A bad investment for taxpayers and the environment
For over 30 years, taxpayers have been funding the corn ethanol industry through a
handful of expensive subsidies, including tax credits, an import tariff, and a federal
mandate. Now the industry is looking for even more handouts from taxpayers, through
subsidies for infrastructure to ship and store ethanol around the country. Ethanol
transportation requires costly new infrastructure like pipelines, gas stations, and storage tanks because ethanol is much more explosive and corrosive than gasoline, and
actively degrades existing equipment.1 Congress should be using taxpayer dollars to
protect the public and the environment, not to subsidize dirty fuels and line the pockets
of corporate agribusiness.
We, the people, should not be forced to foot the bill for corn ethanol infrastructure. Subsidizing ethanol infrastructure promotes the use of dirty corn ethanol, diverts investments
intended for truly renewable fuels, and endangers public health and the environment.
Locking in corn ethanol:
Building ethanol infrastructure would promote corn ethanol use and lock the
nation into the least efficient and most environmentally destructive biofuels
— ethanol produced from corn or corn byproducts.2 EPA data shows that corn ethanol
is actually worse for the environment than gasoline,3 and even if we converted all of
America’s farmland into corn for ethanol, we still wouldn’t make a dent in our fuel
needs.4 Funding for ethanol infrastructure wastes scarce tax dollars and diverts
funding away from truly clean energy projects like solar, wind and energy
efficiency.
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Threatens public health and the environment:
Corn ethanol is more corrosive and prone to fires than gasoline.5, 6 Even in new
infrastructure, corn ethanol has proven to corrode metals and lead to cracked, leaky
storage tanks.7 And, if corn ethanol leeches into the ground, it will lead to poisonous
water, toxic soil and fire hazards.8 The production of corn for ethanol already
increases pollution in our air, water, and soil; promoting its use with more infrastructure
will only worsen these public health and environmental risks.
Manipulating Congress and taxpayers:
The corn ethanol industry is unfairly influencing Congress to subsidize the dirty
fuel. The biofuels industry spent $12.5 million in campaign contributions in the last
three Congressional election cycles, and $31 million on lobbying Congress in 2011
alone.9 This lobbying has resulted in the corruption of government programs like the
USDA’s Rural Energy for America Program, which is supposed to fund clean energy
projects, but since April 2011, has appropriated $2.3 million for more than 100 ethanol
infrastructure projects. Senator McCain (R-Ariz.) remarked that “[ethanol] lobbyists
have convinced the USDA to change its rules…to pay for new ethanol-blending
gas pumps.”10 Senator Chambliss (R-Ga.) also criticized ethanol infrastructure funding,
stating that “the REAP program was not designed for this purpose.”11
What now?
It’s time for Congress to stop funding dirty biofuels. In this period of fiscal uncertainty,
taxpayers should not be forced to fund the corn ethanol industry at the expense of
public health, the environment and a truly sustainable energy future.
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