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QUOTE OF THE WEEK… 
 

“Given how often politics, money and science mix in the United States, it 
behooves Americans, and their elected representatives, to not only question 
the validity of the science used to make policy, but the integrity and objectivity 
of those doing the research. ‘Mission-oriented’ science isn’t to be trusted.”  

 
“Scientists Can Be Blinded By Politics” 

Editorial 
Jacksonville Daily News   

March 24, 2006 
 

 
INHOFE PANS DEMOCRATS’ CHEMICAL SECURITY BILL 
 
Chairman Inhofe yesterday criticized partisan legislation offered by several 
Senate Democrats that would expand the authority of the Environmental 
Protection Agency and impose unnecessary restrictions on chemical plants in 
the name of improving security at those types of facilities. 
 
“My message has always been that chemical security is an issue of security, not 
environmental protection,” Senator Inhofe said.  “Liberal environmental 
activists and special interests have been promoting the concept of ‘inherently 
safer technology’ for years because it would only eliminate the use of chemicals 
they don’t like.  IST is not a solution for improving security, and the 
Department of Homeland Security opposes its use for that purpose. 
 
“Last year, Senate Democrats wanted to give EPA the authority over gasoline 
production, and now they want to expand its authority to include facility 
security.  If Democrats want to talk security, let’s talk security instead of 
offering partisan legislation that is nothing more than a thinly veiled attempt to 
appease special interests in an election year.  Their plan for securing these 
facilities is a prescription for failure.” 
 

Return to the top Ý 

 
 
 
 



 
NEXT WEEK… 

 
April 5, 2006 
 
Full committee hearing to 
consider pending 
nominations.  
 
9:30 am 
 
SD-628 
 
 
April 6, 2006 
 
Round Table Discussion on 
Nanotechnology 
 
10:00 am 
 
SD-628 
 
 

OPENING STATEMENT FROM CHAIRMAN INHOFE: 
OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE IMPACT OF THE 
ELIMINATION OF MTBE 

 

 
MTBE may be the most carefully scrutinized and debated substance since the 
1990 Clean Air Act amendments required its use.  Today’s oversight hearing 
on the impacts on the elimination of MTBE is the latest in a long history 
before this committee.  I am going to summarize that history. 
 
The 1990 Clean Air Act amendments established the reformulated gasoline or 
RFG program, which most regard as an environmental success story.  Yet, the 
inclusion of the oxygenate requirement as a component of the RFG program 
resulted in a few unintended consequences. 
 
I would like to remind my colleagues that the two percent oxygen requirement 
was not included in the bill passed by this committee, which laid the 
foundation for the amended Clean Air Act.  Rather, the oxygenate requirement 
was added after vigorous debate and was the only successful amendment on 
the Senate floor.   
 
Senators from both sides of the aisle hoped that the requirement would lay the 
groundwork for greater ethanol use, but acknowledged that MTBE would 
likely be preferred as it is more affordable for consumers. 
 
Yet, although MTBE exceeded air-related goals, it tainted the taste and smell of 
water in some instances.  Further, the two percent oxygenate requirement and 
air quality concerns of certain areas created boutique fuel regions, leading to 
higher prices during supply problems. 
 
Last year, this Committee passed S. 606, the Reliable Fuels Act which called 
for the elimination of the two percent requirement and a phase-out of MTBE 
within four years, while preserving the authority of states to continue its use. 
 
As was the case with the bill that passed this Committee in 1989, S. 606 was 
changed in material ways after we reported the bill and today the nation faces, 
although temporary, some potential unintended consequences.   
 
Pursuant to the Energy Bill, the two percent oxygenate requirement will be 
repealed this May.   
 
A majority of members recommended that oxygenate producers and marketers 
be afforded liability protection against defective product lawsuits for their mere 
compliance with the law.  Unfortunately, that provision was not included in the 
Energy Bill either. 
Therefore, refiners have been forced to stop using MTBE more suddenly than 
stakeholders, industry, or this Committee had ever considered. 
 
Fact: MTBE has been the preferred oxygenate used in reformulated gasoline, 
and its elimination means a corresponding loss of fuel supply that must be 
made up. 



 
Fact: Ethanol is needed to replace MTBE.   
 
Fact: The ethanol industry, refiners, marketers, and infrastructure operators are 
working hard to make sure that the transition is as painless as possible. 
 
The green bar on this chart from EIA illustrates just how much ethanol is 
currently being produced – a significant amount in a relatively short period of 
time. 
 
However, the sudden elimination of MTBE and the current state of the 
ethanol industry means that significant volumes of ethanol must be imported.   
 
The orange bar shows about 130,000 barrels per day of additional ethanol is 
needed to replace MTBE.  In other words, the U.S. needs to come up with 
close to half of the ethanol currently being produced domestically. 
 
Actually, the transition means even greater supply loss than this chart illustrates 
because the production of ethanol-blended RFG yields five to six percent less 
fuel per barrel. 
 
It is critical for the nation to increase its petroleum and bio-refinery capacity.  
My legislation – the Gas PRICE Act and Energy Price Reduction Act 
amendment to the LIHEAP bill – would assist with the transition away from 
MTBE.   
 
We would expedite the permitting process for traditional as well as renewable 
fuel infrastructure so that regions of the country will not have to face the 
temporary supply shortfalls and corresponding price increases likely this 
summer. 
 
Congress must be mindful of the unintended consequences before considering 
any future action.  I urge my colleagues, stakeholders, and the public to allow 
the recently enacted fuels title of the Energy Bill to be fully implemented. 
 
As EIA and our other witnesses will testify, the nation’s fuel system requires 
infrastructure, investment, and most importantly, time to develop.   
 
The refining industry’s positions dealing with fuels policy – warning against 
sudden transitions, the need for liability protection, etc. – are well understood. 
 
This hearing is squarely centered on the imminent future not the past.  I look 
forward to hearing from our witnesses and if they have any policy 
recommendations for Congress, including the likelihood of importing more 
ethanol.  
 
Thank you. 
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IN CASE YOU MISSED IT… 
 
Jacksonville Daily News   
 
Scientists Can Be Blinded By Politics 
  
March 24, 2006 
 
Taxpayers have an interest in knowing they are supporting sound, even-
handed, agenda-free science. That’s true whether the question at hand is 
climate change or any other issue. If any member of Congress has reason to 
doubt this, inquiries are in order…  
 
Scientists are as susceptible to being seduced by political agendas, personal 
biases and self-interest as any other human beings. And given the power they 
wield on so many policy disputes, from global warming to the Endangered 
Species Act, it’s legitimate to ask if they have agendas.  
 
It’s obvious that scientists have increasingly been crossing the line into 
advocacy.  
 
We find it surreal, for instance, when we see the Union of Concerned Scientists 
— which for years has been pushing a radical, left-wing political agenda — 
accusing the Bush administration of “politicizing” science.  
 
Just this week, for instance, 269 “scientists” sent a letter to the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, opposing the proposed de-listing of the Yellowstone grizzly. 
But who are these 269 scientists, and what makes them authorities on the 
subject? Most in the media, typically, never bothered to ask. But many of those 
who signed the letter — and were lumped under the rubric “scientist” — have 
a dubious claim to the title a nd no standing as grizzly bear specialists.  
 
Among those counted as scientists were Ph.D. candidates, graduate students, 
law school professors, geology professors, geography professors, chemistry 
professors, museum directors, botany professors, forestry professors and the 
“curator of grasses” at one museum… 
 
Given how often politics, money and science mix in the United States, it 
behooves Americans, and their elected representatives, to not only question 
the validity of the science used to make policy, but the integrity and objectivity 
of those doing the research. “Mission-oriented” science isn’t to be trusted.  

 
Click here for the full text of the editorial. 
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