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 » Average gasoline prices in Minnesota are over 
$3.95 per gallon for regular grade fuel, and 
diesel fuel prices are above $4.75 per gallon, the 
highest since 2013.1,2 

 » The Walz administration is currently seeking to 
impose a Clean Fuel Standard — a regulation 
that originated in California — to reduce the 
amount of carbon dioxide emitted from trans-
portation fuels in Minnesota.

 » This policy will cause gasoline and diesel prices 
to increase substantially.

 » For example, the California fuel standards 
increased the cost of gasoline and diesel fuel by 
22 cents per gallon in 2020 in California, accord-
ing to an analysis by Stillwater Associates.3

 » If enacted in Minnesota, Stillwater Associates 
estimates the California fuel standards would 
increase the cost of gasoline by 20 cents per 
gallon in the near term and 54 cents per gallon 
by 2035. Diesel prices are expected to increase 
by 20 to 53 cents per gallon on this timeline.4

 » This would cost the average Minnesota house-
hold an additional $210 to $568 per year in addi-
tional gasoline costs in constant 2022 dollars.

 » The cost of the California fuel standards will like-
ly be even higher after 2035 as the regulations 
become more onerous.

 » Rural families, single-parent households, and 
new arrivals to Minnesota would be hit hardest 
by these steep cost increases because they al-
ready spend a higher portion of their budgets on 
energy costs than more affluent households.

 » None of the additional costs imposed on Min-
nesota families will pay for upgrading our roads 
and bridges. 

 » Instead, these extra costs would become profits 

for companies that generate credits under the 
mandates and sell them to gasoline and diesel 
producers. This can include companies that 
install electric vehicle charging stations or gen-
erate fuel with biomethane, renewable diesel, or 
other fuels.

 » Despite its high costs, the California fuel stan-
dards will have zero measurable environmental 
benefits because the program will deliver an 
immeasurably small reduction in future global 
temperatures. 

 » The California fuel standards seek to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions from Minnesota’s 
transportation sector by 20 percent by 2035. 
However, this reduction would only decrease fu-
ture global temperatures by 0.0002° C by 2100, 
an amount so small it is impossible to measure 
with even the most sophisticated scientific 
equipment.

 » In fact, eliminating all of the greenhouse gases 
emitted by transportation in Minnesota would 
reduce future global temperatures by 0.00095° 
C by 2100.

 » Furthermore, the costs of avoiding emissions un-
der a California fuel standard exceed the Social 
Cost of Carbon estimates established by both 
the Obama and Trump administrations. As a re-
sult, the policy fails a basic cost-benefit analysis.

 » Minnesotans deserve a clear explanation of the 
costs and benefits of the proposed California 
fuel standards so they know whether they are 
receiving value for paying higher prices at the 
pump. This would entail a thorough explana-
tion of how the program will increase costs for 
Minnesota families by $210 to $568 per year in 
return for reducing future global temperatures 
by 0.0002 degrees C by 2100.

Executive Summary
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Americans are struggling under the highest 
inflation in 40 years. The Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics reports that prices for food, housing, cars, and 
energy are rising faster than wage growth.5,6 Unsur-
prisingly, recent Quinnipiac University polling found 
Americans consider inflation to be the most urgent 
issue facing the country.7

Rampant inflation has also affected the price of 
gasoline and diesel. As of March 10, 2022, Minne-
sota families and businesses were paying more than 
$3.95 per gallon for gasoline and 
$4.75 per gallon of diesel fuel, the 
highest prices since 2013.8,9 Unfor-
tunately, gasoline and diesel prices 
could continue to rise because 
Minnesota Governor Tim Walz and 
other Democratic lawmakers are 
seeking to enact new California 
fuel regulations in Minnesota that 
will further increase prices, as they 
have in California and Oregon.

These regulations, which origi-
nated in California, are called a Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), and 
they caused Golden State gasoline 
prices to increase by 22 cents per 
gallon in 2020, according to an 
analysis by Stillwater Associates.10 

If enacted in Minnesota, Stillwater Associates 
estimates the California fuel standard would in-
crease gasoline prices by 20 cents per gallon in the 
near term, with costs eventually rising to 54 cents 
per gallon by 2035 as the regulations become more 
stringent over time. Diesel prices would eventually 
hit 53 cents per gallon, according to the analysis.

The additional costs resulting from adopting 
the California fuel standard in Minnesota would 
increase yearly costs for Minnesota families and 
businesses by $210 to $568 per household. Rural 
families, single-parent households, and new arrivals 

to Minnesota would be hit hardest by these steep 
cost increases.

Unsurprisingly, these proposed regulations are 
deeply unpopular. According to American Exper-
iment’s Thinking Minnesota poll, 50 percent of 
Minnesotans strongly oppose the new mandates, 9 
percent somewhat oppose them, 16 percent some-
what support them, and 21 percent strongly support 
them. Only 4 percent had no opinion, and 1 percent 
refused to answer.11

Rising gas prices are harmful to 
Minnesota families and business-
es because it leaves them with 
less money for other important 
expenses like healthcare, edu-
cation, or saving for a rainy day. 
Higher fuel costs will also lead to 
higher levels of inflation because 
businesses will have higher over-
head costs, and they will attempt 
to raise the cost of their goods 
or services to make up for higher 
energy prices.

Recognizing the harmful impact 
of high gas prices on family bud-
gets, and perhaps their electoral 
prospects, several Democratic 

lawmakers in the Minnesota House of Representa-
tives have proposed a gas tax holiday from Memo-
rial Day to Labor Day. This temporary tax holiday 
would save the average Minnesota family $73 
during this three-month period. These savings are 
dwarfed by the permanent high prices Minnesotans 
would pay under the California fuel standard.

Rather than offering gas tax gimmicks during 
an election year, Minnesota policymakers should 
focus on making our energy supplies as secure and 
affordable as possible. Unfortunately, the California 
fuel standard increases prices for no measurable 
environmental benefits. •

Introduction

“Rising gas prices are 
harmful to Minnesota 

families and 
businesses because 
it leaves them with 

less money for other 
important expenses 

like healthcare, 
education, or saving 

for a rainy day.”
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The LCFS originated in California and has since 
been adopted by Oregon and Washington. In 
Oregon, the regulations are known as the Clean 
Fuels Program (CFP).12 In Washington, they are 
known as the Clean Fuel Standard (CFS), which is 
the name the Walz administration is using for the 
proposed regulations.

While these programs have slightly different 
names, they are all based upon the 
regulations enacted by the Califor-
nia Air Resources Board (CARB). 
For the sake of simplicity, we refer 
to all these programs as the Cali-
fornia Fuel Standard (CFS). 

The CFS is a complicated cap-
and-trade system created by the 
government aimed at lowering 
emissions of greenhouse gasses 
(GHGs). It attempts to do so by 
reducing the average amount of 
GHGs emitted by burning fuel for transportation in 
the state. The amount of GHGs emitted in each gal-
lon of fuel is described as its carbon intensity (CI).

Proponents of enacting a CFS in Minnesota 
argue that it is a free market-based system for 
reducing GHG emissions from the fuels we rely 
upon every day. This argument is wrong on its 

face because government mandates, by defini-
tion, are market distortions that pick winners and 
losers. Mandates are not free markets.

Under the regulations, the government sets a 
limit on the permissible CI score – called the CI 
standard – for fuels sold in the state, with the reg-
ulations becoming stricter every year. The man-
dated reductions in the CI standard for California 

are shown in Figure 1, which was 
created by CARB. Each year, the 
CI standard requires fuel pro-
ducers to reduce the CI score of 
their fuels by a larger amount 
until reaching a 20 percent 
reduction by 2030.13 California 
is also considering extending the 
CFS beyond 2030, potentially at 
an accelerated reduction rate.14

Fuels sold in the state with a 
CI score above the limits set by 

the government are assessed a deficit, and fuels 
sold with a CI score below the government-man-
dated benchmarks are awarded credits. (It helps to 
think of deficits as demerits and credits as merits). 
Each credit represents one ton of carbon dioxide 
emissions averted, compared to the prevailing CI 
standard.15 

Section I: What is a California Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard, or Clean Fuel 
Standard?

“...Government 
mandates, by 

definition, are market 
distortions that pick 
winners and losers. 
Mandates are not 

free markets.”
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To comply with the CFS regulations, fuel produc-
ers with deficits must either blend lower-carbon 
fuels with the gasoline or diesel fuel they sell or buy 
credits from other fuel producers that have accu-
mulated credits. In other words, for every deficit 
that is created, a credit must be purchased to offset 
it. The system used to track and trade credits is 
created and administered by the government. 

As the regulations become stricter every year, 
the cost of complying with them increases. This 
can easily be seen in California by examining the 
cost of the credits sold on the credit-trading sys-
tem. 

Figure 2 shows the California credit price in-

creasing over time as the mandates became more 
stringent.16 CARB data shows the average credit 
price hit nearly $200 per credit in 2019 and 2020 
before falling in 2021 due to a drop in demand for 
gasoline resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic 
and an increase in renewable diesel production in 
California.17

As credit prices increase, the cost of doing 
business for gasoline and diesel fuel producers 
also increases because they are required to buy 
credits at more expensive prices. These additional 
costs are then passed on to the consumer in the 
form of higher prices for gasoline and diesel fuel 
at the pump. •

FIGURE 1 

How the CFS Works: Credit and Deficit Generation
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Every year, the government mandates a lower CI score for the fuels used in cars and trucks. By 2030, California will require 
a 20 percent reduction in CI, compared to the baseline, to generate credits instead of deficits.

Historic Compliance Targets Future Compliance Targets

-6.25%

-10%

-14%

-12%

-16%

-20%

-7.5%

-8.75%

-10%

-11.25%

-12.5%

-13.75%

-15%

-16.25%

-17.5%

-18.75%

-20%

Fuels with CI below the 
benchmark generate credits

Fuels with CI above the 
benchmark generate deficits



AmericanExperiment.org

CENTER OF THE AMERICAN EXPERIMENT  •  7

FIGURE 2 

Annual CARB CFS Credit Price vs  
Mandated CI Reduction
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Adopting a CFS in Minnesota will saddle Minne-
sota families and businesses with higher prices at 
the pump for years to come. 

According to Stillwater Associates, each incre-
mental reduction in CI becomes increasingly costly 
because it requires bigger changes to the existing 
fuel mix.18 This means the CFS is likely to have 
smaller up-front costs but become increasingly 
expensive over time.

U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) 
data show Minnesotans consumed 2.3 billion gal-
lons of gasoline in 2019, which equates to approx-
imately 1,053 gallons per household.19 Increasing 
the cost of gasoline between 20 and 54 cents per 
gallon would result in an additional cost of $210 
and $568 per year in gasoline expenses.

While some advocates of the CFS may argue 
that it will not increase fuel prices, the governments 
of California and Oregon freely admit that this poli-
cy has increased the cost of gasoline and diesel fuel 
in these states.20 In fact, the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) has a webpage enti-
tled “Annual Cost of the Clean Fuels Program,” that 
details the cost increases caused by the CFS.21,22  
This webpage outlines the cost of the CFS in Ore-
gon, and provides the formula needed to calculate 
future costs based on a variety of assumptions.

Comparing costs with Oregon

Other CFS advocates argue that the Oregon 
program only increased the price of gasoline by 
3.7 cents per gallon in 2020. While this is true, it 
is also a misleading talking point because Oregon 
only required a CI reduction of 2.5 percent that 
year. As the program becomes more stringent ev-
ery year, the cost of compliance will increase.

To demonstrate this point, American Experiment 
used the formula provided by the Oregon DEQ 
and plotted the expected annual increase in gaso-
line costs for Oregon based on the credit price of 
$123.85 reported for January of 2022 (See Figure 
3).23 Using this credit price, the Oregon program 
will increase the cost of gasoline by 7.26 cents per 
gallon in 2022, and 29.01 cents per gallon by 2030, 
when the law requires a 20 percent CI reduction.24 
The costs of the Oregon CFS will be higher than 
these estimates if the cost of credits increases over 
time, as they have in California.

 It’s important to note that the cost increase 
shown in Figure 3 is only the direct cost of the 
program and does not include the indirect costs 
that consumers will likely pay in the form of higher 
prices for groceries and other goods and services 
as a result of adopting CFS regulations.

Section II: Higher gas prices for 
Minnesota families and businesses
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In Minnesota, the cost of gasoline under a CFS 
will ultimately depend on the cost of the credits 
sold. Figure 4 shows the cost of the CFS in Min-
nesota based on three different credit prices, one 
based on Oregon prices of $123.85, one based on 
California prices of $167, and one credit price of 
$231 per ton, which is the price needed to increase 
prices to 54 cents per gallon in accordance with 
estimates by Stillwater Associates.25,26

As Figure 4 shows, gasoline costs will increase 
by almost 29 cents per gallon at Oregon credit 
prices, nearly 39 cents per gallon at California cred-
it prices, and if credit costs reach $231 per credit, 

which is only slightly higher than the cost of credits 
in California in 2020 in 2022 dollars, it would 
increase the cost of gasoline by 54 cents per gallon 
in 2035.

Why it matters

Advocates of the CFS in Minnesota are nec-
essarily calling for increases to the cost of fuel in 
Minnesota, as has been demonstrated in California 
and Oregon.

Rising gas prices are harmful to Minnesota 
families and businesses because it leaves them 
with less money for other important expenses like 

The cost of the CFS program in Oregon is shown for each year using the formula provided by the Oregon DEQ. Prices are 
low in the early years, but quickly ramp up over time. A similar cost would likely be seen in Minnesota. Historical average 
annual credit prices are used for 2016 through 2021. Credit prices in the future are held constant at $123.85.

FIGURE 3

Cost Increase for E10 Gasoline Under the Oregon CFS
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groceries, healthcare, education, or saving for a 
rainy day. Higher fuel costs will also lead to higher 
levels of inflation because businesses will have 
higher overhead expenses, and they will attempt to 
raise the cost of their goods or services to make up 
for higher energy prices.

Rural families would be disproportionately 
harmed by a CFS because residents of Greater 
Minnesota already pay higher energy bills than 
urban and suburban residents. Figure 5 below uses 
federal data to show household energy costs for 
home heating and electricity in each Minnesota 
county.27 It is important to note that this map does 
not account for gasoline or diesel costs.

While Hennepin and Ramsey County residents 
only spend $1,731 and $1,513 for energy expenses, 
respectively, Becker and Big Stone County residents 
paid $3,876 and $4,188, respectively.

Enacting a CFS will harm rural Minnesotans 
because they already pay higher energy bills than 
Minnesotans living in the Twin Cities, but they also 
drive further to get to work, the grocery store, or 
the doctor’s office. As a result, the CFS will hurt 
rural residents most.

Despite the increasing pain at the pump that a 
CFS would cause in Minnesota, it would have zero 
measurable environmental benefits – which is the 
entire justification for this expensive program. •

The cost per gallon of the CFS program will increase every year as the regulations become stricter. The price of gasoline 
under the program will depend on the price of credits under the mandate.

FIGURE 4

Minnesota CFS Potential Additional Cost Per Gallon 
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Average Annual Energy Cost

$1.7k $2.2k $2.7k $3.2k $3.8k >$3.8k

This map shows average household energy expenses by county in Minnesota. Rural counties spend more for home heating 
and electricity than urban and suburban households. This map does not consider gasoline or diesel fuel expenses.

FIGURE 5

Average Annual Energy Cost by County
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Governor Walz has argued that implementing 
a CFS is necessary to reduce GHG emissions from 
the transportation sector in Minnesota.28 However, 
it is important to understand that implementing 
a CFS is an incredibly expensive way to reduce 
carbon dioxide (CO

2
) emissions and that any emis-

sions reductions achieved will have zero measur-
able impact on future global temperatures, making 
this proposal all pain and no gain.

Expensive emissions reductions

As discussed earlier, each credit under the CFS 
represents one ton of CO

2
 equivalent reduced from 

the transportation fuel fleet. According to CARB, 
California credits were priced at $167 per credit in 
January of 2022, and credit prices in Oregon were 
$124 during February 2022.29,30  The cost of these 
credits far exceeds the Social Cost of Carbon (SCC) 
estimates created by both the Obama and Trump 
Administrations.

The SCC is a metric that seeks to estimate the 
economic costs, or damages, of emitting one ad-
ditional ton of CO

2
 into the atmosphere and thus 

the benefits of reducing emissions.31 The Obama 
administration estimated the SCC to be approxi-
mately $57 per ton (in 2022 dollars) in 2020, and 

the Trump administration estimated costs to be $1 
per ton.32,33 

Using the Obama SCC estimates, it would cost 
nearly three times more to avert a ton of CO

2
 under 

the CFS than the damages incurred from the emis-
sions, and it would cost twice as much using Ore-
gon’s credit price. Compared to the Trump admin-
istration’s SCC estimates, it would cost 167 times 
more and 124 times more to reduce emissions, at 
California and Oregon credit prices, respectively, 
than the damages associated with the emissions.

This means the CFS fails a simple cost-benefit 
analysis using even the Obama administration’s 
SCC estimates. This means it is better to do noth-
ing than to implement the CFS. If Governor Walz’s 
advocacy for enacting a CFS is truly based on 
science, this fact should force him to abandon the 
policy.

Zero measurable impact on tem-
peratures

To understand how reducing GHG emissions 
from Minnesota transportation fuels by 20 percent 
by 2035 will impact future global temperatures, it 
helps to examine the impact of the Clean Power 
Plan (CPP), which was widely considered to be the 

Section III: Economically punitive, 
environmentally immeasurable
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Obama administration’s signature climate change 
initiative. Proponents of the CPP claimed it would 
have reduced annual CO

2
 emissions nationally by 

730 million metric tons by 2030.34 
The climate model used by the Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) during the Obama admin-
istration to estimate the CPP’s effect on global tem-
peratures, the Model for the Assessment of Green-
house-Gas Induced Climate Change (MAGICC), 
found the CPP would have reduced future warming 
by only 0.019° C by 2100, an amount too small to 
be accurately measured with even the most sophis-
ticated scientific equipment.35

The 7.3 million metric tons of CO
2
 no longer 

emitted as a result of the CFS would be roughly 
1 percent of the CO

2
 reductions projected for the 

CPP. As a result, it would potentially avert 0.0002° 
C of warming by 2100, an amount far too small to 
be measured. In fact, eliminating all the 36.5 million 
metric tons of GHGs emitted by the transportation 
sector in Minnesota would reduce future global 
temperatures by 0.00095° C by 2100. 

Emissions reductions will benefit 
the wealthy, not the poor

One justification the Walz administration will 
likely use to support this huge increase in the cost 
of gasoline is that it will deliver large environmental 
benefits to people living in low-income communi-
ties and serve to increase racial equity.36 However, 
the real-life data from California show the opposite 
to be true.

An analysis from the Washington Policy Center 
found rich Californians received twice as many 
air-quality benefits as the poor from air pollution 
reductions under the CFS, according to CARB 
data.37 

The analysis examined the locations of all of the 
electric vehicle (EV) charging stations, hydrogen, 
and natural gas filling stations that generate CFS 
credits in California. These stations were examined 

because EVs and natural gas vehicles reduce emis-
sions of particulates more than ethanol, which does 
less to reduce emissions of fine particles.

These filling locations were then matched to 
California median household income data from the 
U.S. Census, sorted by census tract. The analysis 
found that the wealthiest 10 percent of census 
tracts have the most EV charging stations and 
natural gas filling stations in the state. The census 
tracts representing the top 30 percent of income 
earners had 43 percent of the charging stations. 
In contrast, the census tracts with the poorest 30 
percent of earners had only 22 percent of the EV 
stations. 

In other words, the rich received twice the bene-
fit as those in poor communities.

Despite what advocates of a Minnesota CFS 
may claim about the policy helping minority 
communities, the reality is exactly the opposite. 
Adopting a CFS will simply mean low-income 
communities would be saddled with higher energy 
costs for imaginary environmental benefits. In fact, 
these benefits would be disproportionately reaped 
by wealthy Minnesotans, while the costs would 
be borne by households who already pay a larg-
er portion of their income on energy bills. This is 
trickle-down environmentalism where the poor are 
forced to pay higher prices at the pump to subsi-
dize wealthy EV owners.

The effectiveness of any policy should be mea-
surable. Minnesotans deserve a clear explanation 
of the costs and benefits of the proposed CFS so 
they know whether they are receiving value for 
their increased expenses. This would entail a thor-
ough explanation of how the program will increase 
costs for Minnesota families by $210 to $568 per 
year in return for reducing future global tempera-
tures by 0.0002° C by 2100.

Unfortunately, Minnesota residents are unlikely 
to get this explanation from the politicians pushing 
this costly policy. •
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Section IV: Where does the money 
go?

Under a CFS, Minnesotans will see large in-
creases in gasoline and diesel fuel costs, but unlike 
a gas tax, which increases prices at the pump to 
pay for roads and bridges, none of the extra money 
Minnesotans will pay at the pump as part of a CFS 
will pay for these crucial infrastructure projects. 

This begs the question, where will the money 
go?

Instead of being used for infrastructure projects, 
the extra costs paid by Minnesota families would 
become profits for the companies that generate 
credits and sell them to gasoline and diesel pro-
ducers under the mandates. Among the companies 
that will be able to sell credits include companies 
that install electric vehicle charging stations or 
generate fuel with biomethane, renewable diesel, 
or other fuels.

What kind of fuels generate 
credits and deficits?

The types of fuels that will generate credits and 
deficits will depend on how the program is struc-
tured in Minnesota. During the early years, the CI 
standard will be lenient enough that most fuels 
receive a credit. As such, gasoline and diesel will 
generate deficits, and fuels like ethanol, biodies-
el, and electricity will generate credits. However, 

based on California’s CFS program, as time goes on 
vehicles using electricity or biomethane will gener-
ate far more credits than vehicles using ethanol or 
biodiesel. This will dampen enthusiasm for invest-
ment in these fuels.

Figure 6 shows that as the CFS becomes more 
stringent over time, common ethanol blends will 
become deficit generators, rather than credit 
generators. By 2035, it will be far more profitable 
to generate credits with electricity than ethanol, 
which means the CFS will reduce the demand for 
products grown by Minnesota farmers.38

A “bait-and-switch” on biofuels

Some advocates of the CFS argue that it will 
help farmers by stimulating demand for Minne-
sota-grown biofuels like corn-based ethanol and 
renewable diesel made from soybean oil, which 
have lower CI scores than gasoline or diesel fuel. 
However, CARB gives these biofuels higher CI 
scores than other sources of energy like electricity, 
which means that as the regulations become more 
stringent over time, companies will be forced to 
transition away from meeting the mandates with 
biofuels toward promoting electric vehicles.39 

This trend is already being observed in Cali-
fornia, where CARB data show ethanol makes up 
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a smaller share of the credits sold over time and 
electricity increases (See Figure 7).40

Some ethanol producers are seeking to reduce 
the CI of their ethanol by capturing the CO

2
 gener-

ated during the fermentation process, transporting 
it in a pipeline, and storing it safely underground.41 
Capturing and storing the CO

2
 from ethanol plants 

would significantly reduce ethanol’s CI score, al-
lowing it to reduce its GHG emissions and compete 
with electricity for credits.

However, environmental activists have voiced 
their opposition to these pipelines, and a coalition 
of 22 environmental groups oppose expanding corn 
growth to meet the CFS.42 Many of these same 
groups are aggressively promoting the electrifica-
tion of the transportation fleet. 

It is also important to note that the share of 

electricity credits would also increase in Minne-
sota due to other policies to support EVs that are 
currently being pursued by the Walz administra-
tion and other liberal lawmakers in St. Paul. These 
include the California car mandates, as well as 
direct subsidies for purchasing EVs and building EV 
charging stations.

The CFS will incentivize the increased use of 
EVs in Minnesota, and whatever benefits biofuel 
producers receive because of CFS regulations will 
likely be temporary. 

California car mandates 

The CFS is not the only policy designed to pro-
mote EVs the Walz administration has imported 
from that state.

Last year, the Walz administration unilaterally 

This graph shows a potential look at the type of fuels in Minnesota that will receive a credit or deficit by 2035 under 
Minnesota’s CFS program. By 2035, the CI standard is so low that most common fuels will have to pay for credits, thus 
increasing the cost to end-users. The graph is adjusted to reflect the energy economy ratio of the fuels.

FIGURE 6
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instructed the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
(MPCA) to impose California’s mandates for low 
emission vehicles (LEVs) and zero emission vehi-
cles (ZEVs) in Minnesota. 

The LEV mandate will require all cars sold in Min-
nesota to meet California’s gas mileage standards, 
and the ZEV standards will force 6.2 to 7.4 percent 
of all vehicles stocked in the state to be EVs every 
year.43 This equates to about 13,000 to 14,000 new 
electric cars to be stocked in the state annually.

Considering the Walz administration’s history 
with importing expensive environmental policies 
from California that increase the cost of living for 

Minnesotans, Minnesota families and businesses 
should be wary of other policies implemented by 
the Golden State and the ability of the MPCA to 
implement their own versions of them in the Land 
of 10,000 Lakes. 

For instance, California Governor Gavin New-
som issued an executive order banning the sale of 
new gasoline and diesel-powered cars in California 
by 2035.44 A policy such as this has no place in 
Minnesota. However, in a hearing of the Minne-
sota Senate State Government Finance and Policy 
and Elections Committee, MPCA Commissioner 
Katrina Kessler stated the agency believes it has 

FIGURE 7 
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the authority to authorize additional CARB rules, 
such as the ban on gasoline car sales and addition-
al regulations on off-road vehicles, small engines, 
and trucks.45 

While the commissioner claimed that the agen-
cy does not plan to impose additional California 

regulations at this time, farmers should be wary of 
spending thousands of dollars on new equipment 
to increase their ability to provide grains for biofu-
els markets when it is possible, and perhaps likely, 
that the MPCA will seek to regulate biofuels out of 
business in the future. •
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All Minnesotans want a clean environment to 
pass on to future generations. However, environ-
mental policies in Minnesota need to prioritize 
affordable measures that do not burden residents 
with dramatic price increases for little to no envi-
ronmental gain. Unfortunately, the Walz admin-
istration’s proposed CFS will increase costs to 
Minnesotans for zero measurable environmental 
benefits. 

The administration’s pursuit of this policy is 
shockingly out of touch with the needs of families 

who are already struggling to put food on their 
table as the nation experiences the highest rates 
of inflation in 40 years and gas prices surge to the 
highest levels since 2013. 

Lawmakers should not artificially increase the 
cost of energy on Minnesota residents during a 
global energy crisis by adopting CFS regulations. 
Instead, the Walz administration should focus on 
ways of making our energy supplies more secure 
and more affordable for all Minnesota families by 
promoting American energy production. •

Conclusion



AmericanExperiment.org

CENTER OF THE AMERICAN EXPERIMENT  •  19

1  AAA, “Today’s Average Minnesota Gas Prices,” March 10, 
2022, https://gasprices.aaa.com/?state=MN.

2  U.S. Energy Information Administration, “Retail Gasoline 
Prices, Weekly” Minnesota State Data Portal, Accessed March 
10, 2022, https://www.eia.gov/beta/states/states/mn/data/
dashboard/crude-oil-petroleum.

3  Stillwater Associates, “Stillwater’s Projected Costs of the 
Approved HB 1091 Clean Fuels Standard,” June 15, 2021, 
https://stillwaterassociates.com/stillwaters-projected-costs-
of-the-approved-hb-1091-clean-fuels-standard/.

4  Adam Schubert, “How Might a Minnesota LCFS Play 
Out?”  Stillwater Associates, September 14, 2021, https://
stillwaterassociates.com/how-might-a-minnesota-lcfs-play-
out/.

5  U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Consumer Price Index 
Summary,” Economic News Release, February 10, 2022, 
https://www.bls.gov/news.release/cpi.nr0.htm.

6  U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Real Earnings Summary,” 
Economic News Release, February 10, 2022, https://www.bls.
gov/news.release/realer.nr0.htm.

7  Quinnipiac University Poll, “Majority See Tensions Between 
Russia And Ukraine Leading To War, Quinnipiac University 
National Poll Finds; Pence vs. Trump On 2020 Election: 
Majority Of Reps Side With Pence,” February 16, 2022, https://
poll.qu.edu/poll-release?releaseid=3835.

8  AAA, “Today’s Average Minnesota Gas Prices,” March 10, 
2022, https://gasprices.aaa.com/?state=MN.

9  U.S. Energy Information Administration, “Weekly 
Minnesota All Grades All Formulations Retail Gasoline 
Prices,” Petroleum and Other Liquids, accessed March 3, 
2022, https://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/hist/LeafHandler.
ashx?n=PET&s=EMM_EPM0_PTE_SMN_DPG&f=W.

10  Stillwater Associates, “Stillwater’s Projected Costs of 
the Approved HB 1091 Clean Fuels Standard,” June 15, 2021, 
https://stillwaterassociates.com/stillwaters-projected-costs-
of-the-approved-hb-1091-clean-fuels-standard/.

11  The poll question read: “As you may have heard, Minnesota 
is considering adopting new fuel standards from California 
mandating a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from 
gasoline. It is estimated these standards could raise the price 
of gasoline by fifty cents per gallon. This additional revenue 
would not be used for roads or bridges but would be used 
for installing electric vehicle chargers. Knowing this, do you 
support or oppose bringing this California fuel standard to 
Minnesota?” Responses were as follows: 21 percent strongly 

supported this standard, 16 percent somewhat supported it, 
9 percent somewhat opposed, 50 percent strongly opposed, 
4 percent had no opinion, and 1 percent refused to answer the 
question. The poll had a margin of error of +/- 4.38 percent.

12  Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, “Annual 
Cost of the Clean Fuels Program,” Website, accessed March 3, 
2022, https://www.oregon.gov/deq/ghgp/cfp/Pages/Annual-
Cost.aspx.

13  Arpit Soni, “Overview of Low Carbon Fuel Standard,” 
California Air Resources Board, July 29, 2020, https://efiling.
energy.ca.gov/getdocument.aspx?tn=234040.

14  Kendra Seymour, “LCFS 101 – A 2022 Refresher,” Stillwater 
Associates, January 20, 2022, https://stillwaterassociates.
com/lcfs-101-a-2022-refresher/.

15  SREC Trade, “Low Carbon Fuel Standard,” website 
accessed March 8, 2022, https://www.srectrade.com/
markets/lcfs/introduction#:~:text=Each%20LCFS%20
credit%20represents%20one,the%20market%20and%20
contain%20costs.

16  California Air Resource Board, “Figure 1,” and “Figure 3,” 
LCFS Data Dashboard, Accessed March 10, 2022, https://
ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/lcfs-data-dashboard.

17  Elliot Blackburn, “Viewpoint: RD, Fuel Demand Weigh on 
California LCFS,” Argus Media, December 28, 2021, https://
www.argusmedia.com/en/news/2287217-viewpoint-rd-fuel-
demand-weigh-on-california-lcfs.

18  Adam Schubert, “How Might a Minnesota LCFS Play 
Out?”  Stillwater Associates, September 14, 2021, https://
stillwaterassociates.com/how-might-a-minnesota-lcfs-play-
out/.

19  U. S. Energy Information Administration, “Prime supplier 
sales of petroleum products sold for local consumption, 
annual,” Form EIA-782C, accessed March 2, 2022, https://
www.eia.gov/beta/states/states/mn/data/dashboard/
consumption. 

20  Todd Myers, “Will LCFS Raise Gas Prices? California, 
Oregon, and WA Budget Agency Say ’Yes,’” Washington 
Policy Center website, January 19, 2021, https://www.
washingtonpolicy.org/publications/detail/will-lcfs-raise-gas-
prices-california-oregon-and-wa-budget-agency-say-yes.

21  Todd Myers, “Will LCFS Raise Gas Prices? California, 
Oregon, and WA Budget Agency Say “Yes,” Washington 
Policy Center website, January 19, 2021, https://www.
washingtonpolicy.org/publications/detail/will-lcfs-raise-gas-
prices-california-oregon-and-wa-budget-agency-say-yes.

Endnotes



20  •  GAS STATION INFLATION

22  Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, “Annual 
Cost of the Clean Fuels Program,” Website, accessed March 3, 
2022, https://www.oregon.gov/deq/ghgp/cfp/Pages/Annual-
Cost.aspx.

23  Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, “Monthly 
CFP Credit Transaction Report for February 2022,” 
March 1, 2022, https://www.oregon.gov/deq/FilterDocs/
CFPCreditTransferActivityReport.xlsx.

24  Note that the cost per gallon in Oregon could likely 
be even more expensive if the credit price becomes more 
expensive as the CI standard becomes stricter, as has been 
the case in California.

25  California Air Resources Board, “January 2022 Report,” 
Monthly LCFS Credit Transfer Reports, February 8, 2022, 
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/
January%202022%20-%20Monthly%20Credit%20
Transfer%20Activity_0.pdf.

26  Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, “Monthly 
Credit Transaction Report,” February 2022, https://www.
oregon.gov/deq/ghgp/cfp/Pages/Monthly-Data.aspx.

27  U.S. Department of Energy, “Minnesota,” Low-Income 
Energy Affordability Tool, accessed March 10, 2022, https://
www.energy.gov/eere/slsc/maps/lead-tool.

28  State of Minnesota, “Governor Walz Announces Pathway 
to Reduce Impact of Transportation on Climate,” October 7, 
2021, https://mn.gov/governor/news/?id=1055-501991.

29  California Air Resources Board, “January 2022 Report,” 
Monthly LCFS Credit Transfer Reports, February 8, 2022, 
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/
January%202022%20-%20Monthly%20Credit%20
Transfer%20Activity_0.pdf.

30  Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, “Monthly 
CFP Credit Transaction Report for February 2022,” 
March 1, 2022, https://www.oregon.gov/deq/FilterDocs/
CFPCreditTransferActivityReport.xlsx. 

31  Kevin Rennert et al., “The Social Cost of Carbon,” 
The Brookings Institute, September 8, 2021, https://
www.brookings.edu/bpea-articles/the-social-cost-of-
carbon/#:~:text=The%20social%20cost%20of%20
carbon%20is%20an%20estimate%20of%20the,the%20
United%20States%20and%20abroad.

32  Interagency Working Group on the Social Cost of Carbon, 
“Technical Support Document: Social Cost of Carbon 
for Regulatory Impact Analysis Under Executive Order 
12866,” United States Government, February 2010, https://
obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/sites/default/files/omb/
inforeg/for-agencies/Social-Cost-of-Carbon-for-RIA.pdf.

33  Executive Office of the President, “Promoting Energy 
Independence and Economic Growth,” E.O. 13783, 
March 28, 2017, https://www.federalregister.gov/
documents/2017/03/31/2017-06576/promoting-energy-
independence-and-economic-growth.

34  U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency, “Fact Sheet:  Clean 
Power Plan,” U.S.  EPA Archives, accessed January 22, 2019, 
https:// bit.ly/2WdoPL5.

35  Patrick Michaels and Paul Knappenberger, “Spin Cycle: 
EPA’s Clean Power Plan,” Cato Institute, August 5, 2015, 
https://www.cato.org/blog/spin-cycle-epas-clean-power-
plan.

36  Minnesota Department of Transportation, “Clean Fuel 
Standard,” Sustainability and Public Health, accessed March 
14, 2022, https://www.dot.state.mn.us/sustainability/clean-
fuel-standard.html.

37  Todd Myers, “Data Show LCFS’s Air Pollution Reduction 
Benefits the Rich, Not Poor,” Washington Policy Center, 
January 27, 2020, https://www.washingtonpolicy.org/
publications/detail/data-show-lcfss-air-pollution-reduction-
benefits-the-rich-not-poor.

38  The carbon intensity (CI) standard for 2035 is derived 
from the baseline CI standard used in Oregon and decreased 
by Minnesota’s CFS goal of a 20 percent reduction. CI values 
shown in the graph are based on Oregon carbon intensity 
values. Electric vehicles (EV) are adjusted by the energy 
efficiency rating (EER) used in California of 3.4, which 
accounts for the increased efficiency EVs have over internal 
combustion engines (ICE). Electricity in Oregon is given a non-
EER-adjusted CI value of almost 108. Because Minnesota’s 
electricity grid is not as carbon-free as Oregon’s, the EER-
adjusted CI value of EVs will likely be higher in Minnesota. 

39  Jeremy Martin, “California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard 
Accelerating Transportation Electrification,” Union of 
Concerned Scientists, December 3, 2020, https://blog.ucsusa.
org/jeremy-martin/californias-low-carbon-fuel-standard-
accelerating-transportation-electrification/.

40  California Air Resources Board, “2021 LCFS Reporting Tool 
(LRT) Quarterly Data Summary,” Report No. 3, January 31, 
2022, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/
Q3%202021%20Data%20Summary_013122.pdf.

41  Jeff Beach, “World’s Largest Carbon Capture Pipeline Aims 
to Connect 31 Ethanol Plants, Cut Across Upper Midwest,” 
Ag Week, December 6, 2021, https://www.agweek.com/
business/worlds-largest-carbon-capture-pipeline-aims-to-
connect-31-ethanol-plants-cut-across-upper-midwest.

42  Jeff Beach, “As Minnesota Explores a Clean 
Fuel Standard, There’s Pushback Against Ag,” Ag 
Week, January 27, 2022, https://www.agweek.
com/news/policy/as-minnesota-explores-a-clean-
fuel-standard-theres-pushback-against-ag?utm_
source=Energy+News+Network+daily+email+digests&utm_
campaign=629b1bae64-EMAIL_
CAMPAIGN_2020_05_11_11_36_COPY_01&utm_
medium=email&utm_term=0_724b1f01f5-
629b1bae64-89281543.



AmericanExperiment.org

43  Minnesota Office of Administrative Hearings, “Public 
Hearing February 22-23, 2021 Proposed Rules of the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency Adopting Vehicle 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards (Clean Cars 
Minnesota), Chapter 7023,” OAH Docket No. 71-9003-36416, 
February 22-23, 2021, https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/
default/files/aq-rule4-10y.pdf.

44  Lauren Sommer and Scott Neuman, “California Governor 
Signs Order Banning Sales of New Gasoline Cars by 2035,” 
National Public Radio, September 23, 2020, https://www.
npr.org/2020/09/23/916209659/california-governor-
signs-order-banning-sales-of-new-gasoline-cars-by-
2035#:~:text=Press-,California%20Governor%20Signs%20
Order%20Banning%20Sales%20Of%20New%20
Gasoline%20Cars,the%20state%20in%2015%20years.

45  Minnesota State Senate, “Status on the MPCA clean car 
emissions rule making,” Hearing of the State Government 
Finance and Policy and Elections Committee, March 1, 2022, 
https://mnsenate.granicus.com/player/clip/8314?view_
id=1&redirect=true.



8421 Wayzata Boulevard      Suite 110
Golden Valley, MN 55426

AmericanExperiment.org

NON-PROFIT ORG
U.S. POSTAGE

PAID
TWIN CITIES, MN
PERMIT NO. 4546

To obtain copies of any of our publications 
please contact American Experiment at (612) 338-3605 or Info@AmericanExperiment.org. 
Publications also can be accessed on our website at www.AmericanExperiment.org.

Building a Culture of Prosperity

Center of the American Experiment develops and promotes policies 
which encourage economic growth and a culture of individual, family 
and civic responsibility. Our work—firmly rooted in conservative and free 
market principles—focuses on original research, op-eds, public forums, 
legislative briefings, and various other means for turning essential ideas 
into tangible action.

612-338-3605
AmericanExperiment.org
Info@AmericanExperiment.org

8441 Wayzata Boulevard  Suite 350
Golden Valley, MN 55426

AmericanExperiment.org

To obtain copies of this report or to subscribe to the Center’s free quarterly magazine, 
Thinking Minnesota, email Peter Zeller at Peter.Zeller@AmericanExperiment.org or call (612) 338-3605.

AMERICAN
EXPERIMENT

To obtain copies of this report or to subscribe to the Center’s free quarterly magazine,  
Thinking Minnesota, email Peter Zeller at Peter.Zeller@AmericanExperiment.org or call (612) 338-3605.

8421 Wayzata Boulevard      Suite 110
Golden Valley, MN 55426

AmericanExperiment.org


