
was not only an enthusiastic
"car guy/, but an ardent
environmentalist; to most
people the two are not
compatible, but he managed to
excel at both with ease. I was
honored to be selected by him
for the "Hobby Hero" award in
1995 and 1996. The
"Hemmings" awards are given
out on Press Day in
Bennington, and after the
presentations, the attendees
are "turned loose" on the
"Hemmings" fleet of collectible
cars and trucks. I will never
forget the look on his face
when I pulled into the
"Hemmings" lot behind the
wheel of the "Hemmlngs'vl.St?
American LaFrance fire truck. I
will miss his good humor and
thoughtful comments on this
column over the past ten years.
He was my hero - and my
friend.

Stella

http://c1ubs.hemmings.comftjubsitesftllP_lUmarch02.html

CAPP contact: Charlie Peters (510) 537-1796 cappcharlie@earthlink.net
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Industry Outlook.e.-s,
Water groups oppose ethanol as MTBE replacement

;...

WASHINGTON - Replacing methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) with the fuel additive ethanol couldresult-in.
further watercontamination and higher gas prices, three water organizations told Senate MajorityLeaderTom r
Daschlethis week.

:):
I'

The Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA), Sacramento; American Water WorksAssociation
(AWWA),Denver; and the Association of Metropolitan WaterAgencies (AMWA), Washington, said ina letter
to Daschle, D-SD, that they support ending the use ofMTBE.

;

MTBE is a fuel oxygenator that purportedly helps clean emissionsfrom vehicles, but is found to be a groundwater .;
pollutant and health risk. Ethanol.is often talked 'about as its replacement. . . ;:;

. ~ >

But "replacing M1BE with ethanol runs the serious risk ofrepeatingcostly environmental mistakes," the letter
said, withoutevidence that ifbenefits clean air and without evidencethere are no health risks associated wi~ it.

I.
, -'.

"Puttingethanol on gasoline, at any levels, would almostcertainlyresult in higher prices at the pumpandnew
instances of possible water contamination," the letter stated.

ACWA, AWWA andAMWA also oppose language in the EnergyPolicy Act of 2002's ethanol provisionthat
features the creation of a "renewable fuels safe harbor," that the groups claim gives liability protection to,etb.an91
marketers.

The groups citeda 1999 study by the University of California that concluded the state could meet its clean air .
goals without oxygenated fuel. .

Copies of the groups'. letter were sent to US senators DianneFeinstein, D-CA, and Barbara Boxer,D-CA,who
also oppose the use ofMTBE.

In ·October 2000, Feinstein introduced five bills to deal with MTBE. and on 11 April, Boxer said ina statement on
her website that she would offer an amendment to hold ethanolproducers responsible for any future damage.to
the enviromnent or any threat to pubic health.

j '

; .­
t .-t.:,.
F. .

Boxer said she would also introduce a second amendmentto encouragethe use ofethanol producedfrom
agricultural biomass, such as rice straw andsugarcaneresidue, as an alternative to com-based ethanol. That
approach, shesaid, would help prevent supply disruptions that cantranslate into unfair gas prices for consumers..

California onceintendedto stop using MTBE next year, but last month, concerned about possible lncreasedgas
prices at the pump caused by ethanol, Gov. Gray Davispostponed the MTBE band, giving refineries up to an
additional 12 months for thetransition from MTBE toethanol.

" , j '

National Trade Publications Inc. http://watemet.cominews.asp?mode=4&N ID=309l9

CAPP co~~ct: Charlie Peters / (510) 537-1796 / ~ch~lie@earthlink.net
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Greenhouse redux. . ' :,: .

Orange County Register, May 27, 2002

A.B. 1058 j the controversial bill to limit
carbon dioxide emissions in California, is
scheduled for a possible vote in the
Assembly on Tuesday. A final vote was
delayed several times due to grassroots
opposition and lobbying by the auto
industry.

Clearly the pressure is on. Why the urgency?

Part of the reason is the desire of some
environmental groups and state legislators
for California to be the first state to limit the
emission of "greenhouse gases."

But the reasons may go deeper. So far the
debate has centered on the harsh measures
that might be taken to meet the goals of A.B.
1058. In a report, the California Air
Resources Board said it might have to
impose gas taxes and sport utility vehicle
fees.

Another scenario, however} is being raised:
If those remedies prove too controversial,
the board could propose ethanol credits to
meet the requirements. The costs would be
largely hidden in higher gasoline prices and
ethanol producers would cash in.
Ah, the ethanol industry.

Midwest-based ethanol industry influence

is the chief reason the Bush admtnistratton
refused to give California a waiver from a
mandate to put oxygenates in gasoline.
Californians have been using MTBE, but it
has proven to be a water pollutant.

The only other practical alternative is
ethanol, although some believe it could
actually increase smog. So most
environmentalists, including the Sierra Club,
along with Sens. Boxer and Feinstein,
support a lawsuit by Gov. Davis to get the
federal oxygenate mandate waived.

Is the ethanol industry also in the 1058
debate? It's not readily apparent, but
questions have been raised about a group
called the Bluewater Network, a self­
described coalition of about 60 businesses
and environmentalists. Bluewater stands
out as one of the few environmental groups
to support federal.ethanol mandates. And,
Bluewater has aligned itselfwith ethanol
interests by signing an ad promoting ethanol
benefits. In a recent Earth Island Journal;
Bluewater Network founder Russell Long
brags that Bluewater Network wrote A.B.
1058.

Californians should pay close.attention to
those who could benefit most from A.B.
1058 and how they might be shaping debate.

leAPp contact: Charlie Peters (510) 537-1796 cappcharlie@earthlink,neq
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USe states"rights to challenge:mandate
Gov. Gray.Davis' decision to sue the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to force it to grant a
waiver.fro.m:an:EPAmandate"to ·mclude oxygenates'in gasoline·used,Ht'Calif-omia is 'fine~so·far. as
it goes. The l!PJ\'maitd8te~ recently'reinforced by the Bushadmin~:is·:seientifIcally
suspect~,politically driven and co~Jd make<?alifomia's smog situation'worse ratherthan better.

Butt@re·might bebetter gJaunds-on ,:which.,to,fight this battle.

.TheEPA, under the 1990 Clean Air Act, has required that gasoline sold" in certainparts of
Califoniia .contairi." 2·percent oxygenates, whidi 'are said to make fuelbmn cl~.:CaJif()~ia ;
refmeries met tOe requir-ement bY .adding MTBE;.which created waterpollution problem·When it
leached info'·the groundwater through leakytanks or spills. The Davis .administration plans to
phase.out .~E in Janyary 2003.

That -kaY~$, ethlmol,~ade from comin theMidwest. But according to the.California'Air
Resources Bo.arit increaSlng.t:be'amo.untofethanol:in ·Califomia.gasOIine--eould-·increase
eroissio.n~Of nitro.seli modes,and;valatile'organic,eompOunds~ the ·majoringrediems of.smog.

Ethanol.,whose.ptajorproducer is ·theArcherDanielsMidland-Co., a shrewd political contributor
to bothp~s, is subsidized by.the federal government through anexcise tax exemption. It .
cannot.l;Je.sliipped in pipelines 'heoause ,it mi;res with~wat~:a.nd:.can,.~· corrosion, so it would
haveto.1ie:shipped by barge, rail or truck. It could cost California refiners as muchas $1 billion to
convertto ethanol.

.The"ctean Ajri\ctallows ~,waiver ofthe ~xyg~nate requirement, but the issue has become a .
political football. A proposal in Congressto grant the waiver lost after heavy lobbying from the
ethanol industry, With solid bipartisanopposition from Midwestern representatives.

Hint Geo~eW.Bush lost Iowa by fewer than 5,000 votes last yea, and has a realistic chance of
-GOP gains JI1 2002 and 2004. He lost Californiaby a much larger margin.

While a ~awsuit aSking the 9th ·Circuit FederalAppealsCourt to force the EPA to grant the waiver
might be.successful, it could be more beneficial to take a stand on constitutional and states' rights'
grounds. .

California has always imposed stricter rules for cleaner-burninggasoline than the federal
government, and several refmers havedeveloped cleaner and cheaper blends without-oxygenates
thatcannot be sold in much ofCalifomia due-to the' oxygenate mandate. Given this, it is

.: ••- : ..;: :~ : : • • " .. . ~ -:": • ":" ••••.: .: • •:. : . _.r- :: ',~ :
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questionable whether the federal government even has the.authorityto.mandate specific
ingredients for gasoline inCalifomia ratherthan general standards (which California meets .
without oxygenates).

Charlie Peters, ofClean Air Performance Professionals, which represents independen
smog check facilities, has'suggested thatCalifornia simply impose a 1percent oxygenate cap,

. which would give refiners the optionofadding up to 1 percent oxygenates to meetCalifornia
standards. Underour federal system, in~·which most health and safety regulation is lefttothe
states, the state government has full_orDy to issue standards that differ from federal standan
It iseven possible that cities affectedllY.MTBEpollution or local water boards havesuch
authority. .

Would·the EPA·then·take,CalUomia toeeurt or would it back oft? Most likely it would back of]
If it didn't, Californiawould have a powerful case incorporating legitimate state authority;
fede~ism an~. s~J;i~ questions as to whether the federal government has authority to veto

. ~.withetit1ldear interstatecommerce issue involved.Our chances ofwinningin the
currenfU.S.Supreme Court ~ or the.court as it is likelyto be changed by any Bushappointee ...
would beexcellent,

y A lawsuit against the EPA is an encouraging sign that Gov. Davis means to challenge an arbitral
4eeision~-;lJ$ipg the powers the U.S.·Constitution·clearly gives to state govemments might 'be
evenbetter•

.~~laws~~~:in part.{iled-to.meeta deadline; keepingthat option open.

~~~fdi:ng;,~~~~o.m.j~~n~,epta.I.Ptotection Agency chief WinstonHickox,Gov. Dav~:
~(W~~~ditip,n'toptipgs.~p_~~nsiveappro(LCh.by;the~-9,f.September....... . ... . .. .. . . . the list
~:.fe4¢.ra.rIS~~OJ.hsb,Q~ " ·ltiglU)B:, . . . . .' , .

~~:/lc~h~~~coual~' '. .
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BURTONr HOLIDAY :WEEKEND
EMPHASIZES .NEED· FOR MTBE WAIVER

. SJ\CllAMENTD--As.an·additional:4 ,millionCalifomians .take to the roads this 'weekend
for the MCJDQrialDay.hoJi4-y,~tc ~sicleat pro TcmJohn Burton today reiterated his cal1.~
President Bqsh to grant'Qilif~'s ·Ig?p~J .for a.~. of the two~:~genate mandate
for reformuJated .........1:...e. .

' : , . . . . : . ..~~

"This weeke:Dd is the startofthevacatimdri~~on.," aurton ~d. "Granting a
wai~. ,ftOri1;~.~fits-ail'federal'~te :wi1len8bte,us ,tod~ with,the health and safety

J issues:assoeiated·with Mllm and hejp'keepthe priceof'gasoline downfor consumers during the
criticalsummermontbs.to •

Thc,two,~t~ypnate·,~tehas-.wted in the wi4esPread use ofMmE (methyl
tc;r.tiary ;butyl,ether);in pS,C)Unc.···MJ1l&:·has been:~ inwatersupplies in manyCaliforilia
e;O~ti~and~'-~p~ollt~d1e_,by.2003,. Since Califomia givesrefiners
tle,u'bility to make cleanburning gasoline withoutoxygeoatesi the two percent oxygenate
mandate.is.~~ an4 ~~app~~ly ;~.4.~~ JJCtga.t!onJc),the c;ost of~lin~ . .

' ". . .- . . ,' . ' . . ~ . . ." .

, Borton amI'othere8Hfomia 'I~~ers~~~~U~,drls montJ1.reqpestiilg
the·waiVer.',·Estinu.teS= show~:coSt tQ·'Ca1ifomi&~ ·if.the waivJ:I' is·D~tgran~W9u1d'
be:Jlpproximately S472·mllIioD. : " . : ., . .... . ." , -': .
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What They Didn't Say
stella, Hemmings Motor News, MARCH 2001

(Gary Condit, Dick Cheney, Chandra Levy, ENRON, Arnold, Gray Davis, MTBE, ethanol & Alex Farrell)

(snip)

"Rep. Gary A. Condit (D-Calif.) has introduced legislation, in the
opening days of the 107th Congress, to help drive gasoline prices
down while protecting the environment. HR .52 seeks to reHeve
California from federally mandated year-round gasoline
oxygenate requirements while preserving the full benefits of
California's reformulated gasoline program. Condit introduced the
bipartisan legislation with another member of the California
delegation, Rep. Chris Cox. 'California already meets
Environmental Protection Agency requirementstor reducing
emissions of toxic air pollutants and ozone-forming' compounds, '
Condit said. 'When a state meets these requirements,under this
legislation, they would' not be required to add oxygenates to
gasoline'."

"
.bttR~ljQIY.Q~JJ f;lmlIllO-9$.Q.QJn/.clubsite$!Q.9P-p!mar.o.·Ll1tml

CCAPP contact: Charlie Peters (510) 537~1796 caJ2J;}~barlie@earthlink.net .



July 12,2001
California Faces Higher Prices At the Pump After
Bush Ruling
Ruling ThatEthanol Replace MTBEMay Pinch Supplies
ByALEXEIB~ONUEVO

StaffReporter of THE WALLSTREET JOURNAL

President Bush's recentdecision requiringCalifornia to use
ethanol asjts gasoline additivewill add to the state'salready
steepgasoline prices and could leave fuel supplies tight.

The ethanol industry says it can meet California's needsfor
about600 million gallons a year ofthe corn-based additive,
four times more than the state currentlyuses.Butat a
California AirResources Board meetingThursday, state energy
officials areexpected to releasepreliminaryresultsof a survey
predicting thatethanol supplieswill be tight,at best.

No newplants are underconstruction in California, and
construction would have to start by the fall to meet the state's
December 2002 deadline fOT phasingout MTBE, the current

~ .' . . additive forcutting emissions. At the same time, some
;\ j Northeast states will be competing for the samesupplies:

Connecticut is phasing out MTBE in 2003 and New York in
2004.

Getting enough of the new additive "will be a major"challenge,
a hugechallenge," saysPat Perez, manager for the fuels office
at the California Energy Commission.

In fact, in recent days, members of the CaliforniaAir
Resources Board havemet with refiners in the stateto express
their increasing concerns. State officialshave told refinersthat
they are leaning toward askingthe governor to postponethe
phase-out ofMTBE, liefining executivessay.

"People aredefinitely hearingvarious things, and different
scenarios arebeingdiscussed, but no decision has been made:'
says William L. Rukeyser, assistantsecretary at Cal/EPA,the
state'senvironmental regulatoryagency. He adds that "we
continue to say there is no possibility ofabandoning the MTBE
phase-out." Heexpects a decision by mid-September.

Previously, California had applied for a waiver from using
specialpollution-reducing additivesin gasoline, saying it could
meet air standards without them, but Mr. Bush rejected the
request lastmonth.

, .
Meanwhile, the California Energy Commissionestimates that

,highertransportation costsand other expenses relatedto the
switchwilladdat least 10to 20 cents a gallon for consumers
who already paythenation's highest gasoline prices.

Unwilling to betentirely on the U.S. ethanol industry,
California officials, along with oil giant BP PLC, held
discussions in Maywithethanolproducers from Brazil, the
world's largest ethanol producer. Brazilian producers say they
have idlecapacity theycould bring on line, and "wethink we
coulddo it fora competitive price," says Eduardo de Carvalho,
president andchiefexecutive officerofthe Association of

Sugarand Alcohol Producers of Sao Paolo, which represents
about60%of Brazilian ethanol production. .

California GetsNo Exemption.From U:S. onGas(June 12)

White HouseWon't Exempt California-From RUle.~~~·uiring
Clean-Burning Gas (June 9) ;':;' / .

Mr. Carvalho declined to discuss prices.ButCalifornia Energy
Commission officials say they believetheycouldgetBrazilian
ethanol for $1.20 a gallon, below the recentGli.lfCoast spot
pricesfor ethanolofjust under Sl.40 a gallon. Buta current
import tariffof54 cents It gallon wouldboostthe Brazilian price
to $1.74a gallon.

Still,London-based BP, one ofCalifornia's biggest refiners, says
theBrazilian supply has to be considered,because it is worried
aboutan ethanolshortfall that could cause prices to spike. "Our
analysis showsthat in the short term, therewill probably not be
enough ethanol," says Tom Mueller, a BP spokesman.

Importing from Brazil could be a politicalheadache for Mr.
Bushandotherswho supported ethanol in largepart to givea
boostto U.S. farmers. "What an irony it wouldbe itour
domestic effort would result in dependenceonyet another
foreign supplier,"says Jason Grumet,executive director ofthe
Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management, a
consortium of air-quality-control agencies.

Still, even Braziliansupplies probably won'tstaveoffhigher
prices. Because of the unique properties ofethanol, refiners have
to use hugequantities of additional gasolinecomponents to
makethesame amountof gasoline. California's ~ergy
commission estimatesthat switching to~olwill.reduce •
gasoline output in the state by 6% to 10% evenafterplanned
capacity expansions, a huge drop in a state where the balance
between supplyand demand is always tenuous.

Ethanol is also tougher to transport, and there aren'tany
dedicated ethanolpipelines to California, nor arethere plansto
build any. Whilemost ofCali(omia's MTBE'comesfromthe
Gulf Coast, ethanol wiU IU'St have to travel to the Gulfby rail or
barge from the Midwest, adding five to sevencentsa gallon to
gasoline prices.

Refiners, including BP and Valero EnergyCorp.,say they
expectto encounter railroad congestion and a'teughtime finding
more U.S.-flagged tankers for sea-borne shipments. .

Ethanol lobbyists argue.that the fears are overblown. Projects are
in theworks to expand the country's ethanolproduction by4QOA ..
to 2.5 billion gallonsby early 2003 and to 3.5 billion gallons by
2004, saysMonteShaw, a spokesman fortheRenewable l1lels
Association·in Washington. He said ethanolproducersdon't
anticipate transportproblems.

Writeto Alexei Barrionuevo at alexei.ban:ionuevo~sj.com
Copyright (> 200I Dow Jones & Company, Inc. All Rights·
Reserved.
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California sues EPA over ethanol requirement
By Leon Drouin Keith AssociatedPress Writer

, LOS ANGELES (AP) -- California officials are suing the U.S.
i·:~ Environmental Protection Agency in hopes of reversing a decision

requiring the state to use what they consider a needlessly expensive
and polluting gasoline additive.

The lawsuit, filed late Friday afternoon in the 9th U.S. Circuit Court ofAppeals in San
Francisco, calls on the agency to waive rules that effectivelywill require ethanolto be
added to most of the state's gasoline. State officials announced the move in aconference
call with reporters Sunday.

Gov. GrayDavis has ordered that the only oxygenateavailable besides et.hanol-- MTBE
-- be phasedout by January 2003 because it pollutes WOund water. State officials argue
that California can meet federal air-quality goals with non-oxygenated, reformulated
gasoline. ' .

The EPA's oxygenate requirement is "a straitjacket mandate that will
drive up gas prices while increasing air pollution," Davis said in a
statement. "The potential for harm to Californians, both economically
and environmentally, leaves me no choice but to fight back with guns
blazing." .

California produces 5 million to 7 million gallons ofethanol a year, a far cry from the
estimated 600 million to 900 million gallons it would need to comply with the rules. That .:\
wouldmake the state dependent on the Midwest, which grows the I
com usedto make most ethanol.

Winston Hickox, secretary ofthe CaliforniaEnvironmental Protection Agency, sai4.tbat
because California's ethanol needs representahuge portion ofthe roughly2 billion

of2 8/12101 7:03·Pl
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gallons expected to be produced this year, the chances are great that supply problems
could send prices skyrocketing.

According to state estimates, the ethanol switch could 'add as little as 2 or 3 cents to the
price ofa gallon ofgasoline, but supply problems could send pump prices soaring 50
cents or more.

Although ethanol producers have insisted they'll be able to handle the increased demand,
Hickox said, "It would be a reckless play on our part to asswne that is the case.It

Representatives oftwo environmental groups, the Natural Resources Defense Council and
the Clean Air Trust, joined state officials in the press conference and agreed that requiring
ethanol could do more harm than good to California's famously polluted air.

Studies have shown thatwhile ethanol blends reduce carbon monoxide levels, they
~:.~ increase levels ofoxides of,nitrogen, which are ofgreater'coneem in most ofCalifomia.
"/ ./

"It's not sound science -- it's political science, II Clean Air Trust
Executive Director Frank O'Donnell said ofthe EPA's refusal to
grant the waiver.

EPA officials in Washin~on, D.C., and San Francisco did not return several callsseeking
comment Sunday.

But they have contended that under the Clean Air Act, they lack the authority to grant the
state's request Federal officials have said the state hasn't proven that complying withthe
oxygenate requirement would result in a net increase of.air pollution.

Hickox said filing deadlines meant the suit had to be submitted Friday, but he is
continuing to examine options to deal with the federal agency's rejection ofthe state's
waiver request last month.

Davis has given Hickox.until late September to come up with recommendations, which
could includedelaying the MTB:a phase-out or pressing for more in-state productionof
ethanol using material such as rice straw instead ofcom.

The state also is trying to get legislation passed in Congress that would allow the waiver,
but O'Donnell said Bush administration officials have tried to block those efforts.

http://www.sacbee.comlnewslcalreportldatalN2001-08-12-1300.1.btml
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Davis Pursues EPA Waiver on Ethan.ol
By Elizabeth Douqlass, Los Angeles Times, August 07, 2003

Gov. Gray Davis again urged the Environmental
Protection Agency to end a federal mandate that
gasoline sold in California include ethanol, a fuel
additive that air quality officials say does not help
the state reduce air pollution.

Davis has requested an EPA waiver for the state's
fuel, which he said could meet federal air emission
standards without using oxygen-boosting additives
such as ethanol and MTBE.

MTBE, or methyl tertiary butyl ether, will be
banned from California gasoline Jan. 1 because of
environmental concerns.

Davis' move comes three weeks after the u.s. 9th
Circuit Court of Appeals sided with California,
ruling that the EPA "abused its discretion" when it
refused to consider the state's waiver request.

CAPP contact: Charlie Peters (510) 53 7~ 1796 cappcharlie@earthlink.net
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
08113/2001 .

GOVERNOR DAVIS SUES U.S. EPA OVER GASOLINE ADDITIVE 8/13/2001

SACRAMENTO

Govemor GrayDavistodayannounced that California is suing the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) to forcethe agency todropa fuel additive requirement that will
Increase gasoline cos~s and air pollution.

"EPA made a decision that failed to follow sound science," Governor Davis said. "The.EPA .
simply Ignored the voluminous Information wesentthem showing that ethanol doesnothing to
clean-the air andactually lnereases air pollution. We regret having to take this action, butwe
areleftwith no choice. California residents should nothave to paymore for gasoline and
suffer from ina:eased air po"utl~n.Of

The suit, filed inSan Francisco's Ninth Circuit Court bythe California Environmental
Protection. Agency's Air Resources Bo~rd (ARB). asks that the U. S. EPA drop its requirement
th~ oxygenates be added to 70 percent of California gasoline. .

ARB maintains that the U.S. EPAIgnored extensive information that ethanol, the only
'oxygenate that.willbe'avallable Insufficient quantity t~ California refiners in 2003. win driveup
the cost of gasoline While Increasing smog-forming nitrogen oxide(NOx) and cancer-causing
particulate matter(PM) pollution.

Scientific studies haveshownthat gasoline formulated to Callfornla'standards. whichare
.stricter than·U.S. EPA standards, bums cleaner without oxygenates such as ethanol. The
studies also showthatoxygenates In gasoline Increase NOX emissions and the formation of .
ozone and PM. The federal oxygenate requirement Is, however. seen as a boon to
mld-westem agri-buslnes~ Interests, which produce ethanol from com.

California wouldneed at least 680million gallons of ethan,?1 eachyear underthe federal
oxyge"-e mandate. ·Disruption In. ethanolsuppUes would· bringst)arpgas.oline price spikes to
Califomla consumers.

The waiver request came afterGovernor Davis signed an executive order banning the
oxygenate MTBE by December 31, 2002. MTBE in gasoline c;an causewater po!lutian. On
June 12. the U.S.EPA announced the rejection ofCalifomia'swalver.request:

If theEPA's action Is allOwed to stand. California ~uld be hindered in Its attempts to meetthe I

ozone and PMclean air standards that theEPA hasset.

n"'.LJt\ I I I •.,., ... .
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Robert Bruce Bullard
20 Luna Lane #2
San Anselmo, CA 94960

Dear Mr. Bullard:

Thank you for your letter recommending that Governor Davis execute an
executive order to remove the 'oxygenate requirements from the RFG gasoline
program.

You suggestion is interesting, and I believe the Governor's office should be
aware of your proposal. AbCQrdingly, I am forwarding your letter to Governor
Davis.

Thank you for your interest and hard work on this MTBEissue. It Is appreciated.

Peace and Friendship,

~=::~
President pro Tempore
State·Senate .

cc: Linda Adams, ChiefDeputy, Legislative Secretary
Governor Gray Davis
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MEMBER
COMMlnEeONENfRGv AND

COMMERCE

The Honorable Arnold Schwarzenegger
Governor-elect
Stateof California
Sacramento, CA

DearMr. Schwarzenegger:

1amwriting to share an analysis ofhow pending energy legislation in Congress will affect California.

Thislegislation is a pork-barrel, anti-environment bill. It tramples states' rights on land use, punches holes
in the Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act, gives awaybillions of dollars in special interest favors, and'.
establishes massive pro-pollution subsidiesand incentives. It doesall this while doing nothing to address our
nation'sdependence on oil or the threat of climatechange.

And it is of special concern to California, which will be impacted more than any other state. The bill tilts
management of public lands in California towardenergy production. In a shocking transfer of wealth, thebill
requires Californians to provide hundreds of millionsof dollars in subsidies to ethanol producers in the Midwest
eachyear, The bill shields oil companies from liability for having to clean up California groundwater"that theyare
responsible for contaminating. It slants the relicensing of hydroelectric projects in California towardsthe energy
industry by ex.cluding the state, cities, businesses, andIndiantribes from participation in the new relicensing process.

And eventhough congressional Republicans are dropping theirproposal to inventory oil and gas reserves on
the outer continental shelf, several provisions in the energy.bill lay the groundwork for drilling off the California
coast. In fact, oneprovisionwould authorize the federal government to issue coastal easements to support oil
exploration anddevelopment without even consulting withthe state.

Perhaps most significantly, the energy bill fails to address any of the Enron-style energy market
manipulations thatcost California consumers billionsof dollars andbegan California's economic troubles.

There maybe littleyou can do to influencethe substance of this important legislation) but given its
enormous impact on California. I thought the enclosedanalysis would be of interest to you.

With best wishes,

~Y~A. n
Memberof Congress

iI.""
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NEWS FROM ...

U.S. REPS. CHRIS COX AND

HENRy·WAXMAN

Contact: Marilyn Cosenza (Cox): (202)225..5611
Karen Lightfoot (Waxman): (202) 225~50S1

California House Delegation Urges EPA Action on
Cheaper, Cleaner Fuels

WASHINGTON (Thursday, Marcb 18,2004) - Rep. Chris Cox (CA-48), Rep. Henry
Waxman(CA-30), and members of the California House delegation today sent a letter to EPA
Administrator Michael Leavitt expressing support for GovernorArnold Schwarzenegger's recentrequest
for a waiverof the Clean Air Act's ethanollMTBE mandate for California. This waiver would allow
California to use cleaner blends ofgasoline, while saving consumers money at the pump.

The letter was signed by 52 of the 53 membersof the Califomia delegation.

For five years, California has sought a waiv.er allowing it to sell cleaner-burning gesolinewithout
oxygenates such as MTBE and ethanol. EPA's Blue Ribbon Panel on Oxygenate in Gasoline reportedon
September15, 1999, that "within California.Iifting the oxygenaterequirement will result in greater .
flexibility to maintain and enhance emission reductions,particularly as California pursues new
formulation requirements for gasoline." Although last year the U.S. Ninth Circuit Court ofAppeals
vacatedthe EPA's 2001 decision to deny a waiver, the EPA still has not granted the waiver request.

"Forover a decade. the congressional mandate that California use ethanol or MfBEbas setback
our efforts to achieve cleaner air and water, while drivingup the cost ofgasoline to consumers."saidRep..
Cox. "TheCaliforniacongressional delegation has once again asked that the EPA consider a proposal~at .
makes sensefor California's environment and its economy."

California has already banned MTBE, one ofthe most commonly used oxygenates. becauseit
poses significant risks to the state's groundwater and surface water resources. Without the requested
waiver, California's efforts to meet its fuel needs will continue to require massive use ofethanol-a
complicated and costly mandate that the California Air Resources Board asserts will jeopardize
California's attainment of federal ozone standards.

TheEPA recently found that the oxygenate requirement was not necessary for either New
Hampshire or Arizona to meet their clean air goals. The resulting flexibility could allow the states to .
produceclean gasoline in the most cost-effective way possible. Today, the delegation asks EPA to allow
California similar flexibility to use cleaner-burning gasoline, whether or not it contains oxygenates. .

"California can improve its air quality, address .the threat MTBEposes to our water, andalleviate
the excessive prices for gasoline, but the oxygenate waiver is crucial to this effort. I am deeply
disappointed that the U'S. :ePA has not yet granted California's request." said Rep. Waxman (P-Los
Angeles).

###



The Clean Air Act: At what cost?
Oil flrrns, Sierra Club wantwaiver for state on adding ethanol to gas

By Mark Glover} Sacramento Bee, Sunday} March 28, 2004

With gasoline topping $2 a gallon
and fears of more price spikes
ahead, California is eagerly
awaiting a decision on its request
for a federal waiver of a clean-air
mandate the state believes
contributes to unstable fuel prices.

And "state" is a nearly all-inclusive
word when it comes to those who
object to the Clean Air Act mandate
that a percentage of fuel sold in
smoggy areas contain oxygenated
compounds.

The coalition that wants the Bush
administration to waive the gas­
additive requirement for California
includes an eclectic combination of
groups and individuals not usually
seen on the same page when it
comes to environmental issues.
The chorus includes Gov . Arnold
Schwarzenegger, the Sierra Club,
the California Environmental
Protection Agency, the American
Automobile Association and oil
companies.

In a Jan. 28 letter to federal EPA
Administrator Michael Leavitt,
Schwarzenegger requested a
waiver of the minimum oxygen
content mandate, saying it "slows
environmental improvement, raises
costs and is no longer required to
ensure substantial and sustained
ethanol use in California."

The governor's tetter was followed
by another sent by Terry
Tamminen, California's
environmental chief, who included
data supporting Schwarzenegger's
contentions. Much of the state's
concern is tied to an ethano/­
delivery system that originates far
from California's borders.

Californians already pay about 20
cents a gallon more than the U.S.
average, due primarily to the state's
strict pollution standards. And while
federal waiver advocates have not
projected exact fuel pump savings,
they agree that some savings are
inevitable if the waiver is approved.

In leading the charge for: the waiver,
Schwarzenegger echoed previous
efforts by the man whose job he
took - former Gov. Gray Davis .

As governor, Davls repeatedly
sought a waiver of the oxygenate
mandate, going so far as to sue the
federal EPA in August 2001.

At that time, Davis was also
phasing out the oxygenate additive
MTBE (methyl tertiary butyl ether).
As of Jan. 1, California prohibited
MTBE in gasoline because of water
pollution concerns. The state's
refineries have switched to ethanol
as an alternative.

Oxygenates enhance combustion in
motor vehicle engines, producing a
cleaner burn and accompanying
lower levels of emissions . But
MTBE and ethanol must be handled
differently, with a primary concern
being ethanol's tendency to corrode
pipelines. Oil companies add it at
distribution points -- where gas
goes from pipelines to trucks or
ships -- while MTBE was typically
mixed at refineries and moved
through pipelines to distributors.

Now, many in California would
prefer to see ethanol go the way of
MTBE.

Their arguments could fill a book.
They cite everything from refiners'
ability to blend cheaper, cleaner-

burning fuels to California's already
strict standards for auto emissions.

And they cite multiple scenarios
where ethanol could -- and already
has -- been blamed for.higher
prices at the pump: 'the cost to
transport ethanol hundreds or
thousands of miles,tanker or rail
transportation tie-ups that create
spot ethanol shortages, weather
conditions that produce a bad crop
of corn (from which ethanol is
derived), refiners that pour more
gas into their blends because '
ethanol takes up less volume than
MTaE and refiners that str~ggle to
add proper ethanol amounts to the
already tricky formula for
summertime gasoline.

"Basically, we don't like the federal
ingredients to meet the standard,"
said Jennifer Mack, spokeswoman
at the AAA office in San Francisco.

Jeff Wilson, a spokesman for the
Sacramento-based Western States
Petroleum Association, caltedfne
ethanol-additive process nan
unnecessary cost to consumers
and a burden on refiners that
doesn't make sense, The forced '
use of ethanol in California doesn't
make sense.

"Give the (oil) industry a goal, and it
will work to meet it. But don't ,
mandate a government gasolilie
recipe." ' ,

The petroleum aasoclatlon has an
unlikely ally in the Sierra Club,
historically one of the harshest
critics of the oil industry.

"In ethanol. there ls a concern
about evaporation, where youcouJd
actually have an increase in smog



instead of a decrease," said Bill
Magavem, a Sierra Club lobbyist in
Sacramento. "We support the
waiver. We can meet the standard
without the oxygenate requirement."

The petroleum association, which
represents major oil refiners such
as ExxonMobil, BP and
ConocoPhillips, and the Sierra Club
have differing priorities for meeting
clean-air standards without ethanol.

Wilson said the oil industry has an
army of fuel-blending experts to
turn loose on producing gasoline
that is more environmentally
friendly. Noting that "no two
refineries are alike," Wilson said
different clean-air solutions would
likely be developed at different
sites.

He contended that refiners'
developing cleaner fuels is far
better than relying on ethanol and
its related transportation costs:
"Ethanol adds complications .
Ethanol is depending on rail
(transportation) or a tanker on the
Mississippi River or through the
Panama CanaL"

Magavern noted that the Sierra
Club has long favored clean-air
solutions at the manufacturing
source, such as development of
vehicles that do not require high­
octane fuels and sophisticated
engines that produce fewer
emissions.

An informal sampling of
Sacramento-area residents who
were filling up at local pumps last
week showed squeamishness
about turning a possible clean-air
solution over to oil companies. In a
reversal of contemporary voter
trends, most favored a continuation
of federal regulation.

"At feast with the federal

government watching it, if
something is not right, we can go to
them and demand some answers,"
said Carlos Becknell, a 46-year-old
Sacramentan filling up at the
Unocal 76 service station at 15th
and X streets.

Andrew James, a 43-year-old who
moved from New York City to
Sacramento almost a year ago,
offered similar sentiments at a
nearby pump: "When I came here
from Manhattan, the cost of
(homes) wasn't that bad, but the
price of gas was the worst part. But
I don't think I want the oil
companies to have that much
power in this. I think I want the
(federal) government to keep an
eye on it."

Others were more willing to let the
oil industry have its crack at
reducing air pollution.

"The people who make the gas
have all the scientific knowledge to
make it cleaner. Why not let them
try to solve the problem?" said
Carmichael resident Geraldine
Leonard, filling up at a Chevron
station on Greenback Lane in Citrus
Heights. "I think it's in the best
interest of the oil companies to
make cleaner gas, and th e
(emissions) could be monitored by
the state anyway. 11

That's a key point. No matter what
gasoline blend oil companies might
come up with, it would still have to
meet California clean-fuel
standards that are tougher than
federal standards.

In the end, the federal EPA will
make the call. And while some
politicians and oil industry experts
believe the agency will answer
Schwarzenegger's request within a
few weeks , Washington, D.C.based

EPA spokesman John Millett
warned that Oallfornla's case is
"painstaking and technicaL"

Millett added: "There's a wide range
of issues fn California. It's certainly
vehicle miles traveled, conqestlon,
climate and geography as well. ...
All I can say right now is that we're
stlll reViewing the lnfonnation."

Millett also indicated that attempts
to compare California's request for
a waiver with two states that have
already received EPA exemptions
on the oxygenate requirement ­
Arizona and New Hampshire- were
far-fetched,

"Those are differentcaseswith
different issues," he said.

Analysts noted that New
Hampshire's population density,
traffic volume and climate are vastly
different from California. And the
New England state originally opted
to go into the oxygenate program
before initiating a prolongedeffort
to phase Gut MTSE.

Not surprisingly, one of the-few
voices calling for the preservation of
the ethanol additive in California
belongs to the ethanol lobby. cern
Belt states that produce ethanol
stand to lose out on billions of
dollars in the Golden "State's
massive fuel market.

In his letter to the EPA's Leavitt,
however, Schwarzenegger saw a
silver lining for ethanol interests,
alluding to "California's fuel
regulations that allow, but not
require, oxygen in gasoJine;"The
governor also mentioned the "
possibility of spurring ethanol
production within California.

But for now, those plans are on
hold as everyone waits to hear an
answer from the EPA.

The Bee's Mark Glover can be reached at (916) 321-1184 ormglover@sacbee.com

http:www.sacbee.com/content/news/envirorment/story/8672810p-9600654c.htmI

CAPP contact: Charlie Peters (510) 537-1796 cappcharlie@earthlink.net
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Ethanol waiver available
. . .... . ' .' " "" ':';"

Orange County Register, Sept. 20J 2005 3:00 a.m.

Tucked inamong the pork and subsidies
Congress passed in the energy bill this
summer was a provision that could work
to California's advantage - if California
officials take advantage of it.

According to Congressional Quarterly
magazine, the Environmental Protection
Agency "would have the authority to.
reduce or waive the requirement for a
state in which a percentage of fuel sold
in that state contains renewable fuel
additives. The requirement could be
waived if it is determined that the
mandate would have a significant
adverse economic or environmental
impact onthe state or region.II The
waiver would be for. one year, but it can
be renewed,

As we have noted previously, California
has had problems with the federal
mandates under the Clean Air Act
amendments of 1990, which mandated
that "reformulated gasoline contain 2
percent oxygen. It Most California
refiners chose to meet that requirement
by adding methyl tertiary butyl ether
(MTBE), butit created both
environmental and economic problems.
It escaped easily from storage tanks and
in some cases led to water supplies and

bodies of water havingan unpalatable
taste and odor. There are also .allegations
that ·MTBE can lead to diseases. .

California governors Gray Davis.and'
Arnold Schwarzenegger.aupportedby
elected officials from bothparties, have
in the past applied fora waiverfrom·;the
federal oxygenate mandate without
success. The energy bill, according to the
Congressional Research Service, ..
eliminates the oxygenate mandatebut
replaces it with a mandate -to use
increasing amounts of ethanol, made
from com. And it allows states to apply
for a waiver.

California has led the nation in
regulating fuel to reduce.airpollution, .
and California regulators believe the. .
oxygenate mandate and ethanol are'not
necessary to reduce smog; indeed, some
environmentalists believe ethanol makes
certain aspects of smogworse.

Gasoline with ethanol is also more
expensive, so mandated ethanol use isa
factor - though not the only one - in .
gasoline being more expensive in
California. Gov. Schwarzenegger should
move aggressively to apply for a waiver
from this unnecessary mandate to
subsidize agribusiness in the Midwest.

http;//www.ocregister.com/opinion/califomia-42628~mandate-ethanol.html

CAPPcontact: Charlie Peters (510) 537-1796 cappcharlie@earthlinknet
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Clean Air Performance Professionals '

Sunday, October 15, 2006

VOTE NOon Prop. 87
The $0.51 per gal. corporate welfare to the oil refiners for adding
5.60/0 ethanol to California gas is about $500,000,000.00 per year

The ethanol may add over $1.00 per gal. to the gas profit in
California.

That may be about $100 billion in oil profit from California motorists.

The science is interesting but so is the money.

A $~n~~~ro;--._8_7_o_il_t_ax__m~y add $40 billion in oil profit.

~iepeters
(510) 537-1796
Clean Air Performance Professionals

CAPP contact: Charlie Peters (510) 537-1796 cappcharlie@earthlink.net



Ethanol Economics ..
Tom McClintock, Citizens/or the California Republic, 6/18/07

The public policy farce that the "Green
Governor" unleashed with AS 32 (the so­
called "greenhouse gas" law) continues.
Using their newly granted power to slash
carbon dioxide emissions, the California Air
Resources Board (all Schwarzenegger
appointees) has mandated that every gallon
of gasoline sold in California must contain at
least 10 percent ethanol by 2010.

First, a few basic facts. Californians use
about 15 billion gallons of gasoline a year,
meaning that the new ten percent CARB
edict will require about 1.5 billion gallons of
ethanol. Corn is the most common ethanol­
producing crop in the country, yielding about
350 gallons of ethanol fuel per acre. That
means converting about 4.3 million acres of
farmland to ethanol production, just to meet
the California requirement. But according to
the USDA, California currently has only 11
million acres devoted to growing crops of all
kinds. Get the picture?

The entire purpose of this exercise is to
reduce the carbon dioxide emissions from
California automobiles (although Californians
already have the 8th lowest per capita
gasoline consumption in the country). And
that's where the public policy discussion
becomes farce.

As more acres are brought into agricultural
production, the demand for nitrogen fertilizer
will grow accordingly, which is itself
produced through the use of fossil fuels. And
the most likely source of new agricultural

land will be converting rain forests to
agriculture, although deforestation is already
the second biggest man-made contributor of
carbon dioxide emissions, ranking just
behind internal combustion. And here's the
clincher: ethanol is produced through
fermentation, by which glucose is broken
down into equal parts of ethanol and - you
guessed it - carbon dioxide .

Obviously, this edict will hit gasoline
consumers hard: ethanol is less efficient
than gasoline and it's more expensive­
meaning you'll have to buy more gallons at
the pump and pay more per gallon.

The bigger impact, though, will be at the
grocery store. By radically and artificially
increasing the demand for ethanol, the cost
pressure on all agricultural products
(including meat and dairy products that rely
on grain feed) will be devastating. Earlier this
year, spiraling corn prices forced up by
artificially increased demand for ethanol
produced riots throughout Mexico.

The CARB regulations will undoubtedly hit
Californians hard - but they will hit starving
third world populations even harder. Basic
foodstuffs are a small portion of the family
incomes in affluent nations, but they
consume more than half of family earnings in
third world countries.

So when the global warming alarmists
predict worldwide starvation, they're right.
They're creating it.

http:l.lwww.indybay.org/newsitems/2003/12/15/16659021.php

CAPP contact: Charlie Peters (510) 537-1796 cappcharlie@earthlink.net



The Farce About Ethanol..
By State Senator Tom McClintock, Free Republic, ]une28, 2007

In response to my blog, "Ethanol Economics," Former Secretary of State Bill Jones (now
Chairman of Pacific Ethanol), made five key points in his piece, "The Facts About
Ethanol." Just for fun, let's run "The Facts About Ethanol" through the old fact-checker:

"Today, ethanol is about 65 cents per gallon cheaper than gasoline in the California
market. " That's only after taxpayers and consumers have kicked in a subsidy of $1.50 per
gallon - or $7 billion a year paid into the pockets of ethanol producers to hide the staggering
price of ethanol production. And even with the subsidy, the California Energy Commission
estimates that the new CARB edict will INCREASE the price per gallon by between 4.2 and
6.5 cents - on top of the tax subsidies. Ouch.

"Allowing a 10 percent blend of ethanol into gasoline provides a 4 percent supply
increase to the marketplace at a price far below current gasoline prices." Not only is
the price far ABOVE current gasoline prices (see above) but Bill ignores the fact that ethanol
produces less energy than gasoline - meaning you'll have to buy more gallons for the same
mileage.

"CARS's recent vote reduces our reliance on oil from overseas..." Let's walk through
the numbers again. One acre of corn produces 350 gallons of ethanol; the CARB edict will
require 1.5 billion gallons of ethanol, in turn requiring 4.3 million acres of corn for ethanol
production. Yet California only has 11 million acres devoted to growing crops of any kind.
And that, in turn, means an increasing reliance on foreign agricultural produce, shifting our
energy dependence from King Abdullah to Hu Jintao.

"Further, it sends a signal to companies like ours to continue to invest in California
production to help make this state energy independent. " Yes, you can sell a lot more
ethanol with a kind word and a gun than with a kind word alone. You got me there. But it
also sends a signal to the market to raise prices on every product that relies upon corn for
both food and grain feed - meaning skyrocketing prices for everything from corn meal to
milk. Remember the tortilla riots in Mexico in January?

"Pacific Ethanol uses state-of-the-art production practices that reduce carbon dioxide
emissions by up to 40 percent compared to conventional gasoline. " Unless Pacific
Ethanol has re-written the laws of chemistry, ethanol is produced by converting glucose into
two parts ethanol and two parts carbon dioxide. The chemical equation is C6H1206 =
2C2H50H + 2C02. (Memo to Bill: If you're not using this formula, you're not producing
ethanol. And if you are, you're also producing lots of carbon dioxide. Better check.)

http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1858095/posts

CAPP contact: Charlie Peters (510) 537-1796 cappcharlie@earlhlink.net
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Bill Jones as subsidized ethanol magnate

* From Alan Bock, Orange County Register (blo-g)., :;'
December 4th, 2007

*Here's an interesting piece from the Mercury-News.on
the "post-politics" of Bill Jones, former Republican
Assemblyman and Secretary of State Bill Jones, who ~~s.:,:.'
now become one of California's biggestwelfare 'Quee'ns','
as an entrepreneur in the subsidized world of ethanol. .. '
His family had s.ome farmland near Madera, and for , ' . ..::
years he's been eyeing corn likker - ethanol « as a way: .
to maximize profits. Since retiring from politics, but' . ' .:,' .::
using his political influence, he's becoming a magnate, :
having formed Pacific Ethanol. Having pocketed -$15
million from selling stock after the company went
public, he's looking for a ·controversial $14 million tax
break from the state to build two more ethanol plants.

. '

* I remember when Bill Jones used to come in for
editorial boards and talk about how he was a limited- ,..,' . ,. .

." ' .~ ..

government conservative eager to get rid of
boondoggles and use taxpayers' money responsibly..'
Now he's profiting from one of the biggest boondoggles .:..
in California history. Sad case - but then he's pock~te·~: ."

$15 million and I haven't.
.'

lmRiLitsgettinghotinheI~:.QJ~.p.1lQ~..a!Lt.h~.xt:.Q..rill.® :-.invasion-"pJ,!Q.Jis:.:1!~tance-of-climate-chll.llW " "" .

CAPP contact: Charlie Peters (510) 537-1796 ~ap'pcharlie@earthlink.riett · · ,



Our View, News Herald.july 14,2008 10:51:57AM

Our View Layoff ethanol It is predicted that gasoline prices will jump
10 percent if the Senate version of a federal energy bill becomes law.

The bill would mandate tripling ethanol use in the whole country to 5
billion gallons by 2012. Agribusiness leader Archer Daniels Midland
would receive 41 percent of the business.

Ethanol can harm the environment. It increases the production of
"hydrocarbon and nitrogen oxide emissions," said Charlie Peters,
president of the Clean Air Performance Professionals.

He pointed out that oxygenates such as ethanol "cause a degradation of
the fuel process in cars," which "increases the volume of fuel you need."
He estimated ethanol will increase fuel consumption up to 10 percent.

The best way to reduce pollution is to make it as easy as possible to
buy new cars with high emissions standards and to repair or junk older
cars that are polluters. Increasing the cost of driving means people will
have less money for new cars and repairs.

The House of Representatives' version of the bill doesn't include the
ethanol mandate. President Bush, aided by representatives, sh.ould .
make sure that this unneeded and costly ethanol mandate is not made
law.-

Freedom Communications

http://www.newsherald.com/news/ethanol-15462-cars-mandate.html

I CAPP contact: Charlie Peters (510) 537-1796 cappcharlie@earthlink.nef . /



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 11, 2011

Mr. Charlie Peters
Apartment A
218'60 Main Street
Ha¥~~rd, California 9454 1

Dear Charlie:

Thank you for sending me materials to review . I appreciate hearing from you.

I am encouraged by the outpouring of messages and suggestions from Americans
across the country. Some comments are supportive, others a~e critical, but all reflect :the
desire of Americans to participate in a dialogue about our common concerns and
challenges. To learn more about my Administration's agenda, please visit:
www.WhiteHouse.gov.

Thank you again for contacting me and for your continued participation.

Sincerely,



Clean Air Performance Pro!ession,als
. 218~O Main'StreetSteA

Haywardl ,:Ccillfornia 94541
Sundaj,july 1~ 2011

Mr. President
Barack Obama
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Ave NW
Washtngton, DC 20500
(202) 456-1414
fax: (202) 456-2461

RE: Jobs and food.
Good afternoon Mr. President,

Thank you for raising the issue of change.
/'

The genetically modified organism (GMO) corn fuel ethanol, welfare for Big
oil refiners and Government Motors, seems to add more cars on the road.

I also was born in Hawaii and left soon after December 7 1941.

Will GMO corn from ethanol production affect the b,eefl

(CAPP is a coalition ofmotorists)

ClejUlF Performance Professionals
/"a
~~p ters ,,--

(510) 537-1796
cc to interested parties.

CAPP contact: Charlie Peters (510) 537·1796 cappcharlie@earthlink.net ,r



COMMITTEE ON
WAYS ANDMEANS

JOINT COMMIITEE
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Mr. Charlie Peters
21860 Main Street
Hayward, CA 94541-2614

Dear Mr. Peters:

Thank for your letter regarding H .R. 459 and corn ethanol in gasoline. I'm happy to
inform you that I am a cosponsor of Rep. Paul'sbillfor Federal Reserve-Transparency.
This bill would require a full audit of the Fed before the end of 2012.

I am not a supporter of corn in gasoline. Ethanol derived from corn has zero
environmental benefits and drives up food prices. I am strongly opposed to all
government subsidies for the ethanol industry and I am working to repeal them.

Sinc,~rely, ;
, , ;/.
. ..--"
i~' .c>! . II
>.~ l ·L /

Pete Stark
Member of Congress

FHS/eh



November sth, 2011

The Honorable Harry Reid

Majority Leader

United States Senate

5-221 Capitol Building

Washingtonl DC 20510

The Honorable John Boehner

Speaker

United States House of Representatives
•

H-232 Capitol Building

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressional Leaders:

The Honorable Mitch McCon.nell

Minority Leader

United States Senate

S-230 Capitol Building

Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Nancy Pelosi

Minority Leader

United States House of Representatives

H-204 Capitol Building

Washington, DC 20515

The undersigned diverse group of business associations, hunger and development organlzatlons,

agricultural groups, environmental groups, budget hawks, grassroots groups and free marketers urgl

you to reject efforts to continue or expand federal support for corn ethanol in any approortatlcns, ta

or debt reduction package. In particular, we oppose:

• Altering the requirements of the Renewable Fuels Standard in a way that would open the

definition of advanced biofuels to include corn-based fuels.

• Any expansion of the Alternative Fuels Tax Credit that would allow 85 percent ethanol blends

(E85) to qualify for the credit.

• Funding for ethanol °blender pumps" or any other ethanol infrastructure projects.

• Any extension of the Volumetric Ethanol Excise Tax Credit.

Any combination of these policies would only serve to expand the market for fuels derived from corn,

especially corn ethanol, and exacerbate the many challenges associated with those fuels. Again, we

urge you to reject efforts to expand federal support for corn ethanol in any appropriations, tax, or debt

reduction package.



Sincerely,

ActionAid USA

American Bakers Association

American Frozen Food Institute

Americans for Limited Government

American Meat Institute

Americans for Prosperity

Americans for Tax Reform

California Dairy Campaig n

Clean Air Task Force

Clean Water Action

Competitive Enterprise Institute

Environmental Working Group

Freedom Action

Friends of the Earth

Greenpeace USA

Grocery Manufacturers Association

Milk Producers Council

National Black Chamber of Commerce

National Chicken Council

National Council of Chain Restaurants

National Meat Association

National Wildlife Federation

National Restaurant Association

National Taxpayers Union

National Turkey Federation
Natural Resources Defense Council

Oxfam America

Snack Food Association

Southeast Milk Inc.

Taxpayers for Common Sense

Taxpayers Protection Alliance



Clean Air Performance Professionals
21860 Main Street Ste A

, "

Hayward, California 94541

Tuesday, February 7, 2012
Honorable David Valadao
State Capitol
(916) 319-2030/319-2130 fax

RE: Vote on Assembly Bill 523 unless amended.

Goodmorning Mr. Valadao,

Federal ethanol policy increases Government motors oil use and Big oil profit.

It is reported that today California in using Brazil sugar cane ethanol at $0.16 per gal
($8billion for Big oil) increase over using GMO corn fuel ethanol. This game of the
cars and trucks get to pay and Big oil profits are the result is ready for change.

The car tax of AB 118 Nunez is just a simple Big oil welfare program, AAA questioned
the policy and some folks still agree .

Your AS 523 is just a short put (waiver) from better results, fuel ethanol stinks.

Folks that pay more at the pump for less from Cars, trucks, food, water & air need
better, it is time.

Thank you for your service

Clean Air Performance Professionals

Charlie Peters
(510) 537-1796
capPcharlie@earthlink.net
cc : interested parties

CAPP contact: Charlie Peters (510) 537-1796 cappcharlie@earthlink.net



"1 know of two retailers.in Memphis who offer ethanol-free gas. What we all need to do as
consumers is demand that ethanol-free gas be made more widely available. Ask your
favorite gasoline retailer to make ethanol-free gas an option at their station. It is better
for the environment and better for your car." ------------------------------------------------

Pure gasoline is a better choice
By Cooper Samuel} Memphis Commercial Appeal} May 13} 2012

Little is either known or thought about
by the consumer in general about the
ethanol blended into the gasoline we buy
for our cars, motorcycles, lawnmowers
and so on. It is something we all should
think about.

Corn ethanol has had many opponents,
including environmentalists who say it
contributes to climate pollution,
deforestation and agricultural runoff that
pollutes waterways. It should also be
noted that ethanol is bad for cars,
lawnmowers and aircraft. Ethanol, which
is a form of alcohol, dries out plastics and
deteriorates rubber/neoprene, which
make up many of the components in a
car's fuel system. It is corrosive to many
metals and contributes to gumming in

Cooper Samuel

Memphis

carburetors and fuel injectors.

Gasoline has a higher energy content
than alcohol and therefore cars get
anywhere from four to six more miles
per gallon on pure gasoline than an
ethanol-blended gas. Pure gasoline also
results in reduced costs of maintenance
associated with the damage done to your
car by ethanol.

I know of two retailers in Memphis who
offer ethanol-free gas. What we all need
to do as consumers is demand that
ethanol-free gas be made more widely
available. Ask your favorite gasoline
retailer to make ethanol-free gas an
option at their station. It is better for the
environment and better for your car.

© 2012 Memphis Commercial Appeal. All rights reserved. This material may not be published,
broadcast, rewritten or redistributed.

http://www.commercialappeal.com/news.L2-Q12/mayf13/letter-pure-gasoliD.e.:b_e.tt.er-choicej

California (GMO) AB 523 & SB 1326 are just a short put (waiver) from better results.

ICAPP contact: Charlie Peters (510) 537-1796 cappcharlie@earthlink.ne~
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