Affirmative: Repeal Ethanol/Biofuels/Renewable Fuels Mandate  
Sobering Up: The Case For Ending the Ethanol Mandate  
This plan repeals the Renewable Fuels Standard (RFS), which requires ethanol to be blended into gasoline in the United States.
Note: This brief has been updated to comply with the new Stoa “full paragraph” evidence citation standard.
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[bookmark: _Toc241006236]Sobering Up: The Case for Ending the Ethanol Mandate
Please join my partner and me as we stand Resolved, that The U.S. Federal Government should substantially reform its agriculture policy.
[bookmark: _Toc104582361][bookmark: _Toc227768998][bookmark: _Toc241006237]OBSERVATION 1.  DEFINITIONS
[bookmark: _Toc227768999][bookmark: _Toc241006238]Reform
Merriam Webster Online Dictionary, copyright 2026. https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/reform (accessed 22 Apr 2026)
to put or change into an improved form or condition
[bookmark: _Toc241006239]Substantial
Merriam Webster Online Dict. copyright 2026 https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/significant (accessed 27 May 2026)
considerable in quantity : significantly great
[bookmark: _Toc227769001][bookmark: _Toc241006240]Agriculture Policy
Sheila Korth 2010. (Environmental Working Group Legislative & Policy Analyst) “The Corn Ethanol Bridge has Become a Destination” 16 Nov 2010 https://www.ewg.org/news-insights/news/corn-ethanol-bridge-has-become-destination (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
How times have changed! Eight years ago, the ethanol industry was keeping up the pretense that corn ethanol served a “bridge” to advanced biofuels. But figures like these, derived from the Renewable Fuels Association’s (RFA) own Annual Industry Outlook, tell a different story. The corn ethanol “bridge” has now become a “destination.” The reality is that corn ethanol really is agriculture policy masquerading as energy policy.
[bookmark: _Toc241006241]OBSERVATION 2.  INHERENCY, the structure of the Status Quo.  One FACT: The Renewable Fuel Standard
[bookmark: _Toc241006242]The federal Renewable Fuel Standard, RFS, mandates the use of ethanol in US gasoline
Kelsi Bracmort 2025 (with Congressional Research Service) 24 Sept 2025 “The Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS): An Overview” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.everycrsreport.com/files/2025-09-24_R43325_07ba8ef95a0de342e0aecb55379674fc41d2d9e6.html
Established by Congress in an amendment to the Clean Air Act, the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) mandates that U.S. transportation fuels contain a minimum volume of renewable fuel. The mandated minimum volumes specified in statute increased annually from 2006 through 2022, with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) determining the volume amounts after 2022. The standard has generally been met using both conventional biofuel (e.g., corn starch ethanol) and advanced biofuel (e.g., cellulosic ethanol). For a renewable fuel to be applied toward the mandate, it must be used for certain purposes (i.e., fuel used in on-road motor vehicles, jet fuel, or heating oil) and meet certain environmental and biomass feedstock criteria. The EPA administers a program to oversee industry compliance with the mandate.
[bookmark: _Toc241006243]OBSERVATION 3.  The Plan, implemented by Congress and the President.
1. Congress votes to repeal the Renewable Fuel Standard biofuels mandate
2.  Funding is net reduction in government spending with enforcement of RFS canceled. 
3.  Plan takes effect next October 1.
4.  All Affirmative speeches may clarify
[bookmark: _Toc241006244]OBSERVATION 4.  The JUSTIFICATIONS 
[bookmark: _Toc241006245]JUSTIFICATION 1.  Fuel prices.  
[bookmark: _Toc241006246]The RFS mandate costs $66 billion/year in higher consumer gasoline prices  
Energy Policy Research Foundation 2026. (non-partisan policy research organization) 10 June 2026 “Updated Chart of the Week: The Renewable Fuel Standard’s Cost to Consumers” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://eprinc.org/updated-chart-of-the-week-the-renewable-fuel-standards-cost-to-consumers/
Using a mathematical model adapted from S&P Platts, the adjacent figure reflects EPRINC’s ongoing estimates of the RFS’s additional cost per gallon of fuel, rising from 15 cents per gallon in January 2024 to 45 cents in May 2026. At a current estimate of 45 cents per gallon and 140 billion gallons of annual U.S. gasoline consumption, annual total economic cost is projected to be over $66 billion to U.S. consumers. Under U.S. law, refiners and importers must meet blending mandates to include specific volumes of biofuels in the marketing of transportation fuels. The law is known as the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) and is administered by EPA. 
[bookmark: _Toc241006247]JUSTIFICATION 2.  Air pollution.
[bookmark: _Toc241006248]A. Ethanol pollutes.  Refineries that produce ethanol are a significant source of hazardous air pollution
Georgina Gustin 2024 (covers agriculture for Inside Climate News) “Biofuel Refineries Are Releasing Toxic Air Pollutants in Farm Communities Across the US” 12 June 2024 (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://insideclimatenews.org/news/12062024/ethanol-plants-farm-communities-air-pollution/
For decades, American farm policy has funneled tens of billions of taxpayer dollars toward renewable, crop-based fuels, with elected leaders and the biofuels industry lauding them as cleaner, greener alternatives to petroleum. But a new review of industry data published Wednesday finds that the country’s biofuel refineries, mostly located in the Midwest, are spewing out toxic air pollutants, in some cases in greater amounts than their petroleum counterparts. “The industry claims biofuels are a better alternative,” said Kira Dunham, a researcher with the Environmental Integrity Project (EIP) and co-author of the new report. “But what we found is that biofuels are a pretty significant source of hazardous air pollutants.”
[bookmark: _Toc241006249]B.   Air pollution deaths.  RFS-related use of ethanol kills people with increased air pollution
Robert Bryce 2016 (senior fellow at Manhattan Institute) quoted by Jared Meyer in “Ethanol Is Bad for Cars, the Environment, the Poor, and America” 5 Apr 2016 https://fee.org/articles/ethanol-is-bad-for-cars-the-environment-and-america/?gad_source=1&gad_campaignid=21607921915&gbraid=0AAAAADkIVmf1bl81fCRa8U30JObXx72BT&gclid=Cj0KCQjwjvfSBhDpARIsAEiOpSu7l8BRyBqEA45UPclrGi_sibg78f8ke0KgWwmhfSkwOmNNUUdv6M0aAja-EALw_wcB (accessed 22 Sept 2026)  (brackets in original)
In 2010, the agency published a 1,100-page document that detailed the environmental and economic effects of the Renewable Fuel Standard, which is the federal mandate that requires retailers to blend ethanol into the fuel they sell to the public. The EPA found that ethanol-blended fuel increases “emissions of hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides, particulate matter and other pollutants” and that will “lead to increases in population-weighted annual average ambient PM [particulate matter] and ozone concentrations, which in turn are anticipated to lead to up to 245 cases of adult premature mortality.”
[bookmark: _Toc241006250]JUSTIFICATION 3.  Food Prices.  
[bookmark: _Toc241006251]The RFS mandate drives higher food prices and increases world hunger
Adin Richards 2022 (was a Biotechnology Fellow at Institute for Progress, where he researched how U.S. policy can increase global food system resilience.) 4 Nov 2022 “How Biofuel Mandates Raise Food and Energy Prices” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://ifp.org/biofuel-mandates-raise-food-and-energy-prices/
Biofuel mandates have important effects on food markets. In 2013, the EPA’s National Center for Environmental Economics (NCEE) conducted a meta-analysis that found every one billion gallons of ethanol mandated by the RFS contributes to a 2 to 3% rise in corn prices. Since 2015, the U.S. has required the use of 15 billion gallons, implying a 30 to 45% increase in prices. More recent estimates conclude that the ethanol blending mandate has driven corn prices up 30%, and that biofuel policies increased soybean prices by 20% as well. The start of biofuel mandates in the U.S., EU, and Brazil in the mid 2000s was widely blamed for contributing to the 2007/8 food crisis which left 75 million additional people facing starvation and drove 44 million into extreme poverty. Several G7 leaders suggested waiving biofuel mandates in the summer of 2022 to alleviate the current food price spikes, but the U.S., Canada and France rejected the proposal. 
[bookmark: _Toc241006252]JUSTIFICATION 4.  Water Pollution.  We see this in 3 sub-points
[bookmark: _Toc241006253]A. Excess corn production.   RFS mandate results in millions of acres of excess corn cultivation
Leah Douglas 2022 (journalist with Reuters news service) 14 Feb 2022 “U.S. corn-based ethanol worse for the climate than gasoline, study finds” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.reuters.com/business/environment/us-corn-based-ethanol-worse-climate-than-gasoline-study-finds-2022-02-14/  (“The study” in this quote refers to a study by lead author Tyler Lark (who is with the Nelson Institute for Environmental Studies, University of Wisconsin) published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences in Feb. 2022)
Under the U.S. Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS), a law enacted in 2005, the nation's oil refiners are required to mix some 15 billion gallons of corn-based ethanol into the nation's gasoline annually. The policy was intended to reduce emissions, support farmers, and cut U.S. dependence on energy imports. As a result of the mandate, corn cultivation grew 8.7% and expanded into 6.9 million additional acres of land between 2008 and 2016, the study found. That led to widespread changes in land use, including the tilling of cropland that would otherwise have been retired or enrolled in conservation programs and the planting of existing cropland with more corn, the study found.
[bookmark: _Toc241006254]B. Fertilizer run-off.   Biofuel production leads to soil erosion and fertilizer run-off into lakes & streams
Nicolas Loris 2016 (master’s degree in economics; research fellow in Heritage Foundation's Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies) 17 March 2016 “Examining the Renewable Fuel Standard” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.heritage.org/testimony/examining-the-renewable-fuel-standard
[bookmark: _ftnref43]Meanwhile, Congress has seemingly ignored apparent increases in real pollutants attributed to the RFS. Ethanol does have some benefits as a fuel additive that helps gasoline burn more cleanly and efficiently. But, in its first of three reports to Congress, the EPA projected that nitrous oxides, hydrocarbons, sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, ground level ozone, and ethanol vapor emissions, among other air pollutants, would increase at different points in the production and use of ethanol.  A study by Iowa State University researchers concluded that incentivizing more biofuel production with government policies leads to more adverse environmental consequences caused by farming, the use of fertilizers, and land-use conversion for agricultural production, resulting in increased soil erosion, sedimentation, and nitrogen and phosphorous runoff into lakes and streams. 
[bookmark: _Toc241006255]C. Polluted water.  Ethanol corn growing pollutes water systems and drinking water
Ames Alexander 2025 (journalist) INVESTIGATE MIDWEST 4 Dec 2025 “Corn’s clean-energy promise is clashing with its climate footprint” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://investigatemidwest.org/2025/12/04/corns-clean-energy-promise-is-clashing-with-its-climate-footprint/
Ethanol’s climate footprint isn’t the only concern. The nitrogen used to grow corn and other crops is also a key source of drinking water pollution. According to a new report by the Alliance for the Great Lakes and Clean Wisconsin, more than 90% of nitrate contamination in Wisconsin’s groundwater is linked to agricultural sources — mostly synthetic fertilizer and manure.  The same analysis estimates that in 2022, farmers applied more than 16 million pounds of nitrogen beyond what crops needed, sending runoff into wells, streams and other water systems.
[bookmark: _Toc241006256]OBSERVATION 5. The Overview.
[bookmark: _Toc241006257]The benefits easily justify repeal of the RFS mandate
James B. Meigs 2026 (senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute) Winter 2026 Economy, Finance, and Budgets, Politics and Law “A Simple Policy to Reduce Food Prices” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.city-journal.org/article/food-prices-epa-renewable-fuel-standard
Imagine a single policy change that could lower food prices, free up land for construction or conservation, improve the environment, cut greenhouse-gas emissions, and reduce fuel costs. You’d think that it would be a no-brainer, especially now, when “affordability” has become the watchword for both parties. And it wouldn’t require a new tangle of regulations or an expanded federal bureaucracy. To the contrary: it would simply mean ending the Environmental Protection Agency’s Renewable Fuel Standard—the byzantine, two-decade-old program that forces refiners to blend plant-based biofuels into nearly every gallon of gasoline and diesel sold in the United States. In this imaginary world of rational policy, the White House would order the EPA to roll back the RFS immediately, and Congress would vote to kill the program for good. In the real world, though, such commonsense reform currently stands little chance. Despite two decades of criticism, the RFS persists because its political math is irresistible.

[bookmark: _Toc241006258]2A Evidence: Ethanol Mandate 
[bookmark: _Toc241006259]DEFINITIONS & BACKGROUND
[bookmark: _Toc241006260]RFS mandate is agriculture policy
Douglas Holtz-Eakin 2026. (President of the American Action Forum) 9 Apr 2026 “Another Costly Expansion of the RFS” https://www.americanactionforum.org/daily-dish/another-costly-expansion-of-the-rfs/ (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
Nevertheless, the RFS remains and even expands. It is maddening but understandable. The reason is farmers. Farmers are perennially popular and recently have been hammered by President Trump’s tariff and trade policies. In a more rational world the United States would pitch the RFS in the trash bin and develop an effective and sustainable agriculture policy. This is not that world.
[bookmark: _Toc241006261]Federal ethanol policy is farm policy
Georgina Gustin 2024 (covers agriculture for Inside Climate News) “Biofuel Refineries Are Releasing Toxic Air Pollutants in Farm Communities Across the US” 12 June 2024 (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://insideclimatenews.org/news/12062024/ethanol-plants-farm-communities-air-pollution/
For decades, American farm policy has funneled tens of billions of taxpayer dollars toward renewable, crop-based fuels, with elected leaders and the biofuels industry lauding them as cleaner, greener alternatives to petroleum.
[bookmark: _Toc241006262]Renewable Fuel Standard = the ethanol mandate, created in 2005
WALL STREET JOURNAL 2015. “Should the U.S. End the Ethanol Mandate?” 15 Nov 2015  (accessed 22 Sept 2026) http://www.wsj.com/articles/should-the-u-s-end-the-ethanol-mandate-1447643514
The Renewable Fuel Standard, otherwise known as the ethanol mandate, requires refiners to lend an increasing amount of biofuels into the U.S. gasoline supply each year.  Created in 2005, the standard was meant to help reduce carbon emissions as well as U.S. dependence on foreign oil. But critics question how much it has helped on either score. Some say corn ethanol, the fuel most commonly blended with gasoline under the standard, actually worsens pollution. Others say the domestic oil boom has done far more to wean the nation off foreign oil.
[bookmark: _Toc241006263]SOURCE INDICTMENTS
[bookmark: _Toc241006264]American Farm Bureau Federation and American Petroleum Institute
Travis Fisher 2026 (master’s degree in economics; director of energy and environmental policy studies at the Cato Institute. He has nearly 20 years of experience in energy policy, including leadership roles at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Institute for Energy Research, Department of Energy, Electricity Consumers Resource Council, and Heritage Foundation) 27 Apr 2026 “American Corn Growers Have an Ethanol Problem. We Should Stop Enabling It.” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.cato.org/blog/american-corn-growers-have-ethanol-problem-we-should-stop-enabling-it?gad_source=1&gad_campaignid=85808169&gbraid=0AAAAADusmufMKzy8MSaeDWaD9lHuqWPgM&gclid=CjwKCAjwvNfSBhBiEiwAyaGMCXJ_1dLokvNPHYbvKmJ6ASiigpy-4S4iaz449IjiPfdYw1haWpm7yhoCdlIQAvD_BwE
The American Farm Bureau Federation, the American Petroleum Institute, and others are not fighting for free markets in their coalition letter supporting year-round E15 and Rep. Fischbach’s amendment. To put it bluntly, farmers want to expand their subsidies, and large refiners want to make life harder for the small refiners they compete with. In a letter to Congress, the Small Refiners of America strongly opposed Fischbach’s amendment. Hence, a debate that once pitted the biggest players in the agriculture and oil industries against each other has unified them against small businesses, consumers, and taxpayers—not to mention the notion of a limited federal government. 
[bookmark: _Toc241006265]MINOR REPAIR RESPONSES
[bookmark: _Toc241006266]RFS is broken beyond repair – it should be completely repealed
Daniel Simmons 2015 (J.D. (law degree) from Univ of Va.; American Energy Alliance’s Vice President for Policy; previously served as director of the Natural Resources Task Force at the American Legislative Exchange Council; was a research fellow at the Mercatus Center, and worked as professional staff on the Committee on Resources of the U.S. House of Representatives.) 27 May 2015 “Why Congress Should Fully Repeal the RFS” http://americanenergyalliance.org/2015/05/27/corn-ethanol-only-repeal-makes-the-rfs-worse/ (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
[bookmark: _ftnref1]The Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) is broken. The problems with the RFS are legion— it is based on incredibly mistaken assumptions about domestic oil production, it gives EPA control over the fuels we use, and increases the cost of fuel. Congress could soon consider two types of reforms to the RFS—either a full repeal of the entire program, or a partial repeal that only would affect corn-based ethanol. A partial repeal of the RFS does not fix the biggest problems caused by the law, and therefore, the entire RFS should be repealed.
[bookmark: _Toc241006267]INHERENCY
[bookmark: _Toc241006268]Corn Starch Ethanol is the biofuel that satisfies most of the RFS renewable fuel mandate
Kelsi Bracmort 2025 (with Congressional Research Service) 13 Aug 2025 “The Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS): An Overview” (accessed 19 July 2026) https://www.congress.gov/crs_external_products/R/PDF/R43325/R43325.53.pdf
EPA provides public data for the RFS, including compliance data and the associated physical volumes of fuel. EPA provides this data for multiple fuel categories. The predominant biofuel used to satisfy the majority of the annual RFS total renewable fuel requirement has been and continues to be corn starch ethanol.  This predominance is reflective of both the final rulemakings for the statutory table tenure for the program and the final rulemakings for the “set authority” tenure for the program.
[bookmark: _Toc241006269]EPA mandates billions gallons of biofuels and it causes higher consumer prices and taxpayer costs
Steve Ellis 2026 (President of Taxpayers for Common Sense) 27 Mar 2026 “TCS Statement on 2026-2027 Biofuels Mandate” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.taxpayer.net/energy-natural-resources/tcs-statement-on-2026-2027-biofuels-mandate/
Today, the Environmental Protection Agency announced final U.S. biofuel mandates for 2026 and 2027, requiring record levels of corn and soybean-based biofuels to be blended into the nation’s fuel supply—adding pressure to food and fuel costs at a time when Americans are already facing higher prices. The Renewable Fuel Standard requires transportation fuel suppliers to blend specified volumes of ethanol, biodiesel, and other biofuels into the gasoline and diesel they sell each year. For decades, it has led to higher food, feed, and fuel costs, while also driving taxpayer spending on biofuels subsidies. [END QUOTE] The final mandated volumes—known as Renewable Volume Obligations — continue this trend. The new mandate increases total “renewable fuel” blending requirements from 22.33 billion Renewable Identification Numbers in 2025 to 25.82 billion in 2026 and 25.98 billion in 2027. Each gallon of renewable fuel generates Renewable Identification Numbers – credits that fuel blenders can buy and sell to meet federal biofuel mandates. Notably, the final rule nearly doubles the biomass-based diesel mandate from 2025 levels, increasing to 8.86 billion RINs in 2026 and 8.95 billion in 2027. These requirements also do not account for additional volumes resulting from the Environmental Protection Agency’s reallocation of prior-year mandates announced today. [LATER HE CONTINUES QUOTE]  Corn ethanol continues to receive a 15-billion-gallon annual mandate in both 2026 and 2027—the statutory maximum set by Congress.
[bookmark: _Toc241006270]Inherency: EPA raises the RFS to increase use of ethanol.  Topicality:  They do it for the benefit of corn growers
EPA 2026. (Environmental Protection Agency) 27 March 2026 “Rule sets balanced biofuels growth for 2026 and 2027, bolstering domestic oil and feedstock” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-finalizes-historic-new-renewable-fuel-standards-strengthen-american-energy
Today at the White House Great American Agriculture Celebration, President Trump announced that U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has finalized the historic Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) “Set 2” final rule. The final rule realigns the program with Congress’ original intent—increasing the use of homegrown American biofuels—putting American farmers first and promoting American energy independence. In the 20th year of the RFS program, “Set 2” establishes the renewable fuel volume requirements for 2026 and 2027 at the highest levels in program history.  EPA’s final rule demonstrates the Trump administration’s ongoing commitment to America’s farmers and unleashing American energy by reducing America’s reliance on foreign oil, delivering long-term certainty and stability for America’s farmers and biofuel producers, and ultimately creating a path for rural economies to boom.
[END QUOTE. LATER THEY CONTINUE QUOTE:]
To meet the historic 2026 and 2027 volume levels, EPA estimates that biodiesel and renewable diesel production and use will need to increase by over 60 percent compared to 2025 volumes, the last year of the Biden-Harris administration’s “Set 1”. This in particular will drive renewed demand for American soybean producers. With the benefits “Set 2” will bring to America’s farmers, EPA estimates that the rule will generate over $10 billion for rural economies and create over 100,000 new jobs in the agricultural and manufacturing sectors.  To provide continued certainty for American corn growers and ethanol producers, EPA will maintain the 15 billion conventional biofuel level for 2026 and 2027.
[bookmark: _Toc241006271]MINOR REPAIR RESPONSES
[bookmark: _Toc241006272]Minor reforms, like eliminating corn from the mandate, would not fix the real problems
Daniel Simmons 2015 (J.D. (law degree) from Univ of Va.; American Energy Alliance’s Vice President for Policy; previously served as director of the Natural Resources Task Force at the American Legislative Exchange Council; was a research fellow at the Mercatus Center, and worked as professional staff on the Committee on Resources of the U.S. House of Representatives.) 27 May 2015 “Why Congress Should Fully Repeal the RFS” http://americanenergyalliance.org/2015/05/27/corn-ethanol-only-repeal-makes-the-rfs-worse/ (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
Despite these massively changed conditions, the RFS remains. The good news is that there are some efforts to reform or repeal the RFS. Merely reforming the RFS, including efforts to make corn ethanol ineligible under the mandate, may appear like a good step forward. But in reality, these reforms would not fix any of the real problems with the law. The RFS gives EPA too much discretion, and EPA has abused this discretion time and time again—even doing so illegally. Getting rid of the implied corn ethanol mandate and keeping the Advanced Biofuel mandate will allow EPA to continue to mandate unrealistic amount of expensive fuel, and would certainly lead to higher fuel prices.
[bookmark: _Toc241006273]Repealing only the corn-ethanol mandate of RFS (and leaving the rest) loses 147,000 jobs and $27 billion
Daniel Simmons 2015 (J.D. (law degree) from Univ of Va.; American Energy Alliance’s Vice President for Policy; previously director of the Natural Resources Task Force at the American Legislative Exchange Council; was a research fellow at the Mercatus Center, and worked as professional staff on the Committee on Resources of the U.S. House of Representatives) 27 May 2015 “Why Congress Should Fully Repeal the RFS” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) http://americanenergyalliance.org/2015/05/27/corn-ethanol-only-repeal-makes-the-rfs-worse/ (brackets added)
If Congress were to repeal the implied corn-ethanol portion of the RFS, it leaves behind an advanced-biofuel-only RFS. As noted above, the RFS defines advanced biofuel by EPA’s estimate of the GHG [greenhouse gas] emissions from the making of the fuel. This means that an advanced-biofuel-only RFS makes the RFS essentially a Low Carbon Fuel Standard instead of a renewable fuel standard. Not only is an LCFS another inefficient and political mandate, but it is costly as well. According to a study by Boston Consulting Group on California’s LCFS, the program could increase the price of gasoline by more than $2.50 a gallon. SAIC [Science Applications International Corporation] looked at a possible Northeast/Mid-Atlantic LCFS and found that it would cost 147,000 jobs and reduce GDP by $27 billion. Moving from an RFS to an LCFS means that American motorists will pay more for fuel and suffer job losses and slower economic growth.
[bookmark: _Toc241006274]HARMS / SIGNIFICANCE
[bookmark: _Toc241006275]Higher gasoline costs
[bookmark: _Toc241006276]Without RFS, consumers would have spent $46 billion less between 2010-2023
Philip Rossetti 2025 (Non-Resident Senior Fellow, Energy, R Street Institute) 24 June 2025 ‘The Consumer Costs and Climate Impacts of the Renewable Fuel Standard” (accessed 22026) https://www.rstreet.org/research/the-consumer-costs-and-climate-impacts-of-the-rfs/
Our analysis shows that the additional ethanol consumed to comply with the RFS from 2010 to 2023 (i.e., the amount consumed beyond our baseline assumption that finished motor gasoline would contain 5 percent ethanol if the RFS had not been implemented) cost $214.5 billion, and purchasing this same energy as gasoline would have cost $168.5 billion, for a difference of $46 billion. If narrowing this timeframe to a standard 10-year analysis window from 2014 to 2023, the cost difference would be $28.1 billion. 
[bookmark: _Toc241006277]Food Prices
[bookmark: _Toc241006278]EPA Study admits:  RFS increases consumer cost of food by $2.4 billion/year
Environmental Protection Agency 2025.   “Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) Program - Standards for 2026 and 2027: Draft Regulatory Impact Analysis” June 2025 (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P101HJXF.pdf
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc241006279]Diverting corn from food to ethanol adds billions of dollars to consumer food prices 
James B. Meigs 2026 (senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute) Winter 2026 Economy, Finance, and Budgets, Politics and Law “A Simple Policy to Reduce Food Prices” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.city-journal.org/article/food-prices-epa-renewable-fuel-standard
It’s hard to say exactly how much the RFS rules have swelled grocery bills in recent years. But a 2023 EPA study concluded that 2023–25 biofuel requirements would raise overall food prices by $4.9 billion to $6.8 billion. A 2025 EPA study predicted that the Trump administration’s expanded biofuel plan would raise food expenditures by another $2.4 billion. Other biofuel studies have found even greater impacts on consumer prices. Given that grocery prices have shot up more than 30 percent since 2020, any rollback would be welcome.
[bookmark: _Toc241006280]Air Pollution
[bookmark: _Toc241006281]Production plants for Ethanol and the other RFS biofuels all release dangerous air pollution 
Georgina Gustin 2024 (covers agriculture for Inside Climate News) “Biofuel Refineries Are Releasing Toxic Air Pollutants in Farm Communities Across the US” 12 June 2024 (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://insideclimatenews.org/news/12062024/ethanol-plants-farm-communities-air-pollution/ (brackets added)
[researcher with the Environmental Integrity Project, Kira] Dunham and her colleagues at EIP reviewed emissions data reported to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and to states from the country’s 275 ethanol, biodiesel and renewable diesel plants. They found that these facilities release carcinogenic formaldehyde and other potentially dangerous substances, including acetaldehyde, hexane and acrolein, in larger volumes than petroleum refineries. 
[bookmark: _Toc241006282]Ethanol mandate creates higher air pollution and increased mortality in the US
Michael Bastasch 2015 (journalist) 23 July 2015 “Scientist: The Ethanol Mandate Harms Air Quality, ‘Leads to Increased Mortality’” THE DAILY CALLER (accessed 22 Sept 2026) http://dailycaller.com/2015/07/23/scientist-the-ethanol-mandate-harms-air-quality-leads-to-increased-mortality/
A University of Minnesota scientist told lawmakers Thursday that mandating ethanol be blended into fuel supplies is leading to more deaths from poor air quality in the Midwest and along the East Coast. “The Renewable Fuel Standard, because it is currently dominated by corn grain ethanol, is responsible for reduced air quality over much of the U.S., which leads to increased mortality,” Dr. Jason Hill, an associate professor of bioproducts and biosystems engineering, told House lawmakers in a hearing on the federal ethanol mandate.
[bookmark: _Toc241006283]Ethanol emissions cause 80% more air pollution mortality than gasoline
Associated Press 2014.  “Think electric cars are truly green? Not if their power comes from coal” 16 Dec 2014 (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://abc7amarillo.com/news/local/your-all-electric-car-may-not-be-so-green-08-13-2015-035745139 (brackets added; Jason Hill is an engineering professor at Univ. of Minnesota)
Hybrids and diesel engines are cleaner than gas, causing fewer air pollution deaths and spewing less heat-trapping gas. But ethanol isn't, with 80 percent more air pollution mortality, according to the study. "If we're using ethanol for environmental benefits, for air quality and climate change, we're going down the wrong path," [engineering professor Jason] Hill said.
[bookmark: _Toc241006284]EPA study admits ethanol emissions kill people
Environmental Protection Agency 2010 “EPA Finalizes Regulations for the National Renewable Fuel Standard Program for 2010 and Beyond - Regulatory Announcement” (accessed 20 July 2026) http://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyNET.exe/P1006DVM.txt?ZyActionD=ZyDocument&Client=EPA&Index=2006%20Thru%202010&Docs=&Query=%28anticipated%29%20OR%20FNAME%3D%22P1006DVM.txt%22%20AND%20FNAME%3D%22P1006DVM.txt%22&Time=&EndTime=&SearchMethod=1&TocRestrict=n&Toc=&TocEntry=&QField=&QFieldYear=&QFieldMonth=&QFieldDay=&UseQField=&IntQFieldOp=0&ExtQFieldOp=0&XmlQuery=&File=D%3A%5CZYFILES%5CINDEX%20DATA%5C06THRU10%5CTXT%5C00000015%5CP1006DVM.txt&User=ANONYMOUS&Password=anonymous&SortMethod=h%7C-&MaximumDocuments=1&FuzzyDegree=0&ImageQuality=r75g8/r75g8/x150y150g16/i425&Display=p%7Cf&DefSeekPage=x&SearchBack=ZyActionL&Back=ZyActionS&BackDesc=Results%20page&MaximumPages=1&ZyEntry=7
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc241006285]Ethanol increases carbon emissions over normal gasoline
Emily Cassidy 2015 (research analyst at Environmental Working Group) 29 May 2015 How Corn Ethanol Is Worse for Climate Change Than the Keystone Pipeline http://www.ewg.org/agmag/2015/05/how-corn-ethanol-worse-climate-change-keystone-pipeline (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
But our calculations show that last year’s production and use of 14 billion gallons of corn ethanol resulted in 27 million tons more carbon emissions than if Americans had used straight gasoline in their vehicles. That’s worse than Keystone’s projected emissions. It’s the equivalent of emissions from seven coal-fired power plants. So far the federal corn ethanol mandate has resulted in a massive influx of dirty corn ethanol, which is bad for the climate and bad for consumers. The only interest it benefits is the ethanol industry.
[bookmark: _Toc241006286]Farmland Run-off / Water Pollution
[bookmark: _Toc241006287]40% of all corn grown in the US is used for ethanol, and that’s because of the RFS
Philip Rossetti 2025 (Non-Resident Senior Fellow, Energy, at R Street Institute; Master of Arts in international relations and diplomacy from the Whitehead School of Diplomacy at Seton Hall Univ.) 24 June 2025 “The Consumer Costs and Climate Impacts of the Renewable Fuel Standard” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.rstreet.org/research/the-consumer-costs-and-climate-impacts-of-the-rfs/
In 2005, to address energy security and climate concerns, the United States adopted a program intended to supplant the need for imported oil with domestic renewable fuels. This program—the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS)—was expanded in 2007 to create both an explicit greenhouse gas (GHG) abatement component and to statutorily mandate that increasingly large volumes of renewable fuel be blended into the domestic fuel supply. Most of this renewable fuel has come in the form of conventional ethanol produced from corn. Because of the RFS, the United States grows considerable volumes of corn expressly for fuel production. It is estimated that approximately 40 percent of all corn grown in the United States is used for ethanol.  But whether this program incurs a cost or provides a benefit to Americans has been a hotly debated topic. Some argue that the program has little cost, as there is considerable demand for ethanol as a liquid fuel regardless of whether the RFS exists or not. To this point, a certain amount of ethanol blending is to be expected regardless of policy directives, as ethanol has a higher octane than gasoline, which can help improve engine performance. But ethanol itself has a lower energy density than gasoline, meaning that fuel mixtures with higher levels of ethanol reduce fuel efficiency.
[bookmark: _Toc241006288]RFS tripled the growth of corn in the US over the last 20 years
Ames Alexander 2025 (journalist) 4 Dec 2025 INVESTIGATE MIDWEST “Corn’s clean-energy promise is clashing with its climate footprint” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://investigatemidwest.org/2025/12/04/corns-clean-energy-promise-is-clashing-with-its-climate-footprint/
Their persistence paid off.  In 2005, Congress created the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS), which requires that a certain amount of ethanol be blended into U.S. gasoline each year. Two years later, lawmakers expanded it further. The policy transformed the market: The amount of corn used for ethanol domestically has more than tripled in the past 20 years. When demand for corn spiked as a result of the RFS, it pushed up prices worldwide, said Tim Searchinger, a researcher at Princeton University’s School of Public and International Affairs. The result, Searchinger said, is that more land around the world got cleared to grow corn. That, in turn, resulted in more emissions. 
[bookmark: _Toc241006289]Nutrient pollution in drinking water causes social costs and human illness and death
Mississippi River/Gulf of Mexico Hypoxia Task Force 2015 (federal task force under the Environmental Protection Agency that is studying and remedying hypoxia in the Gulf of Mexico) Aug. 2015  - HTF 2015 Report to Congress  (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyNET.exe/P100VLRQ.txt?ZyActionD=ZyDocument&Client=EPA&Index=2011%20Thru%202015&Docs=&Query=&Time=&EndTime=&SearchMethod=1&TocRestrict=n&Toc=&TocEntry=&QField=&QFieldYear=&QFieldMonth=&QFieldDay=&UseQField=&IntQFieldOp=0&ExtQFieldOp=0&XmlQuery=&File=D%3A%5CZYFILES%5CINDEX%20DATA%5C11THRU15%5CTXT%5C00000031%5CP100VLRQ.txt&User=ANONYMOUS&Password=anonymous&SortMethod=h%7C-&MaximumDocuments=1&FuzzyDegree=0&ImageQuality=r75g8/r75g8/x150y150g16/i425&Display=hpfr&DefSeekPage=&SearchBack=ZyActionL&Back=ZyActionS&BackDesc=Results%20page&MaximumPages=1&ZyEntry=3
In addition to hypoxia, nutrient pollution has other impacts. High levels of nutrients in drinking water—nitrate in particular—and elevated levels of by-products from the reaction of disinfection agents with organic material (e.g., algae from nutrient excess) have been linked with increased disease risks, illnesses, and even death (State-EPA Nutrient Innovations Task Group 2009). The economic costs of treating nutrient-enriched drinking water are considerable; one USDA study estimates that the cost to all public and private sources of removing nitrate from U.S. drinking water supplies—not just drinking water supplies in HTF states—is over $4.8 billion per year (Ribaudo et al. 2011). Efforts to control Gulf Hypoxia can have the corollary benefit of reducing drinking water concern
[bookmark: _Toc241006290]Fertilizer run-off pollution kills animals and causes human sickness
Mississippi River/Gulf of Mexico Hypoxia Task Force 2015 (federal task force under the Environmental Protection Agency that is studying and remedying hypoxia in the Gulf of Mexico) Aug. 2015  - HTF 2015 Report to Congress  (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyNET.exe/P100VLRQ.txt?ZyActionD=ZyDocument&Client=EPA&Index=2011%20Thru%202015&Docs=&Query=&Time=&EndTime=&SearchMethod=1&TocRestrict=n&Toc=&TocEntry=&QField=&QFieldYear=&QFieldMonth=&QFieldDay=&UseQField=&IntQFieldOp=0&ExtQFieldOp=0&XmlQuery=&File=D%3A%5CZYFILES%5CINDEX%20DATA%5C11THRU15%5CTXT%5C00000031%5CP100VLRQ.txt&User=ANONYMOUS&Password=anonymous&SortMethod=h%7C-&MaximumDocuments=1&FuzzyDegree=0&ImageQuality=r75g8/r75g8/x150y150g16/i425&Display=hpfr&DefSeekPage=&SearchBack=ZyActionL&Back=ZyActionS&BackDesc=Results%20page&MaximumPages=1&ZyEntry=3
In Ohio, Grand Lake St. Marys, which feeds the Wabash River and flows to the Ohio River before joining the Mississippi River, is a striking example of the environmental and economic impacts of nitrogen and phosphorus pollution. Grand Lake St. Marys covers more than 13,000 acres and is Ohio’s largest inland waterbody. In 2009, nutrient loading from farm runoff, failing septic systems, and lawn fertilizers triggered unprecedented blooms of toxic algae, leading to the death of fish, birds, and dogs, as well as illnesses in at least seven people (State-EPA Nutrient Innovations Task Group 2009). Since then, Grand Lake St. Marys State Park revenues have declined by more than $250,000 a year. Water-based recreation has shrunk to a small percentage of what it once was. Several marinas and boat dealers have closed and other small businesses around the lake have either closed or experienced substantial reduction in revenues estimated at $35–45 million in 2010 (Davenport and Drake 2011). Resources from local, state, and federal agencies including EPA and USDA have been marshalled to restore the lake, but costs are steep. In the past four years, nearly 40 projects totaling over $25 million have funded a variety of management actions, including monitoring, alum treatment, dredging, aeration, wetland treatment systems, habitat improvement, and agricultural conservation practices. These investments have produced documentable results such as decreased sediment loadings and improved dissolved oxygen and water circulation (Ohio EPA 2013). The city of Celina, which draws its drinking water from Grand Lake St. Marys, has spent $7.2 million in capital costs for a new granular activated carbon (GAC) facility and spends $340,000 per year on GAC filter media to address trihalomethanes (THMs) and algae concerns (Michael Eggert, Ohio EPA, personal communication, November 9, 2012).
[bookmark: _Toc241006291]SOLVENCY / ADVOCACY
[bookmark: _Toc241006292]Repealing the mandate is the only solution
Nicolas Loris 2016 (master’s degree in economics; research fellow in Heritage Foundation's Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies) 16 Mar 2016 “Examining the Renewable Fuel Standard” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://oversight.house.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/2016-03-16-Nick-Loris-Testimony.pdf
The problem with the RFS is not the use of biofuels themselves but rather a policy that mandates the production and consumption of the fuel. Having politicians centrally plan energy decisions best left for the private sector distorts markets and demonstrates the high costs and unintended consequences of government control. The RFS distorts commodity production and prices, artificially raises the price of fuel and food, and has adverse environmental effects. The alleged climate benefit increasing biofuel use is dubious at best. Even under the assumption that switching from oil to biofuel would reduce greenhouse gas emissions, the impact of the switch on the earth’s temperature would be negligible. Congress should not tinker around the edges with attempts to reform the RFS. Policymakers should recognize the mandate is a failure and the government has no legitimate place propping up one energy source or technology over another. Congress should eliminate the RFS entirely and empower free enterprise to drive fuel competition and choice. 
[bookmark: _Toc241006293]No justification for continuing ethanol mandate and overall net benefits to repealing it
Travis Fisher 2026 (master’s degree in economics; director of energy and environmental policy studies at the Cato Institute. He has nearly 20 years of experience in energy policy, including leadership roles at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Institute for Energy Research, Department of Energy, Electricity Consumers Resource Council, and Heritage Foundation) 27 Apr 2026 “American Corn Growers Have an Ethanol Problem. We Should Stop Enabling It.” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.cato.org/blog/american-corn-growers-have-ethanol-problem-we-should-stop-enabling-it?gad_source=1&gad_campaignid=85808169&gbraid=0AAAAADusmufMKzy8MSaeDWaD9lHuqWPgM&gclid=CjwKCAjwvNfSBhBiEiwAyaGMCXJ_1dLokvNPHYbvKmJ6ASiigpy-4S4iaz449IjiPfdYw1haWpm7yhoCdlIQAvD_BwE
Even without the federal Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS), which forces refiners to blend certain volumes of biofuels into hydrocarbon fuels, Americans would still likely use some ethanol in gasoline because it increases octane ratings. Beyond performance benefits, supporters of ethanol mandates say higher-ethanol blends can reduce gasoline prices and support American farmers, especially corn growers, by creating stronger and more stable demand for their crops. Interestingly, some supporters cite the “homegrown” nature of ethanol, even though the US has been the world leader in oil production since 2017.  But trade-offs abound, and consumers should be free to decide what type of fuel they buy. More importantly, there is no defensible reason to subsidize or mandate the production or blending of ethanol into transportation fuels. Typical justifications for government intervention, such as the infant industry argument or concerns about environmental impacts (whatever one thinks of those in the abstract), are off base when it comes to corn ethanol. Ethanol has been used in internal combustion engines since at least 1860 (not an infant), and it creates new environmental concerns. For example, the National Center for Energy Analytics recently found that the RFS actually increased emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases. 
[bookmark: _Toc241006294]Congress should abolish RFS because public benefits outweigh giving free money to corn growers
Travis Fisher 2026 (master’s degree in economics; director of energy and environmental policy studies at the Cato Institute. He has nearly 20 years of experience in energy policy, including leadership roles at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Institute for Energy Research, Department of Energy, Electricity Consumers Resource Council, and Heritage Foundation) 27 Apr 2026 “American Corn Growers Have an Ethanol Problem. We Should Stop Enabling It.” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.cato.org/blog/american-corn-growers-have-ethanol-problem-we-should-stop-enabling-it?gad_source=1&gad_campaignid=85808169&gbraid=0AAAAADusmufMKzy8MSaeDWaD9lHuqWPgM&gclid=CjwKCAjwvNfSBhBiEiwAyaGMCXJ_1dLokvNPHYbvKmJ6ASiigpy-4S4iaz449IjiPfdYw1haWpm7yhoCdlIQAvD_BwE
Executive waivers and legislative workarounds are no substitute for real reform. Congress should abolish the entire RFS program. E15 should be available year-round for people who want it, of course, but the government should get out of the transportation fuel business altogether and let ethanol find its rightful place in the market. American farmers are exceptional, and they deserve our support. However, if we really want to support corn growers, we should refuse to pay for their destructive addiction to ethanol subsidies.
[bookmark: _Toc241006295]A/T “They’d still use ethanol post-plan”  
[bookmark: _Toc241006296]US Ethanol use would drop to pre-RFS levels (3.5%) and Europe (which has no RFS) only uses 5%
Philip Rossetti 2025 (Non-Resident Senior Fellow, Energy, R Street Institute) 24 June 2025 ‘The Consumer Costs and Climate Impacts of the Renewable Fuel Standard” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.rstreet.org/research/the-consumer-costs-and-climate-impacts-of-the-rfs/
To assess the RFS’s overall cost to consumers, we must first estimate the amount of ethanol that would have been consumed if the program had not been implemented. Unfortunately, there is a dearth of data to draw from in this regard. Although the U.S. government has attempted to estimate the economic impact of the RFS, these estimates have suggested very low program implementation costs because the calculations have assumed that large quantities of ethanol would have been consumed regardless of whether or not the RFS was implemented. If this assumption were true, the RFS would, in fact, have incurred little cost to consumers.  However, an alternative assumption to consider is that ethanol consumption as a share of finished motor gasoline (i.e., gasoline that is blended with ethanol) would have remained closer to pre-RFS levels (around 3.5 percent, compared to the present-day 10 percent). This view is supported by the fact that Europe—a region that faces much higher gasoline prices than the United States—typically only blends ethanol to a volume of 5 percent of finished gasoline. 
[bookmark: _Toc241006297]Ethanol use is 89% higher than it would be without RFS
Philip Rossetti 2025 (Non-Resident Senior Fellow, Energy, R Street Institute) 24 June 2025 ‘The Consumer Costs and Climate Impacts of the Renewable Fuel Standard” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.rstreet.org/research/the-consumer-costs-and-climate-impacts-of-the-rfs/
Figure 1 shows that ethanol is, on average, more expensive per unit of energy than gasoline, which is not surprising given ethanol’s lower energy density as well as its elevated demand resulting from the RFS mandate. Except for years 2022 and 2023, where refinery capacity scarcity elevated gasoline prices, ethanol was always more expensive in our assessed time period than gasoline. However, this price difference was fairly narrow, which we expected, given the limited substitutability of the fuels (i.e., if the price of one type of fuel were to go up, we would expect demand to shift to the other type of fuel, which induces pricing equilibrium). We then calculated how much additional ethanol was consumed as a result of the RFS. We estimated this to be approximately 7.8 quadrillion British thermal units (Btu) from 2010 to 2023, or about 89 percent higher than our no-RFS scenario. In estimating the cost difference of purchasing this energy as ethanol rather than gasoline and adding the expenditures for RINs, we can then estimate a total consumer cost of the RFS, which is shown in Figure 2.
[bookmark: _Toc241006298]Even if it didn’t eliminate the use of ethanol, we should still repeal the RFS
Daniel Simmons 2015 (J.D. (law degree) from Univ of Va.; American Energy Alliance’s Vice President for Policy; previously served as director of the Natural Resources Task Force at the American Legislative Exchange Council; was a research fellow at the Mercatus Center, and worked as professional staff on the Committee on Resources of the U.S. House of Representatives.) 27 May 2015 “Why Congress Should Fully Repeal the RFS” http://americanenergyalliance.org/2015/05/27/corn-ethanol-only-repeal-makes-the-rfs-worse/ (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
The RFS is fatally flawed. Ending the RFS, including the advanced biofuel portion, does not mean that ethanol would no longer be used in the United States. It means that EPA would have less impact on the fuel market, that the absurd and inefficient Brazilian-U.S. ethanol swaps would be reduced, and that the American people would balance the competing uses of corn instead of the federal government dictating a certain amount of ethanol and other biofuels. The RFS is bad policy. Both the corn ethanol portion of the RFS and the advanced biofuel portion of the RFS are bad policies. The best course of action is to let people figure out what fuels work best instead of being told by Congress and EPA bureaucrats what fuels to use—regardless of whether the fuels actually exist or not.
[bookmark: _Toc241006299]DISAVANTAGE RESPONSES
[bookmark: _Toc241006300]A/T “Higher Gasoline Prices”
[bookmark: _Toc241006301]Ethanol doesn’t lower gas prices
Josiah Neeley 2026 (JD; Resident Senior Fellow at R Street Institute) 12 June 2026 “Low-Energy Friday: Ethanol policy is a hot mess—literally” https://www.rstreet.org/commentary/low-energy-friday-ethanol-policy-is-a-hot-mess-literally/ (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
E15 blended gasoline is widely used throughout the United States.  It is sometimes claimed that ethanol lowers gas prices, but this is something of an illusion. Ethanol is less energy dense than gasoline, meaning that a car can drive further on a gallon of gasoline than on a gallon of ethanol. Blending ethanol into gasoline can make the price per gallon at the pump cheaper, but since you have to fill up more often it doesn’t ultimately save you any money.
[bookmark: _Toc241006302]A/T “Oil imports / Energy Security”
[bookmark: _Toc240906003][bookmark: _Toc235468239][bookmark: _Toc241006303]US domestic oil production has increased so much that imports are not a problem 
Douglas Holtz-Eakin 2026. (President of the American Action Forum) 9 Apr 2026 “Another Costly Expansion of the RFS” https://www.americanactionforum.org/daily-dish/another-costly-expansion-of-the-rfs/ (accessed 21 Sept 2026)
Recall that the RFS was created in the 2005 Energy Policy Act and expanded in the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007. The basic idea was to require that ethanol and other biofuels be blended with gasoline to reduce oil imports. Those were the bad old days of dependence on foreign sources of oil, but that rationale has disappeared due to the vast expansion of domestic production. The RFS no longer makes sense as an energy security policy.
[bookmark: _Toc235468240][bookmark: _Toc240906004][bookmark: _Toc241006304]Ethanol doesn’t reduce use of petroleum because of all the gasoline farms use to raise all that extra corn
James B. Meigs 2026 (senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute) Winter 2026 Economy, Finance, and Budgets, Politics and Law  “A Simple Policy to Reduce Food Prices” (accessed 21 Sept 2026) https://www.city-journal.org/article/food-prices-epa-renewable-fuel-standard
But the RFS program fails on its own terms. For example, EPA rules effectively require that automotive gasoline sold in the U.S. contain 10 percent ethanol. But that addition doesn’t increase the nation’s gasoline supply by 10 percent. The amount of energy contained in a gallon of ethanol, it turns out, is only slightly higher than the fossil-fuel energy needed to grow and process the corn that produces that ethanol.
[bookmark: _Toc241006305]RFS results in importing ethanol!
Andy May 2020 (petrophysicist; author of five books and the author or co-author of seven peer-reviewed papers on various geological, engineering and petrophysical topics) 28 March 2020 “Food Prices and Ethanol Mandates” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://andymaypetrophysicist.com/2020/03/28/food-prices-and-ethanol-mandates/
In 2018, the EPA required that 15 billion gallons of ethanol be put in U.S. fuel, but the market could only use 14.3 billion gallons due to the blend wall and current expected gasoline sales. The U.S. is now energy independent, thanks to shale gas and oil. However, to make up for the extra 700 million gallons of ethanol required in 2018 by the EPA, and because the mandated ethanol volume from cellulose was not available, the refining industry was (and is) importing biodiesel and cellulosic ethanol. That is correct, simply to meet the mandated volumes, we are importing biodiesel and ethanol that we do not need. In the 2019 EPA Rules, we read this (BBD stands for biomass-based diesel): “The cellulosic biofuel and BBD categories are nested within the advanced biofuel category, which is itself nested within the total renewable fuel category. This means, for example, that each gallon of cellulosic biofuel or BBD that is used to satisfy the individual volume requirements for those fuel types can also be used to satisfy the requirements for advanced biofuel and total renewable fuel.” (2019 Rules, page 34208)

[bookmark: _Toc235468242][bookmark: _Toc240906001][bookmark: _Toc241006306]Ethanol doesn’t reduce oil imports.  New drilling techniques are what’s reducing imports
Institute for Energy Research 2016 (not-for-profit organization that conducts research and analysis on the functions, operations, and government regulation of global energy markets ) 8 Mar 2016 “Despite Record Production, Ethanol Mandate Continues to Cost Public” http://instituteforenergyresearch.org/analysis/even-with-record-production-ethanol-mandate-continues-to-cost-the-public/ (accessed 21 Sept 2026)
The original argument of proponents of the Renewable Fuel Standard was that it would make the United States less dependent on oil imports. But, ethanol has done little to reduce oil imports. Since 2008, net oil imports have declined by 58 percent (6.4 million barrels per day), while domestic oil production has increased by 88 percent (4.4 million barrels per day). Ethanol production, however, has only increased by 360,000 barrels per day. The dramatic increase in domestic oil production is primarily due to shale oil produced by using hydraulic fracturing and horizontal drilling technology. The increase in U.S. oil production is about five times the output of all the ethanol distilleries in the country.
[bookmark: _Toc235468243][bookmark: _Toc240906002][bookmark: _Toc241006307]US economy no longer heavily impacted by oil prices like it was a generation ago
Federal Reserve Bank of Boston 2026. (All authors are officials with the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston: Danilo Leiva-León, Giovanni P. Olivei, Ara Patvakanian, Jenny Tang, and Egon Zakrajšek) 4 June 2026 “Reassessing the U.S. Economy’s Vulnerability to Oil Shocks” (accessed 21 Sept 2026) https://www.bostonfed.org/publications/current-policy-perspectives/2026/reassessing-us-economys-vulnerability-oil-shocks.aspx
We find that because the United States’ exposure to global oil market disruptions has changed fundamentally since the 1970s, oil shocks today are associated with less of an impact on PCE inflation relative to the impact of comparable shocks four or five decades ago. We also find that the negative effects of oil shocks on national employment may be tempered by job gains in U.S. states that produce oil. However, those smaller employment effects could result in less disinflationary pressure to counterbalance the inflationary impact of higher oil prices. These findings imply that monetary policy should focus more on the inflation effects associated with oil shocks as opposed to the employment effects.
[END QUOTE. LATER THEY CONTINUE QUOTE:]
The U.S. economy has become far less dependent on oil over time. As the blue line in Figure 2 shows, the economy consumed nearly one barrel of oil for each $1,000 of real output produced throughout most of the 1970s. Today, the U.S. economy’s oil reliance is less than one-third of what it was, reflecting greater efficiency in oil use and a structural shift away from energy-intensive goods manufacturing and toward services.
[bookmark: _Toc241006308]A/T “Greenhouse gases / climate change”
[bookmark: _Toc241006309]Ethanol is worse for greenhouse/climate impacts than gasoline is
Ames Alexander 2025 (journalist) INVESTIGATE MIDWEST 4 Dec 2025 “Corn’s clean-energy promise is clashing with its climate footprint” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://investigatemidwest.org/2025/12/04/corns-clean-energy-promise-is-clashing-with-its-climate-footprint/
“The carbon intensity of corn ethanol produced under the RFS is no less than gasoline and likely at least 24% higher,” the authors concluded. A 2017 report by the U.S. Government Accountability Office found that the RFS was unlikely to meet its greenhouse gas goals because the U.S. relies predominantly on corn ethanol and produces relatively little of the cleaner, advanced biofuels made from waste. 
[bookmark: _Toc241006310]A/T “Lose next-generation biofuels like cellulosic ethanol”
[bookmark: _Toc241006311]Already tried and failed.  Cellulosic ethanol isn’t happening
David Kramer 2022 (news editor at American Institute of Physics) 1 July 2022 “Whatever happened to cellulosic ethanol?” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://physicstoday.aip.org/news/whatever-happened-to-cellulosic-ethanol
DuPont, Poet-DSM, and Abengoa built commercial-scale cellulosic-ethanol plants in the mid 2010s with DOE cost-shared funding and loan guarantees. None remain in operation. One was mothballed, and two were sold and converted to produce biogas. As domestic production failed to materialize, the EPA has had little choice but to annually waive the cellulosic RFS requirement.
[bookmark: _Toc241006312]EPA bungling will fail to implement advanced biofuels under RFS
Daniel Simmons 2015 (J.D. (law degree) from Univ of Va.; American Energy Alliance’s Vice President for Policy; previously served as director of the Natural Resources Task Force at the American Legislative Exchange Council; was a research fellow at the Mercatus Center, and worked as professional staff on the Committee on Resources of the U.S. House of Representatives.) 27 May 2015 “Why Congress Should Fully Repeal the RFS” http://americanenergyalliance.org/2015/05/27/corn-ethanol-only-repeal-makes-the-rfs-worse/ (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
EPA cannot and should not be trusted to implement the RFS. Keeping the advanced-only portion of the RFS allows EPA to decide what constitutes “advanced biofuel.” According to the RFS, advanced biofuel must achieve lifecycle greenhouse gas emission reduction of 50 percent compared to petroleum. The problem is that EPA has to certify that a fuel, or a fuel “pathway,” achieves this reduction. Given EPA’s history of ineptitude and illegal behavior, there is no reason to think that EPA will not continue to manipulate an advanced-biofuel-only RFS.
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Agriculture Sector and Related Impacts

In 2022, the increased use of enewable fuels i expected to expand the market for agriculeural
products such as com and soybeans and open new markets for advanced bofuels. We estimate





