
A U G U S T  2 0 2 3

MICHAEL BRUCE

IN THE TANK: 
GRADING STATE BIOFUEL 

INCENTIVES AND MANDATES





In the Tank:
Grading State Biofuel Incentives and Mandates



© 2023 John Locke Foundation 
4800 Six Forks Road, Suite 220 
Raleigh, NC 27609 
(919) 828-3876 | johnlocke.org 
All rights reserved. 
v 1.0.0, August 2023



Contents

Executive Summary ........................................................... 3

Introduction .................................................................... 7

Food vs. Fuel .................................................................... 9

Kinds of Biofuels ............................................................. 13

Incentives and Mandates .................................................. 17
The Different Incentives and Mandates for Biofuels ............20

The Problems with Mandates and Incentives .........................22

Report Card on State Biofuel Incentives and Mandates .............25
Methodology........................................................................................28

North Carolina’s Incentives and Mandates ..............................36

Policy Recommendations ..................................................40



2 IN THE TANK: GRADING STATE BIOFUEL INCENTIVES AND MANDATES

Conclusion .....................................................................42
Appendix .............................................................................................. 44

Endnotes ...............................................................................................73

About the Author ...............................................................................77



3JOHN LOCKE FOUNDATION

Executive Summary

The increased interest in renewable energy has led to the implementa-

tion of biofuel incentives and mandates by many state governments 

in the United States. Production of biofuels using edible crops, howev-

er, has resulted in higher food prices, impacting low-income households 

and food-insecure populations.

The market distortions from these mandates and incentives artificially 

constrain food supplies by reallocating edible crops — especially such 

staples as corn, wheat, and soybeans — to power civilian and govern-

ment vehicles. Nearly half of the soybeans (46 percent) and corn (45 

percent) produced in the United States are used for biofuels. This paper 

aims to discuss the negative impacts of using edible crops for fuel and 

question the role of state government policies in this matter.

Biofuel incentives and mandates are driven by the belief that transi-

tioning to biofuels can reduce greenhouse gas emissions and promote 

rural development. Nevertheless, diverting crops to biofuel production 

can conflict with food production, leading to social conflicts and envi-

ronmental degradation. The demand for biofuels increases the demand 
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for crops, resulting in higher prices, reduced affordability for low-income 

consumers, and food insecurity. Also, because the crops primarily used 

for biofuels are staple food crops, biofuel production further reduces the 

supply of these crops available for food production and exacerbates food 

price increases.

Incentives result in several negative unintended consequences, includ-

ing distorting market prices, misallocating resources, making inefficient 

use of taxpayer money, and creating dependency on government. Man-

dates create economic inefficiencies by forbidding or penalizing certain 

economic choices, increasing reg-

ulatory compliance costs, restrict-

ing consumer choice, reducing 

competition, and driving up the 

prices of the remaining options.

This paper provides a report card 

examining the biofuel incentives 

and mandates of all 50 states and 

the District of Columbia. The scor-

ing and grading are based on the 

number and extent of these state 

government interventions. They 

include grants, subsidies, tax in-

centives, loans, rebates, purchase 

mandates, fuel blend or use man-

dates, mandates on government agencies, and so on. The more inter-

ventions a state employs, the higher its score — and the lower its grade.

North Carolina tied with Kansas for fourth-worst among the states and 

worst among Southeastern states. Only three states had worse scores 

than North Carolina. With a grade of D-, North Carolina combined a 

higher-than-average amount of incentives for biofuel production and 

consumption with a higher-than-average number of mandates. Among 

them are three different funds for alternative fuels and alternative fuel 

vehicles (AFVs) and four mandates concerning AFV purchases by state 

"Incentives result 
in several negative 
unintended consequences, 
including distorting 
market prices, 
misallocating resources, 
making inefficient use 
of taxpayer money, and 
creating dependency on 
government."
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government agencies and school boards, as well as some exemptions 

favoring alternative fuels and an ethanol blend mandate.

For North Carolina policymakers, this paper makes the following recom-

mendations:

 f Eliminate the grants and special funding for alternative fuels and 

AFVs

 f Remove mandates on government vehicles

 f Avoid imposing more government favoritism of biofuels

Overall, this paper highlights the detrimental effects of biofuel incen-

tives and mandates on food prices, particularly for low-income house-

holds. It emphasizes the need for a more careful approach by state pol-

icymakers that considers the potential negative consequences of these 

interventions on food prices, food security, and the overall economy.
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Increased interest in renewable energy has led many state govern-

ments to implement biofuel incentives and mandates. The production 

of biofuels competes, however, with the production of food, causing an 

increase in food prices, which can negatively impact low-income house-

holds and food-insecure populations.1 The issue of biofuel incentives and 

mandates and their impact on food prices has gained significant atten-

tion in recent years, prompting experts to investigate the issue further.

At a time when food prices are at an all-time high,2 states and the federal 

government have continued to issue biofuel mandates and incentives. 

The market distortions from these mandates and incentives artificially 

constrain food supplies by reallocating edible crops — especially such 

staples as corn, wheat, and soybeans — to the gas tanks of civilian and 

government vehicles. Nearly half of the soybeans (46 percent)3 and corn 

(45 percent)4 produced in the United States are used for biofuels, a fact 

that has undoubtedly contributed to the Consumer Price Index for Food 

increasing by 10.4 percent from December 2021 to December 2022.5 

There is reason to believe that if these resources were to reenter the 

Introduction
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food market, as opposed to being “burned” for fuel, critical food supplies 

would increase dramatically, placing downward pressure on food prices.

The purpose of this paper is not to discuss the efficacy of biofuels nor 

the morality or practicality of biofuel usage. Rather, the purpose of this 

paper is to discuss the negative impact on food prices from using edible 

crops as fuel and question the role 

of state government policies in this 

endeavor. Government should not 

be used directly or indirectly to allo-

cate resources in the private sector 

— i.e., to “pick winners and losers” 

outside of market competition. This 

principle is all the more important 

when the resources affected are of 

such vital importance to families 

as their food. For that reason, this 

report culminates in a report card 

for all 50 states (and the District of 

Columbia) that reviews and grades 

their respective mandates and incentives for biofuel production and 

consumption.

Ideally, this research paper will contribute to a better understanding of 

the relationship between biofuel policies and food prices. The findings 

of this study will illustrate the wide range of biofuel policies among the 

states. This paper will also inform policymakers about the tradeoffs sur-

rounding biofuel incentives and mandates and ultimately highlight the 

need for a more circumspect approach by state policymakers that takes 

into account the potential negative consequences on food prices and 

the economy.

  

"...the purpose of this 
paper is to discuss the 
negative impact on 
food prices from using 
edible crops as fuel 
and question the role 
of state government 
policies in this 
endeavor."
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FOOD VS. FUEL
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Using crops for biofuel production may lead to an increase in food 
prices, and it may also negatively impact food security in developing 
countries. Proponents of using crops for biofuels contend that doing 

so can reduce reliance on fossil fuels, pro-
mote rural development, and contribute 
to efforts they believe would mitigate cli-
mate change. Opponents argue that di-
verting crops to biofuels can conflict with 
food production, lead to social conflict, 
and even degrade the environment.6

The demand for biofuels increases the 
demand for crops, which itself causes 
the prices of crops to be higher than they 
otherwise would be, making food less af-
fordable for low-income consumers and thereby contributing to food 
insecurity. Furthermore, the crops primarily used for biofuels are staple 
food crops: corn, wheat, and soybeans. Diverting staple food crops for 
fuel production reduces the supply available for food production, also 
leading to higher prices.7 

"Diverting staple 
food crops for fuel 

production reduces 
the supply available 
for food production, 

also leading to 
higher prices."
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As discussed below, while most biofuels currently rely on staple food 

sources, not all do. Emerging sources are made from other, nonedi-

ble cellulosic biomass. Policymakers considering promoting biofuels 

through state policy must carefully weigh potential benefits and costs, 

including the impacts on food security, environmental stability, innova-

tion, and competition, as well as other unforeseen, unintended conse-

quences.
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KINDS OF BIOFUELS
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Biofuels are fuels that are derived from living matter. According to 

the U.S. Energy Information Agency (EIA), biofuels are “usually liquid 

fuels and blending components produced from biomass materials 

called feedstocks.”8 Most biofuels are used for transportation purposes, 

but they can also be used in heating and electricity generation. Most 

commonly, biofuels are blended with petroleum-based products such 

as gasoline, diesel, or kerosene. In some instances, however, unadulter-

ated biofuels that are not blended with a petroleum-based product are 

used; those are referred to as drop-in biofuels.

Biofuels can be broken down into four generations based on the type of 

feedstock that is used:

 f First-generation biofuels are derived from food crops that are high 

in starch or sugar, such as corn, soybeans, wheat, potatoes, and 

sugarcane. In order to convert these crops into biofuels, biochemi-

cal methods such as fermentation or hydrolysis are used. Because 

the food industry has already developed these techniques, no 

additional research is required to obtain them. The various crops 
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needed, however, are agriculturally intensive (requiring more fer-

tilizer and input) and are the main focus in the food vs. fuel debate.

 f Second-generation biofuels are derived from nonedible cellulosic 

biomass such as dried plant matter, wood, agriculture residues, 

and forestry wastes. Various biochemical and thermochemical 

processes are used to convert these biomasses into biofuel. While 

these particular sources of biomass require minimum initial input, 

there is a higher financial and logistical cost on the backend.

 f Third-generation biofuels are derived almost exclusively from 

algae, but other microbes are sometimes used. It is the fast-

est-growing feedstock among all other types, and it does not 

require cultivatable land. As with second-generation biofuels, 

biochemical and thermochemical processes are employed to 

convert the microbes into biofuel. The downside to this genera-

tion of biofuel is twofold: it is newer, so it is still in the early stages 

of development, and the entire process — from maintaining the 

optimal environment for growth to the equipment and facilities 

used — is expensive.

 f Fourth-generation biofuels are an offshoot of third-generation 

biofuels. Both use algae or other microbes. Where they differ, 

however, is that fourth-generation biofuels use genetically modi-

fied microorganisms that increase lipid availability, yield, and pro-

duction rate. This generation of biofuels has a high initial invest-

ment, but experts expect it to become more economical in the 

long run.9
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INCENTIVES AND MANDATES
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Why do some state governments resort to extramarket means to 

promote biofuel usage? The answer is environmentalism. Gov-

ernments use incentives and man-

dates to promote biofuel usage out of two 

beliefs: one, that transitioning to biofuels 

is necessary to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions thought to lead to worsening 

climate events; and two, that people and 

businesses wouldn’t voluntarily seek and 

adopt biofuels on their own. Instead of al-

lowing the “invisible hand”10 of the market 

— the unseen process of millions upon 

millions of individual choices being made 

in the expected best interests of each decisionmaker — to determine 

what fuels and fuel blends to use, government officials hand out incen-

tives and mandates in an attempt to produce the results they want.

"...government 
officials hand out 

incentives and 
mandates in an 

attempt to produce 
the results they 

want."
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Nevertheless, government policies adopted to thwart market choices 

(or cause them to conform with the preferred outcomes of politicians) 

typically result in unintended negative consequences, as Henry Hazlitt 

discussed in Economics in One Les-

son.11 With biofuel incentives and 

mandates, the higher food prices 

from distorted market signals are an 

obvious consequence. But the pol-

icies can even frustrate biofuel ad-

vocates’ ostensible policy goals. For 

example, since biofuels often have 

lower energy density than conven-

tional fossil fuels, producing and 

transporting them can require more energy than they ultimately offset, 

leading to increased emissions. If government interventions make bio-

fuels more price-competitive with fossil fuels, it could lead to people us-

ing more fuel overall, causing an increase in total emissions.12 Artificially 

increased demand for biofuels could lead to deforestation or land-use 

changes to pursue expanded cultivation of crops used for biofuels — and 

it could lead to increased use of fertilizers and pesticides.13

The Different Incentives and Mandates for 
Biofuels

Incentives
This paper identifies seven different kinds of government incentives for 

biofuels. They can be found in the U.S. Department of Energy’s Alter-

native Fuels Data Center.14 Here are those different kinds of incentives 

followed by an example of each:

 f Grants and special funds: awarding a sum to an individual or a 

company to facilitate a goal, production, etc.

"With biofuel incentives 
and mandates, the 
higher food prices 
from distorted market 
signals are an obvious 
consequence."
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 f Tax and other incentives: e.g., providing a credit to be used to 

reduce a taxpayer’s income tax liability (some can be refundable, 

meaning that if the credit were greater than the total tax liability, 

the individual or corporation would receive a check from the state 

treasury for the difference)

 f Exemptions: e.g., waiving taxes that otherwise would be imposed 

on alternative fuels or exempting clean fuel vehicles from time-of-

use restrictions

 f Favorable loans and leases: providing low-interest loans or inter-

est rate buydown for qualifying projects

 f Rebates: providing a retrospective payment after purchase that 

results in a practical reduction of the overall cost of a product or 

service to consumers

 f Time-of-use rates: giving a lower electricity rate outside of peak 

demand hours to shift when electricity is consumed15

 f Other: providing any other extramarket form of encouraging bio-

fuel use that does not fit into an above category, including disin-

centives and penalties placed against competitors and compet-

ing activities that government officials seek to suppress16

Mandates
If incentives are a “carrot” approach by government officials to produce 

certain desired market behaviors, then mandates are the “stick.” A man-

date is a command from government to individuals and businesses 

to behave in certain ways. Mandates can be either laws or regulations, 

which are rules created by state agencies within the executive branch. 

While laws are enacted via the legislative process by lawmakers directly 

elected by — and accountable to — the voters, regulations are made by 

unelected bureaucrats. This insulation from answering to voters makes 

regulation the arguably easier means of expanding government control 

over private market choices.17



22 IN THE TANK: GRADING STATE BIOFUEL INCENTIVES AND MANDATES

The Problems with Mandates and Incentives

Mandates
Beyond the obvious fact that they are coercive, mandates have other 

drawbacks. By forbidding or penalizing certain economic choices, they 

can result in inefficiencies within an economy. For example, if regula-

tions impose higher costs on busi-

nesses or hinder their ability to op-

erate effectively, they cause reduced 

productivity and increased costs and 

prices. Mandates increase regulato-

ry compliance costs, which result in 

a deadweight loss from having to 

devote labor and capital to nonpro-

ductive activities. They also reduce 

competitiveness, leading to lesser 

economic vitality than otherwise.

Mandates restricting consumer choice limit the availability of goods and 

services, reduce competition, and drive up the prices of the remaining 

options. The result is that consumers’ purchasing power and standard of 

living are lower than what they would otherwise be.

Incentives
Likewise, economic incentives can also be unfavorable for several rea-

sons. While the recipients of the incentives receive a measurable ben-

efit, the costs are dispersed among taxpayers and consumers, and the 

opportunity costs of such policies are never considered. Nevertheless, 

incentives result in several negative unintended consequences from dis-

torting market prices, misallocating resources, making inefficient use of 

taxpayer money, and creating dependency on government. Let’s take a 

closer look at each.

"Mandates restricting 
consumer choice limit 
the availability of goods 
and services, reduce 
competition, and drive 
up the prices of the 
remaining options."



23JOHN LOCKE FOUNDATION

 f Incentives artificially lower the cost of production (via targeted tax 

breaks) or increase the revenue of certain industries (via govern-

ment handouts), which can lead to distorted prices. The price and 

availability of finished goods will be different than if the market 

was producing them free from such 

government interference.

 f Incentives can encourage business-

es to allocate resources towards 

industries and products that may 

not be economically viable in the 

absence of government support. It 

results in a misallocation of resourc-

es, as businesses invest in industries 

and products that are not sustain-

able on their own in the long run, 

while other industries and products 

that could be more productive may 

be left behind.18

 f Incentives, especially subsidies and 

grants, are paid for with taxpayer 

money, and when directed to ineffi-

cient or unproductive industries rep-

resent a particularly haphazard use of taxpayer money.

 f Incentives can reduce competition in the market by giving gov-

ernment-aided businesses an unfair advantage over unassisted 

competitors. Among other things, it can lead to reduced efficien-

cy and innovation. Subsidized businesses may lack the drive to in-

novate and improve their products and services in the absence of 

competition.

 f Companies that receive subsidies may become reliant on them, 

which could not only lead to decreased innovation and compe-

tition but also cause them to devote more capital and labor into 

"Incentives 
artificially lower the 

cost of production 
(via targeted tax 

breaks) or increase 
the revenue of 

certain industries 
(via government 

handouts), which 
can lead to distorted 

prices."
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capturing and keeping more government assistance (what econ-

omists call “rent-seeking” behavior).19

In sum, while incentives may be intended to support certain industries 

or groups, they have ripple effects on the market as a whole, even on 

other industries as a byproduct of 

misallocation of resources. Incen-

tives reduce the overall efficiency of 

the economy, lead to higher costs 

for consumers, misuse taxpayer 

money, create government depen-

dency, and reduce competition, 

thereby reducing innovation.

"Incentives reduce the 
overall efficiency of the 
economy, lead to higher 
costs for consumers, 
misuse taxpayer money, 
create government 
dependency, and reduce 
competition, thereby 
reducing innovation."



25JOHN LOCKE FOUNDATION

REPORT CARD ON STATE BIOFUEL 
INCENTIVES AND MANDATES
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Having discussed the negative impacts on food prices from biofuels 

and the negative unintended consequences of state government 

interventions in biofuels, let us now consider the respective man-

dates and incentives in the 50 states and D.C. for biofuel production and 

consumption. Using the state biofuel incentives and mandates from the 

U.S. Department of Energy’s Alternative Fuels Data Center, this paper 

scores each state and assigns it a letter grade based on its policies re-

garding biofuel production and consumption. The more incentives and 

mandates a state employs, the higher its score — and the lower its grade 

— will be.

This section explains the methodology for formulating the scores and 

grades. It includes a table listing the states in alphabetical order and in-

cluding their scores and grades. It then highlights the top five states and 

the bottom five states. Finally, it takes a closer look at North Carolina. For 

a full breakdown of data, ranked scores, and state-by-state breakdowns, 

please see the Appendix.



28 IN THE TANK: GRADING STATE BIOFUEL INCENTIVES AND MANDATES

Methodology
Any undertaking of this kind will necessarily be subjective and consist 

of multiple judgment calls. This paper readily acknowledges that other 

approaches toward determining how to score, let alone assign grades, 

may differ and would result in different outcomes. In so doing, this pa-

per considers the discussion of these issues is worthwhile and could be 

helped by the framework adopted here.

All data pertaining to state biofuel incentives and mandates are from 

the Alternative Fuel Data Center (AFDC). Nevertheless, not all state poli-

cies and laws listed by the AFDC are considered here, only government 

incentives and mandates for biofuels. Statutory definitions, biofuels reg-

ulations and standards, labeling requirements, alternative fuel vehicle 

registration, and certain other policies are excluded. State excise tax laws 

for fuels are included only if they give favorable treatment to biofuels in 

relation to gasoline or diesel fuel.

Each qualifying individual state intervention was worth a point on its 

own, plus an additional fraction of a point was given based on the extent 

of the intervention. Below are the points assigned by kind of interven-

tion, along with the reasoning for the fractional points awarded:

Points Awarded to Different Incentives and 
Mandates

Kind of Intervention Points Reason for Fractional Points

Incentives

Grant or special fund 1.5 Directly moving resources from one group 
of taxpayers to another

Tax or other incentive 1.3 Indirectly moving resources from one 
group of taxpayers to another via one 
having higher relative tax liability

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3 Indirectly moving resources from one 
group of taxpayers to another via one 
having higher relative tax liability or other 
government-imposed cost
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Kind of Intervention Points Reason for Fractional Points

Loan 1.2 Privileging behavior

Rebate 1.2 Privileging behavior

Time-of-use rate 1.2 Privileging behavior

Mandates

Purchase mandate 1.4 Direct intervention in the market

Fuel blend/use 
mandate

1.4 Direct intervention in the market

Other mandate 1.4 Direct intervention in the market

Mandate on 
government actors

1.1 While government can direct its own 
actions, boutique purchases are more 
expensive and reflect poor tax stewardship

A state’s score is the sum total of points given to all of its state incentives 

and mandates for biofuels. For the purpose of this paper, neither local 

nor federal interventions were considered. The fewer qualifying inter-

ventions, the lower the state score; therefore, the lower the score, the 

better the grade. For a full breakdown of scores by state, please see the 

Appendix.

In determining the grades, this paper opted for a plus/minus letter grade 

system (A+, A, A-, B+, down to F). For a state to record an A+, it would 

need to have little to no state government interventions in biofuels (few-

er than 1.3 points). On the opposite end of the scale, states that scored 

over 16.5 points or higher would receive a failing grade (F). Following is 

the grading scale used:

Grading Scale

Letter Grade Scale

  A+ 0 – <1.2

A 1.2 – < 2.4

 A- 2.4– <3.6

  B+ 3.6 – <4.8

B 4.8 – <6.0

  B- 6.0 – <7.2
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Letter Grade Scale

  C+ 7.2 – <8.4

C 8.4 – <9.6

 C- 9.6 – <10.8

  D+ 10.8 – <12.0

D 12.0 – <13.2

 D- 13.2 – <14.4

F >14.4

State Scores and Grades
Rank State Incentive 

Score
Mandate 

Score
Composite 

Score
Grade

23 AL 5.2 1.1 6.3 B-

10 (tie) AK 0 3.8 3.8 B+

39 AZ 3.9 5.3 9.2 C

6 AR 0 2.4 2.4 A-

51 CA 27.1 11.6 38.7 F

40 CO 7.1 2.2 9.3 C

25 (tie) CT 1.5 5 6.5 B-

13 (tie) DE 2.5 1.4 3.9 B+

27 DC 2.6 4 6.6 B-

37 (tie) FL 5.4 3.7 9.1 C

22 GA 3.9 1.4 5.3 B

31 (tie) HI 2.6 5 7.6 C+

10 (tie) ID 3.8 0 3.8 B+

35 IL 4 4.4 8.4 C

49 IN 10.9 5 15.9 F

50 IA 12.5 5 17.5 F

47 (tie) KS 12 2.2 14.2 D-

16 (tie) KY 4.1 0 4.1 B+

21 LA 1.3 3.9 5.2 B
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Rank State Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

Composite 
Score

Grade

24 ME 5 1.4 6.4 B-

16 (tie) MD 3 1.1 4.1 B+

31 (tie) MA 1.5 6.1 7.6 C+

16 (tie) MI 4.1 0 4.1 B+

42 MN 4.1 6.7 10.8 D+

5 MS 1.2 1.1 2.3 A

41 MO 5.4 5 10.4 C-

31 (tie) MT 6.5 1.1 7.6 C+

10 (tie) NE 3.8 0 3.8 B+

16 (tie) NV 3 1.1 4.1 B+

15 NH 1.5 2.5 4.0 B+

4 NJ 0 2.2 2.2 A

45 NM 9.3 3.6 12.9 D

16 (tie) NY 4.1 0 4.1 B+

47 (tie) NC 8.4 5.8 14.2 D-

44 ND 12.1 0 12.1 D

1 (tie) OH 0 1.1 1.1 A+

34 OK 5.2 2.5 7.7 C+

25 (tie) OR 2.6 3.9 6.5 B-

30 PA 5.7 1.4 7.1 B-

13 (tie) RI 2.8 1.1 3.9 B+

36 SC 3.9 5 8.9 C

28 SD 6.7 0 6.7 B-

7 (tie) TN 0 2.5 2.5 A-

29 TX 5.8 1.1 6.9 B-

1 (tie) UT 0 1.1 1.1 A+

9 VT 3 0 3.0 A-

46 VA 12.2 1.4 13.6 D-

37 (tie) WA 1.3 7.8 9.1 C



32 IN THE TANK: GRADING STATE BIOFUEL INCENTIVES AND MANDATES

Letter Grade by State

A+

A
A-

B+

B
B-

C+

C
C-

D+

D
D-

F

DC

Rank State Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

Composite 
Score

Grade

7 (tie) WV 0 2.5 2.5 A-

43 WI 8.4 3.6 12.0 D

3 WY 1.3 0 1.3 A

Average 7.5 C+

Median 6.5 B-
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Top Five States

Rank State
Incentive 

Score
Mandate 

Score
Composite 

Score Grade

1 (tie) OH 0 1.1 1.1 A+

1 (tie) UT 0 1.1 1.1 A+

3 WY 1.3 0 1.3 A

4 NJ 0 2.2 2.2 A

5 MS 1.2 1.1 2.3 A

Bottom Five States

Rank State
Incentive 

Score
Mandate 

Score
Composite 

Score Grade

47 (tie) KS 12.0 2.2 14.2 D-

47 (tie) NC 8.4 5.8 14.2 D-

49 IN 10.9 5.0 15.9 F

50 IA 12.5 5.0 17.5 F

51 CA 27.1 11.6 38.7 F

 

The scoring and grading system developed for state-based policies 

regarding biofuel production and consumption offers insight into the 

landscape of these incentives and mandates across the United States 

and allows for a comparable assessment of each state’s policies. This 

endeavor reveals significant variation among states in this arena, with 

some states offering numerous incentives and mandates for biofuel pro-

duction and consumption and others offering very few.

The top five states with the lowest composite scores (i.e., the lowest lev-

els of incentives and mandates) were Ohio, Utah, Wyoming, New Jersey, 

and Mississippi.

 f Top-ranked Ohio and Utah (1.1 points, A+) both feature only a man-

date on state agency vehicles. Ohio’s requires all new state vehi-

cles (with some exceptions for law enforcement and emergency 

rescue) to be able to use an alternative fuel and do so when feasi-

ble, while Utah’s requires at least 50 percent of newly purchased 
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government fleet vehicles to accept biofuels.

 f Wyoming (1.3, A) has one incentive in place, which exempts alter-

native motor vehicle fuel from the alternative-fuel license tax.

 f  New Jersey (2.2, A) has two mandates in place. The first mandate 

requires that all new buses purchased by the New Jersey Transit 

Corporation either be equipped with pollution-control mecha-

nisms or be powered by “a fuel other than conventional diesel,” 

and the second mandate requires that all New Jersey state de-

partments, agencies, offices, universities, and colleges purchase 

biofuels for use in motor vehicles if the cost of biofuel is the same 

or less than the cost of gasoline or diesel.

 f Mississippi (2.3, A) has one mandate promoting state agencies’ 

purchase, use, and management of fuel-efficient and hybrid-elec-

tric vehicles and encouraging adoption of alternative fuel vehicles. 

The state also has an incentive policy giving zero-interest loans to 

cities, towns, and public school districts for the purchase, conver-

sion, and upkeep of alternative fuel vehicles and buses.

On the other end, the bottom five states — which have the highest com-

posite scores and highest levels of incentives and mandates for biofuel 

production and consumption — were California, Iowa, Indiana, Kansas, 

and North Carolina.

 f North Carolina tied with Kansas for fourth-worst score (14.2, D-). 

The following section will discuss North Carolina’s incentives and 

mandates in more detail.

 f Kansas (14.2, D-) has 11 incentives and mandates, including tax ex-

emptions for biofuel blending equipment and facilities, tax credits 

for alternative fuel vehicles and alternative fueling infrastructure, a 

lower tax rate on E85 motor vehicle fuel, a quarterly tax incentive 

for renewable-fuel retailers, a rebate for using biodiesel blends in 

diesel vehicles, and grants for fuel retailers to upfit their refueling 

facilities with flex-fuel dispensers. They also include special financ-

ing available for constructing or expanding biomass-to-energy 
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facilities and requirements for biodiesel use by state-owned diesel 

vehicles and equipment and flex-fuel vehicle purchase mandates 

for state agencies.

 f Indiana (15.9, F) wields 12 incentives and mandates for biofuel pro-

duction and consumption. They include grants to replace eligible 

on- and off-road vehicles with alternative fuel vehicles, grants to 

replace diesel vehicles or convert them to use alternative fuel, 

grants and loans to support alternative vehicle research and de-

velopment, tax exemptions for biodiesel blends and alternative 

fuels, exemptions for alternative fuel vehicles from state inspec-

tion and maintenance requirements, government promotion of 

E85 fueling stations, price preferences for government entities 

purchasing biodiesel and some other alternative fuels, and man-

dates that state entities and agencies purchase or lease clean-en-

ergy vehicles and that they use alternative fuel blends whenever 

feasible.

 f Iowa (17.5, F) combines 13 mandates and incentives, especially in 

the form of grants and tax incentives. For example, Iowa offers 

various grants to buy more alternative fuel vehicles (for both civil-

ian and government agencies) and to build out infrastructure to 

support those vehicles; numerous incentives to produce, blend, 

and use E85; and special tax credits for various ethanol blends. 

They also include a mandate that by 2026 all fuel retailers offer 

E15 for sale from at least one fuel dispenser, as well as purchase 

mandates on state entities for alternative fuel vehicles and for al-

ternative fuel blends.

 f California (38.7, F) had by far the worst score among the states, 

featuring not only the highest score for mandates (11.6) but also 

the highest — and much larger — score for incentives (27.1). Cali-

fornia’s incentives are disproportionately made up of grants, which 

are mainly geared towards emissions reduction and air quality 

metrics, alternative fuel vehicle acquisitions (both for civilians and 

government agencies), and building out infrastructure to support 
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biofuel production and consumption. They also include several al-

ternative fuel vehicle adoption and replacement incentives and 

rebates, preferential tax treatment for alternative fuel vehicles and 

fuels, and even preferential parking incentives for alternative fuel 

vehicle owners. Mandates range from alternative fuel vehicle pur-

chase mandates on state entities and on government contractors, 

as well as tightening emissions standards on various vehicles.

North Carolina’s Incentives and Mandates
North Carolina tied with Kansas for fourth-worst among the states. Only 

three states had higher scores than North Carolina. North Carolina’s 

score was the worst among Southeastern states. North Carolina’s com-

posite score of 14.2 combined a higher-than-average level of incentives 

for biofuel production and consumption with a higher-than-average lev-

el of mandates. 

The following table contains North Carolina’s incentives and mandates 

with their descriptions from the Alternative Fuels Data Center.

Alternative Fuels Incentives and Mandates in 
North Carolina

Program (Type) AFDC Description

Alternative 
Fuel and Idle 
Reduction 
Grants (Grant or 
special fund)

The North Carolina Department of Environment Quality 
(DEQ) provides grants to repower, replace, and convert 
eligible on- and off-road vehicles and equipment to 
alternative fuels and fuel-efficient technology. Equipment 
must be U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or 
California Air Resources Board verified.20
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Program (Type) AFDC Description

Alternative Fuel 
and Alternative 
Fuel Vehicle 
(AFV) Fund 
(Grant or special 
fund)

The North Carolina State Energy Office administers the 
Energy Policy Act (EPAct) Credit Banking and Selling 
Program, which enables the state to generate funds 
from the sale of EPAct 1992 credits. The funds that EPAct 
credit sales generate are deposited into the Alternative 
Fuel Revolving Fund (Fund) for state agencies to offset 
the incremental costs of purchasing biodiesel blends 
of at least 20% (B20) or ethanol blends of at least 85% 
(E85), developing alternative fueling infrastructure, and 
purchasing AFVs and hybrid electric vehicles. Funds 
are distributed to state departments, institutions, and 
agencies in proportion to the number of EPAct credits 
generated by each. For the purposes of this program, 
alternative fuels include 100% biodiesel (B100), biodiesel 
blends of at least B20, ethanol blends of at least E85, 
compressed natural gas, propane, and electricity. The 
Fund also covers additional projects approved by the 
Energy Policy Council.21

Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV), 
Idle Reduction 
Technologies, 
and Diesel 
Retrofits 
Funding (Grant 
or special fund)

The Clean Fuel Advanced Technology (CFAT) project 
provides grant funding to reduce transportation-related 
emissions for areas in nonattainment with the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. A project that is adjacent 
to these areas may also be eligible for funding if the 
project will reduce emissions in eligible counties.22

Bond Exemption 
for Small 
Biofuels 
Suppliers (Tax or 
other exemption)

Fuel blenders or suppliers of ethanol or biodiesel are 
not required to file a bond with the North Carolina 
Department of Revenue when the expected motor fuel 
tax liability is less than $2,000.23

Alternative Fuel 
Tax Exemption 
(Tax or other 
exemption)

The retail sale, use, storage, and consumption of 
alternative fuels is exempt from the state retail sales and 
use tax.24

Biodiesel Tax 
Exemption 
(Tax or other 
exemption)

An individual who produces biodiesel for use in that 
individual’s private passenger vehicle is exempt from the 
state motor fuel excise tax.25

Ethanol Blend 
Requirement 
(Fuel blend/use 
mandate)

Suppliers that import gasoline for sale in North Carolina 
must offer fuel that is not pre-blended with fuel alcohol 
but that is suitable for future blending. Future contract 
provisions that restrict distributors or retailers from 
blending gasoline with fuel alcohol are void.26
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Program (Type) AFDC Description

Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Acquisition 
Goal (Mandate 
on government 
actors)

North Carolina established a goal that at least 75% of new 
or replacement state government light-duty cars and 
trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating of 8,500 pounds 
or less must be AFVs or low emission vehicles.27

Alternative Fuel 
Use and Fuel-
Efficient Vehicle 
Requirements 
(Mandate on 
government 
actors)

State-owned vehicle fleets must implement petroleum 
displacement plans to increase the use of alternative 
fuels and fuel-efficient vehicles. Reductions may be met 
by petroleum displaced through the use of biodiesel, 
ethanol, other alternative fuels, the use of hybrid electric 
vehicles, other fuel-efficient or low emission vehicles, or 
additional methods the North Carolina Division of Energy, 
Mineral and Land Resources approves.28

Biodiesel 
Warranty 
Requirement 
(Mandate on 
government 
actors)

All new state government diesel vehicles must have a 
manufacturer’s warranty that allows the use of biodiesel 
blends of 20% (B20) in the vehicle. This requirement 
does not apply if the North Carolina Department of 
Administration determines that there is no vehicle 
available that is suited for the intended use and that has a 
manufacturer’s warranty allowing the use of B20.29

Biodiesel 
Requirement for 
School Buses 
(Mandate on 
government 
actors)

Every school bus capable of operating on diesel fuel 
must be capable of operating using blends of at least 
20% biodiesel (B20). At least 2% of the total volume of fuel 
purchased annually by local school districts statewide 
for use in diesel school buses must be a minimum of 
B20, to the extent that biodiesel blends are available and 
compatible with the technology of the vehicles and the 
equipment used.30

SOURCE: ALTERNATIVE FUELS DATA CENTER

North Carolina’s 11 qualifying incentives and mandates earned the state 

a D- grade.

Overall, this grading system should provide a useful tool for policymak-

ers, researchers, and stakeholders to assess and compare the policies of 

different states regarding biofuel production and consumption.
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Policy Recommendations

Biofuels are a still-emerging industry that proponents believe can 

help society reduce reliance on fossil fuels, promote rural develop-

ment, and even mitigate climate change. Nevertheless, first-genera-

tion biofuels rely on edible crops, specifically staple crops. As discussed 

above, biofuel production requires a steep tradeoff of food cultivation 

and even risks unintended negative consequences of higher food prices, 

unforeseen impacts on the economy, and environmental degradation. 

Those are difficult choices for market actors to weigh.

When state governments use extramarket policies — incentives and 

mandates — to promote biofuel production and consumption, how-

ever, they make those choices for people instead, leaving them worse 

off. They artificially redirect productive resources into biofuels and away 

from food production and other uses. They also relieve the recipients of 

competitive pressures to innovate and get better, making them more 

inclined to compete for more government assistance instead.

For those reasons, and because of the impact of these policies on food, 

this report recommends that North Carolina do the following:
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 f Eliminate the grants and special funding for alternative fu-
els and AFVs. North Carolina sports three such funds: Alternative 

Fuel and Idle Reduction Grants, the Alternative Fuel and Alterna-

tive Fuel Vehicle (AFV) Grant Fund, and AFV, Idle Reduction Tech-

nologies, and Diesel Retrofits Funding. Eliminating these pro-

grams would cease preferential treatment for costlier biofuels and 

their infrastructure and stop the visible hand of government from 

funding costly upgrades or retrofits available only to wealthier citi-

zens and that could provide only dubious returns on the spending.

 f Remove mandates on government vehicles. Four mandates 

affect vehicle purchases by state government agencies and pub-

lic school boards. Government vehicle purchases are ultimately 

funded by taxpayers, however, as are the fuels they require. From 

the Alternative Fuel Use and Fuel-Efficient Vehicle Requirements 

or even the AFV Acquisition Goal and Biodiesel Warranty Require-

ment, these mandates prioritize more expensive vehicles using 

more expensive biofuels over better stewardship of taxpayer fund-

ing. The Biodiesel Requirement for School Buses imposes greater 

expenses on school boards. Furthermore, biofuels are less energy 

dense than their unadulterated petroleum counterparts and can 

result in more fuel needing to be purchased and consumed.

 f Avoid imposing more government favoritism of biofuels. This 

paper discusses the many unintended negative consequences 

that arise when state governments directly or indirectly affect re-

source allocation in the private sector, rather than allowing mar-

ket competition. In this instance, the resources affected are staple 

food crops, the prices of which are vitally important to everyone, 

but especially low-income families.
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Conclusion

The issue of biofuel incentives and mandates and their impact on food 

prices, the economy, and environment is complex and multifaceted. 

Regardless of intent, these government policies introduce market dis-

tortions affecting food supplies and cause other negative unintended 

consequences. The assessments and grades assigned by this paper to 

the policies of each state regarding biofuel production and consump-

tion highlight the need for a more circumspect approach by state policy-

makers that takes into account these potential negative consequences.

This paper finds a significant range in biofuel incentives and mandates 

across the different states. Some states have extensive regulations, while 

others have minimal intervention. The top states, such as Ohio and Utah, 

have relatively low levels of government intervention in the biofuel mar-

ket, while states such as California, Iowa, and Indiana feature extensive 

intervention on behalf of biofuels. While not as heavy-handed as Califor-

nia’s, North Carolina’s biofuel policies are among the most extensive in 

the nation — and worst in the Southeast.

With food prices increasing at record levels even as almost one-half of 
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the corn (45 percent) and soybeans (46 percent) produced in the Unit-

ed States are diverted into biofuels, policymakers should carefully weigh 

the tradeoffs between expensive biofuels goals and the affordability and 

accessibility of food for low-income households and food-insecure pop-

ulations, as well as other economic effects. Further research and analysis 

are needed to better understand the relationship between biofuel poli-

cies and food prices, while competitive pressures — not protection and 

assistance from government at the expense of other needs — are what 

the biofuel industry needs to boost its innovation and evolution into a 

sustainable, stand-alone industry that doesn’t threaten affordable and 

accessible food.
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Appendix

State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

Alabama

AL Fuel-Efficient Green 
Fleets Policy and 
Fleet Management 
Program 
Development

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

AL Alternative Fuel 
and Idle Reduction 
Revolving Loan 
Program for Public 
Entities

Loan 1.2

AL Biofuel Production 
Jobs Tax Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

AL Electric Vehicle (EV) 
Charging Station 
and Medium- 
and Heavy-Duty 
Diesel Vehicle 
Replacement 
Rebates

Rebate 1.2

AL Biofuel Research 
and Development 
Funding

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 5.2 1.1

Score 6.3

Alaska

AK Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle Acquisition 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

AK Ethanol Fuel Blend 
Tax Rate

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

AK State Energy Policy Other 
mandate

1.4

Subtotal 0 3.8

Score 3.8
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

Arizona

AZ Reduced Alternative 
Fuel Vehicle (AFV) 
License Tax

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

AZ Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Parking Incentive

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

AZ Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Dealer Information 
Dissemination 
Requirement

Other 
mandate

1.4

AZ Alternative Fuel and 
Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) Use 
Tax Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

AZ Joint Use of 
Government Fueling 
Infrastructure

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

AZ Municipal 
Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Acquisition 
Requirements

Purchase 
mandate

1.4

AZ Federal Fleet 
Operation 
Regulations

Purchase 
mandate

1.4

Subtotal 3.9 5.3

Score 9.2

Arkansas

AR Alternative Fuels Tax 
and Reporting

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

AR Biodiesel Use 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

Subtotal 0 2.4

Score 2.4
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

California

CA Employer Invested 
Emissions Reduction 
Funding - South 
Coast

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CA Alternative Fuel Tax Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

CA Fleet Emissions 
Reduction 
Requirements - 
South Coast

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

CA Alternative Fuel 
and Vehicle Policy 
Development

Other 
mandate

1.4

CA Mobile Source 
Emissions Reduction 
Requirements

Other 
mandate

1.4

CA Fleet Vehicle 
Procurement 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

CA Emissions 
Reductions Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CA Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
and Fueling 
Infrastructure 
Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CA Heavy-Duty Vehicle 
Emissions Reduction 
Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CA Alternative Fuel and 
Vehicle Incentives

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CA Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard

Other 
mandate

1.4

CA Vehicle Acquisition 
and Petroleum 
Reduction 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

CA Low Emission 
Vehicle (LEV) 
Standards

Other 
mandate

1.4
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

CA State Transportation 
Plan

Other 
mandate

1.4

CA Advanced 
Transportation Tax 
Exclusion

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

CA Ethanol and 
Renewable Diesel 
Volume Rebate 
Program - Propel 
Fuels

Rebate 1.2

CA Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Incentives - San 
Joaquin Valley 

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CA Alternative Fuel 
and Advanced 
Vehicle Rebate - San 
Joaquin Valley

Rebate 1.2

CA Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Parking Incentive 
Programs

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

CA Voluntary Vehicle 
Retirement and 
Replacement 
Incentives

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

CA Voluntary Vehicle 
Retirement 
Incentives - San 
Joaquin Valley and 
South Coast

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CA Heavy-Duty Truck 
Emission Reduction 
Grants - San Joaquin 
Valley

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CA Alternative Fuel 
Mechanic Technical 
Training - San 
Joaquin Valley

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CA Air Quality 
Improvement 
Program Funding 
- San Luis Obispo 
County

Grant or 
special fund

1.5
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

CA Alternative Fuel 
Infrastructure Grant 
- Santa Barbara 
County

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CA Bus Replacement 
Grant

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CA Vehicle 
Replacement 
Program - Bay Area

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CA Fuel-Efficient 
Vehicle Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

Subtotal 27.1 11.6

Score 38.7

Colorado

CO Low Emission 
Vehicle (LEV) Sales 
Tax Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

CO Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) Weight 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

CO State Agency 
Alternative Fuel 
Use and Vehicle 
Acquisition 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

CO Vehicle Fleet 
Maintenance and 
Fuel Cost-Savings 
Contracts

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

CO Advanced Industries 
(AI) Accelerator 
Program Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CO Impact Assistance 
Program for Public 
Fleets

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

CO Fleet Alternative 
Fuel Vehicle (AFV) 
and Technology 
Grants 

Grant or 
special fund

1.5
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

Subtotal 7.1 2.2

Score 9.3

Connecticut

CT Emissions Reduction 
Credits

Tax or other 
incentive

1.4

CT Alternative Fuel 
and Fuel-Efficient 
Vehicle Acquisition 
and Emissions 
Reduction 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

CT Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Procurement 
Preference

Other 
mandate

1.4

CT School Bus 
Emissions Reduction

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

CT Diesel Emissions 
Reductions Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 1.5 5

Score 6.5

Delaware

DE Alternative Fuel Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

DE Low Emission 
Vehicle (LEV) 
Standards

Other 
mandate

1.4

DE Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Rebates

Rebate 1.2

Subtotal 2.5 1.4

Score 3.9
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

District of 
Columbia

DC Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle Acquisition 
Requirements

Other 
mandate

1.4

DC Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle Exemption 
from Driving 
Restrictions

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

DC Low Emission 
Vehicle (LEV) 
Standards

Other 
mandate

1.4

DC Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Conversion and 
Infrastructure Tax 
Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

DC Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle and 
Infrastructure 
Support

Loan 1.2

Subtotal 2.6 4

Score 6.6

Florida

FL Fuel-Efficient 
Vehicle Acquisition 
and Alternative Fuel 
Use Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

FL Biofuels Promotion Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

FL Provision for 
Renewable Fuels 
Investment

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

FL Alternative 
Fuel Economic 
Development

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

FL Excise Tax 
Exemption for 
Biodiesel Produced 
by Schools

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

FL Authorization for 
Alternative Fuel 
Infrastructure 
Incentives

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

FL Biodiesel Producer 
Fuel Tax

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

Subtotal 5.4 3.7

Score 9.1

Georgia

GA High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV) and 
High Occupancy 
Toll (HOT) Lane 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

GA Ethanol Blending 
Regulation

Fuel blend/
use mandate

1.4

GA Alternative Fuel and 
Advanced Vehicle 
Job Creation Tax 
Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

GA Biofuel Production 
Tax Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

Subtotal 3.9 1.4

Score 5.3

Hawaii

HI Alternative Fuel Tax 
Rate

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

HI Biofuels 
Procurement 
Preference

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

HI Alternative 
Fuel Standard 
Development

Other 
mandate

1.4
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

HI Energy Feedstock 
Program

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

HI Clean Transportation 
Promotion

Other 
mandate

1.4

HI Alternative Fuel 
and Advanced 
Vehicle Acquisition 
and Rental 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

Subtotal 2.6 5

Score 7.6

Idaho

ID License Exemptions 
for Biodiesel 
Production for 
Personal Use

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

ID Alternative Fuels 
Tax Exemption 
and Refund for 
Government Fleet 
Vehicles

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

ID Medium- and Heavy-
Duty Diesel Vehicle 
Replacement 
Rebates

Rebate 1.2

Subtotal 3.8 0

Score 3.8

Illinois

IL Biofuels Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

IL Biofuels Preference 
for State Vehicle 
Procurement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

IL Biodiesel Blend Use 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

IL Advanced Vehicle 
Acquisition and 
Biodiesel Fuel Use 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

IL Biofuels Education 
and Promotion

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

IL School Bus Retrofit 
Reimbursement

Rebate 1.2

IL Diesel Emission 
Reduction Grants 

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 4 4.4

Score 8.4

Indiana

IN Biodiesel Price 
Preference

Rebate 1.2

IN Certified Technology 
Park Designation

Other 
mandate

1.4

IN Biofuels Blend Use 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

IN E85 Promotion and 
Education

Other 
mandate

1.4

IN Vehicle Research 
and Development 
Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

IN Biodiesel Blend Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

IN Clean Vehicle 
Acquisition 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

IN Diesel Vehicle 
Retrofit and 
Improvement Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

IN Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Inspection and 
Maintenance 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

IN Special Fuel License 
Tax

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

IN Special Fuel Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

IN Medium- and Heavy-
Duty Grant Program

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 10.9 5

Score 15.9

Iowa

IA Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle Acquisition 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

IA Biodiesel Fuel Use Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

IA Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Demonstration 
Grant Authorization

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

IA Biofuel 
Infrastructure 
Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

IA Biodiesel Blend 
Retailer Tax Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

IA E85 Fuel Exclusivity 
Contract 
Regulations

Other 
mandate

1.4

IA Alternative Fuel 
Production Tax 
Credits

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

IA E85 Retailer Tax 
Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

IA Mid-Level Ethanol 
Blend Retailer Tax 
Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

IA Alternative Fuel Tax Tax or other 
incentive

1.3
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

IA Diesel Emission 
Reduction Project 
Funding

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

IA Retail E15 Access 
Requirements

Other 
mandate

1.4

IA Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 12.5 5

Score 17.5

Kansas

KS Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) Tax 
Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

KS Alternative Fueling 
Infrastructure Tax 
Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

KS Biofuels Use 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

KS Renewable Fuel 
Retailer Tax 
Incentive

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

KS E85 Tax Rate and 
Definition

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

KS Cellulosic Ethanol 
Production 
Financing

Loan 1.2

KS Flexible Fuel Vehicle 
(FFV) Acquisition 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

KS Biofuel Blending 
Equipment Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

KS Biofuel Production 
Facility Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

KS Biodiesel Rebates 
- Kansas Soybean 
Commission

Rebate 1.5
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

KS Flex Fuel Grant 
Program - Kansas 
Corn Commission 
(KCC)

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 12 2.2

Score 14.2

Kentucky

KY Biodiesel Production 
and Blending Tax 
Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

KY Ethanol Production 
Tax Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

KY On-Farm Biofuel 
Production Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 4.1 0

Score 4.1

Louisiana

LA Renewable Fuel 
Standard

Other 
mandate

1.4

LA Biofuels Feedstock 
Requirements

Other 
mandate

1.4

LA Alternative Fuel 
and Advanced 
Vehicle Acquisition 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

LA Provision for Green 
Jobs Tax Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

Subtotal 1.3 3.9

Score 5.2

Maine

ME Alternative Fuel Tax 
Rates

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

ME Provision for 
Establishment of 
Clean Fuel Vehicle 
Insurance Incentives

Rebate 1.2

ME Biodiesel Fuel Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

ME Prohibition of the 
Sale of Ethanol-
Blended Gasoline

Other 
mandate

1.4

ME Clean Transportation 
and Infrastructure 
Loans

Loan 1.2

Subtotal 5 1.4

Score 6.4

Maryland

MD Alternative Fuel Use 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

MD Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

MD Clean Energy Grants Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 3 1.1

Score 4.1

Massachusetts

MA State Agency 
Alternative Fuel Use 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

MA State Hybrid 
Electric Vehicle 
(HEV) Alternative 
Fuel Vehicle 
(AFV) Acquisition 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

MA Alternative 
Fuel Offering 
Requirement

Other 
mandate

1.4
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

MA State Energy Policy Other 
mandate

1.4

MA Biodiesel Use 
Requirement 

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

MA Diesel Emissions 
Reductions Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 1.5 6.1

Score 7.6

Michigan

MI Alternative 
Fuel Vehicle 
(AFV) Emissions 
Inspection 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

MI Alternative Fuel 
Development 
Property Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

MI Medium- and Heavy-
Duty Grant Program

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 4.1 0

Score 4.1

Minnesota

MN Alternative Fuel Tax Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

MN Biodiesel Blend 
Mandate

Fuel blend/
use mandate

1.4

MN Biofuel Blend 
Mandate

Fuel blend/
use mandate

1.4

MN Ethanol 
Production Facility 
Environmental 
Assessment 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

MN State Agency 
Sustainability Plan 
and Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

MN Biofuel Incentive 
Authorization

Other 
mandate

1.4

MN Minnesota Biofuels 
Replacement Goals

Other 
mandate

1.4

MN Biofuel Production 
Grant Program

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 4.1 6.7

Score 10.8

Mississippi

MS Fuel-Efficient and 
Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle Use

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

MS Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Revolving Loan 
Program

Loan 1.2

Subtotal 1.2 1.1

Score 2.3

Missouri

MO Alternative Fuel 
Promotion

Other 
mandate

1.4

MO Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Acquisition and 
Alternative Fuel Use 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

MO Biodiesel Use 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

MO Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) Decal

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

MO Ethanol Blend 
Mandate

Fuel blend/
use mandate

1.4
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

MO Biodiesel 
and Ethanol 
Infrastructure 
Grants 

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

MO Biodiesel Retailer 
Tax Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

MO Ethanol Retailer Tax 
Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

Subtotal 5.4 5

Score 10.4

Montana

MT Ethanol Production 
Incentive

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

MT Alternative Fuel and 
Vehicle Production 
Property Tax 
Incentive

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

MT Ethanol Fuel Blend 
Use Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

MT Biodiesel Tax Refund Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

MT Biodiesel Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

MT Ethanol Production 
Facility Property Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

Subtotal 6.5 1.1

Score 7.6

Nebraska

NE Ethanol and 
Biodiesel Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

NE Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
and Fueling 
Infrastructure Loans

Loan 1.2
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

NE Ethanol Blending 
Tax Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

Subtotal 3.8 0

Score 3.8

Nevada

NV Funds for School 
District Alternative 
Fuel Use

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

NV Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) and 
Infrastructure 
Grants Authorization

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

NV Heavy-Duty Vehicle 
Emissions Reduction 
Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 3 1.1

Score 4.1

New 
Hampshire

NH Biodiesel Blend 
Purchase 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

NH Diesel Emissions 
Reduction Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

NH Fossil Fuel Use 
Reduction

Other 
mandate

1.4

Subtotal 1.5 2.5

Score 4

New Jersey

NJ Low Emission or 
Alternative Fuel 
Bus Acquisition 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

NJ Biofuel Use 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

Subtotal 0 2.2

Score 2.2

New Mexico

NM Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) and 
Hybrid Electric 
Vehicle (HEV) 
Acquisition 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

NM Biofuels Production 
Tax Deduction

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

NM Alternative Fuel 
and Advanced 
Vehicle System 
Manufacturing 
Incentive

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

NM Biodiesel Blend 
Mandate

Fuel blend/
use mandate

1.4

NM Biodiesel Blending 
Facility Tax Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

NM Alternative Fuel Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

NM Biodiesel Tax 
Deduction

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

NM Biodiesel Blending 
Facility Loading Fee 
Deduction

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

NM Energy and Fuel 
Cost Savings 
Contracts

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

NM Diesel Emission 
Reduction Funding  

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 9.3 3.6

Score 12.9
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

New York

NY Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle Research 
and Development 
Funding

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

NY Heavy-Duty 
Alternative Fuel and 
Advanced Vehicle 
Purchase Vouchers

Rebate 1.3

NY Alternative Fueling 
Infrastructure Tax 
Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

Subtotal 4.1 0

Score 4.1

North Carolina

NC Alternative Fuel 
and Idle Reduction 
Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

NC Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Acquisition Goal

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

NC Alternative Fuel Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

NC Alternative Fuel and 
Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) Fund

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

NC Alternative Fuel 
Use and Fuel-
Efficient Vehicle 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

NC Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV), 
Idle Reduction 
Technologies, and 
Diesel Retrofits 
Funding

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

NC Bond Exemption 
for Small Biofuels 
Suppliers

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

NC Biodiesel Warranty 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

NC Biodiesel 
Requirement for 
School Buses

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

NC Biodiesel Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

NC Ethanol Blend 
Requirement

Fuel 
blend/use 
requirement

1.4

Subtotal 8.4 5.8

Score 14.2

North Dakota

ND Ethanol Production 
Incentive

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

ND Biodiesel and 
Renewable Diesel 
Sales Equipment Tax 
Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

ND Biodiesel and 
Renewable Diesel 
Blender Tax Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

ND Biofuel Loan 
Program

Loan 1.2

ND Biodiesel and 
Renewable 
Production 
and Blending 
Equipment Tax 
Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

ND Renewable Fuels 
Promotion

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

ND Advanced Biofuel 
Incentives

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

ND Agriculturally 
Derived Fuel 
Production Facility 
Loan Guarantees

Loan 1.2
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

ND Low-Emission 
Technology Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 12.1 0

Score 12.1

Ohio

OH Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle Acquisition 
and Fuel Use 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

Subtotal 0 1.1

Score 1.1

Oklahoma

OK Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Acquisition 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

OK Ethanol Fuel Retailer 
Tax Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

OK Biofuels Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

OK Access to State 
Alternative Fueling 
Stations

Other 
mandate

1.4

OK Ethanol Sales Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

OK Biofuels 
Construction 
and Permitting 
Assistance

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

Subtotal 5.2 2.5

Score 7.7

Oregon

OR Alternative Fuel 
Loans

Loan 1.3
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

OR Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle Acquisition 
and Fuel Use 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

OR Biofuels Production 
Property Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

OR Renewable Fuels 
Mandate

Fuel blend/
use mandate

1.4

OR Clean Transportation 
Fuel Standards

Other 
mandate

1.4

Subtotal 2.6 3.9

Score 6.5

Pennsylvania

PA Renewable Fuels 
Mandate

Fuel blend/
use mandate

1.4

PA Medium- and 
Heavy-Duty Vehicle 
Rebates

Rebate 1.2

PA Alternative Fuels 
Incentive Grant 
(AFIG) Program

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

PA Diesel Emission 
Reduction Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

PA Heavy-Duty 
Emission Reduction 
Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 5.7 1.4

Score 7.1

Rhode Island

RI Biodiesel Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

RI Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) and 
Zero Emission 
Vehicle (ZEV) 
Acquisition 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

RI Clean Diesel Grant Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 2.8 1.1

Score 3.9

South Carolina

SC Biodiesel Blend 
Distribution 
Mandate

Fuel blend/
use mandate

1.4

SC Biodiesel Use in 
School Buses

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

SC State Agency 
Preference for 
Alternative Fuel and 
Advanced Vehicles

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

SC Biofuel Blending 
Capability 
Requirements and 
Liability

Fuel blend/
use mandate

1.4

SC Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Revolving Loan 
Program for Public 
Entities

Loan 1.2

SC Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Revolving Loan 
Program for Private 
Entities

Loan 1.2

SC Alternative Fuel 
Project Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 3.9 5

Score 8.9
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

South Dakota

SD Biodiesel Tax Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

SD Biodiesel Blend Tax 
Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

SD Tax Refund for 
Methanol Used in 
Biodiesel Production

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

SD Alternative Fuel Tax Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

SD Diesel Emission 
Reduction Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 6.7 0

Score 6.7

Tennessee

TN Alternative 
Fuel and Fuel-
Efficient Vehicle 
Acquisition and Use 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

TN Supply of Petroleum 
Products for 
Blending with 
Biofuels

Fuel blend/
use mandate

1.4

Subtotal 0 2.5

Score 2.5

Texas

TX Clean Vehicle and 
Infrastructure 
Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

TX Diesel Fuel Blend 
Tax Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

TX Clean Fleet Grants Grant or 
special fund

1.5
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

TX Alternative Fuel 
Use and Vehicle 
Acquisition 
Requirements

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

TX Clean School Bus 
Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 5.8 1.1

Score 6.9

Utah

UT Alternative Fuel 
Use and Vehicle 
Acquisition 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

Subtotal 0 1.1

Score 1.1

Vermont

VT Heavy-Duty Vehicle 
Emissions Reduction 
Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

VT Fuel-Efficient 
Vehicle and 
Emission Reduction 
Incentives

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 3 0

Score 3

Virginia

VA Alternative Fuel 
School Bus 
and Fueling 
Infrastructure Loans

Loan 1.2

VA State Energy Plan Other 
mandate

1.4

VA Biodiesel Production 
Tax Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

VA Green Jobs Tax 
Credit

Tax or other 
incentive

VA Biofuel Feedstock 
Registration 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

VA Ethanol Production 
Equipment 
Tax Exemption 
Authorization

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

VA Alternative Fuel 
and Hybrid Electric 
Vehicle (HEV) 
Emissions Testing 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

VA Agriculture and 
Forestry Biofuel 
Production Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

VA Alternative Fuel Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

VA Government 
Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) 
Incentive

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

VA Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle (AFV) Grant 
Authorization

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 12.2 1.4

Score 13.6

Washington

WA Renewable Fuel 
Standard

Fuel blend/
use mandate

1.4

WA Biodiesel Use 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

WA Alternative Fuel Use 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

WA State Emissions 
Reductions 
Requirements

Other 
mandate

1.4
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

WA Biofuel Quality 
Program

Other 
mandate

1.4

WA Biodiesel Feedstock 
Tax Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

WA Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard

Other 
mandate

1.4

Subtotal 1.3 7.8

Score 9.1

West Virginia

WV Alternative Fuel Use 
Requirement

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

WV Alternative Fuels Tax Tax or other 
incentive

1.4

Subtotal 0 2.5

Score 2.5

Wisconsin

WI Alternative Fuel 
Vehicle and 
Alternative Fuel Use 
Policy

Mandate on 
government 
actors

1.1

WI Alternative Fuel Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

WI Biodiesel Fuel Use 
Incentive for Schools

Grant or 
special fund

1.5 1.1

WI Alternative Fuel Tax 
Refund for Taxis

Tax or other 
incentive

1.3

WI Renewable Fuel 
Producer Excise 
Tax and Inspection 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

WI Renewable Fuel 
Sales Volume Goals

Other 
mandate

1.4

WI Heavy-Duty Transit 
Bus Grants

Grant or 
special fund

1.5
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State Title Type Incentive 
Score

Mandate 
Score

WI Clean Diesel Grant 
Program

Grant or 
special fund

1.5

Subtotal 8.4 3.6

Score 12

Wyoming

WY Alternative 
Fuel Export Tax 
Exemption

Tax or other 
exemption

1.3

Subtotal 1.3 0

Score 1.3



73JOHN LOCKE FOUNDATION

Endnotes
1 Kimberly Elliott, “Biofuel Policies: Fuel versus Food, Forests, and Climate,” 

CGD Policy Paper 051, Center for Global Development, January 2015, https://

www.cgdev.org/sites/default/files/CGD-Policy-Paper-51-Elliott-biofuel-poli-

cies-food-climate-change_1.pdf.

2 Sybille De La Hamaide, “World food prices hit record high in 2022,” Reuters, 

January 6, 2023, https://www.reuters.com/markets/world-food-prices-hit-

record-high-2022-despite-december-fall-2023-01-06. 

3 “Surging US Biofuel Production Stokes Soybean Crush Demand,” Gro In-

telligence, November 28, 2022, https://www.gro-intelligence.com/insights/

surging-us-biofuel-production-stokes-soybean-crush-demand.

4 “Feed Grains Sector at a Glance,” Economic Research Service, U.S. Depart-

ment of Agriculture (USDA), January 27, 2023, https://www.ers.usda.gov/top-

ics/crops/corn-and-other-feed-grains/feed-grains-sector-at-a-glance.

5 “Summary Findings: Food Price Outlook, 2023,” Economic Research Service, 

USDA, April 25, 2023, https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/food-price-

outlook/summary-findings.

6 Xiaoguang Chen and Madhu Khanna, “Food vs. Fuel: The Effect of Biofuel 

Policies,” American Journal of Agricultural Economics 95, no. 2 (2013): 289–

95, http://www.jstor.org/stable/23358394.

7 Chen and Khanna, “Food vs. Fuel”; Elliott, “Biofuel Policies.”

8 “Biofuels explained,” U.S. Energy Information Administration, July 19, 2022, 

https://www.eia.gov/energyexplained/biofuels.

9 See, e.g., “Generations of biofuels,” from “Introduction to Biofuel: Perennial 

Grasses as a Feedstock,” Plant & Soil Sciences eLibrary, https://passel2.unl.

edu/view/lesson/b983ed434704/4; “Generations of Biofuels,” SMILE Pro-

gram, Oregon State University, https://smile.oregonstate.edu/lesson/gen-

erations-biofuels; Gaurav Kakkar, “Understanding Biofuel Classification,” 

Sustainable Innovation Management, January 23, 2017, https://sim.sbio.

vt.edu/?p=2341.

10 See Adam Smith, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of 

Nations, Book Four, Chapter II, 1776, viewable at https://www.ibiblio.org/ml/

libri/s/SmithA_WealthNations_p.pdf. 

11 As Hazlitt explained, “The art of economics consists in looking not merely 

at the immediate but at the longer effects of any act or policy; it consists 

in tracing the consequences of that policy not merely for one group but 

for all groups.” Henry Hazlitt, Economics in One Lesson, New York: Harper & 

Brothers, 1946, now available for download at https://fee.org/resources/eco-

nomics-in-one-lesson.



74 IN THE TANK: GRADING STATE BIOFUEL INCENTIVES AND MANDATES

12 Harry de Gorter, Dusan Drabik, and David R. Just, “The Perverse Effects of 

Biofuel Public-Sector Policies,” Annual Review of Resource Economics 2013 

5:1, 463-483, https://www.annualreviews.org/doi/abs/10.1146/annurev-re-

source-091912-151933.

13 Ibid.

14 Alternative Fuels Data Center (AFDC), U.S. Department of Energy, https://

afdc.energy.gov/data_download/laws_and_incentives_format. Note: Not 

every policy or law listed in this database is included here. This paper fo-

cuses only on government incentives and mandates for biofuels, and not, 

e.g., statutory definitions, regulations and standards, labeling requirements, 

registration, etc.

15 Time-of-use restrictions refer to rules or limitations that specify certain times 

of the day when certain activities can or cannot take place. In this context, it 

applies to the charging of alternative fuel vehicles. Many electricity providers 

implement such restrictions, where rates vary depending on the time of day 

as a tool to encourage customers to use energy during off-peak hours and 

reduce the overall strain on the power grid.

16 See discussion in Roy Cordato, “Energy Subsidies: How comparisons should 

be calculated but aren’t,” Spotlight No. 446, John Locke Foundation, October 

28, 2013, https://www.johnlocke.org/research/energy-subsidies-how-com-

parisons-should-be-calculated-but-arent. 

17 Jon Sanders, “Reining In Regulation,” Policy Report, John Locke Foundation, 

November 5, 2015, https://www.johnlocke.org/research/reining-in-regula-

tion.

18 Harry de Gorter and David R. Just, “The Social Costs and Benefits of Biofuels: 

The Intersection of Environmental, Energy and Agricultural Policy,” Applied 

Economic Perspectives and Policy 32, no. 1 (2010): 4–32, http://www.jstor.

org/stable/40588267.

19 Paige Terryberry, “Three Ways Government Subsidies Ruin the Market-

place,” Research Brief, John Locke Foundation, February 28, 2023, https://

www.johnlocke.org/three-ways-government-subsidies-ruin-the-market-

place; see also Jon Sanders, “Rent-seeking: How lobbying can be like Black-

beard,” John Locke Foundation, February 13, 2018, https://www.johnlocke.

org/rent-seeking-how-lobbying-can-be-like-blackbeard.

20 “Alternative Fuel and Idle Reduction Grants,” AFDC, https://afdc.energy.gov/

laws/5294; see also North Carolina Department of Environmental Quali-

ty, Mobile Sources Emissions Reductions Grant, https://www.deq.nc.gov/

about/divisions/air-quality/motor-vehicles-and-air-quality/mobile-sourc-

es-emissions-reductions-grant.



75JOHN LOCKE FOUNDATION

21 “Alternative Fuel and Alternative Fuel Vehicle (AFV) Fund,” AFDC, https://

afdc.energy.gov/laws/5986; see also North Carolina General Statutes (NCGS) 

§ 143-58.4, § 143-58.5, and § 143-341, https://www.ncleg.gov/EnactedLegis-

lation/Statutes/HTML/ByChapter/Chapter_143.html, and NCGS § 136-28.13, 

https://www.ncleg.gov/EnactedLegislation/Statutes/HTML/ByChapter/

Chapter_136.html.

22 “Alternative Fuel Vehicle (AFV), Idle Reduction Technologies, and Diesel 

Retrofits Funding,” AFDC, https://afdc.energy.gov/laws/6195; see also “Clean 

Fuel Advanced Technology (CFAT) Project Grant Funding,” NC Clean Energy 

Technology Center, https://nccleantech.ncsu.edu/our-work/center-projects/

cfat-project-request-for-proposals-information.

23 “Bond Exemption for Small Biofuels Suppliers,” AFDC, https://afdc.energy.

gov/laws/6281; see also NCGS § 105-449.60 and § 105-449.72, https://www.

ncleg.gov/EnactedLegislation/Statutes/HTML/ByChapter/Chapter_105.

html.

24 “Alternative Fuel Tax Exemption,” AFDC, https://afdc.energy.gov/laws/5664; 

see also NCGS § 105-164.13 and § 105-449.130, https://www.ncleg.gov/Enact-

edLegislation/Statutes/HTML/ByChapter/Chapter_105.html.

25 “Biodiesel Tax Exemption,” AFDC, https://afdc.energy.gov/laws/6286; see 

also NCGS § 105-449.88, https://www.ncleg.gov/EnactedLegislation/Stat-

utes/HTML/ByChapter/Chapter_105.html.

26 “Ethanol Blend Requirement,” AFDC, https://afdc.energy.gov/laws/6477; 

see also NCGS § 75-90, https://www.ncleg.gov/EnactedLegislation/Statutes/

HTML/ByChapter/Chapter_75.html, and § 105-449.60, https://www.ncleg.

gov/EnactedLegislation/Statutes/HTML/ByChapter/Chapter_105.html.

27 “Alternative Fuel Vehicle (AFV) Acquisition Goal,” AFDC, https://afdc.energy.

gov/laws/5484; see also NCGS § 143-215.107C, https://www.ncleg.gov/Enact-

edLegislation/Statutes/HTML/ByChapter/Chapter_143.html.

28 “Alternative Fuel Use and Fuel-Efficient Vehicle Requirements,” AFDC, 

https://afdc.energy.gov/laws/5988; see also Section 19.5, Session Law 2005-

276, North Carolina General Assembly (NCGA), https://www.ncleg.gov/

EnactedLegislation/SessionLaws/HTML/2005-2006/SL2005-276.html, as 

rewritten in Section 23, Session Law 2013-265, https://www.ncleg.gov/En-

actedLegislation/SessionLaws/HTML/2013-2014/SL2013-265.html.

29 “Biodiesel Warranty Requirement,” AFDC, https://afdc.energy.gov/

laws/6284; see also NCGS § 20-351.11, https://www.ncleg.gov/EnactedLegis-

lation/Statutes/HTML/ByChapter/Chapter_20.html, § 136-28.15, https://www.

ncleg.gov/EnactedLegislation/Statutes/HTML/ByChapter/Chapter_136.

html, and § 143-58.4 and § 143-341, https://www.ncleg.gov/EnactedLegisla-

tion/Statutes/HTML/ByChapter/Chapter_143.html.



76 IN THE TANK: GRADING STATE BIOFUEL INCENTIVES AND MANDATES

30 “Biodiesel Requirement for School Buses,” AFDC, https://afdc.energy.gov/

laws/6285; see also NCGS § 115C-240(c) and 115C-249(a), https://www.ncleg.

gov/EnactedLegislation/Statutes/HTML/ByChapter/Chapter_115C.html.



77JOHN LOCKE FOUNDATION

Michael Bruce is from Raleigh, 

N.C., and works as a political 

consultant for congressional 

candidates. He recently gradu-

ated summa cum laude from Wil-

liam Peace University, where he 

earned a bachelor’s degree in 

political science. Before starting 

school, Michael spent almost fifteen years working in 

restaurants, bakeries, and bars. Prior to consulting, he 

worked as a communications and research intern at 

the John Locke Foundation.

About the Author



F O R  M O R E  I N F O R M AT I O N ,  C O N TA C T

Jon Sanders
Director of the Center for Food, Power, and Life

John Locke Foundation

jsanders@lockehq.org

919-828-3876



Our History 

The John Locke Foundation was created in 1990 as an 

independent, nonprofit think tank that would work “for 

truth, for freedom, for the future of North Carolina.” The 

Foundation is named for John Locke (1632-1704), an 

English philosopher whose writings inspired Thomas 

Jefferson and the other Founders. The John Locke Foun-

dation is a 501(c)(3) research institute and is funded by 

thousands of individuals, foundations and corporations. 

The Foundation does not accept government funds or 

contributions to influence its work or the outcomes of  

its research.

Our Vision

Locke envisions a North Carolina in which liberty and 

limited, constitutional government are the cornerstones 

of society so that individuals, families, and institutions 

can freely shape their own destinies.

Our Mission

Locke’s mission is to be North Carolina’s most influential 

force driving public policy so North Carolinians flourish in a 

free and prosperous society.



4800 Six Forks Rd., #220
Raleigh, NC 27609

919-828-3876
johnlocke.org

johnlockefoundation @johnlockencjohnlockefoundation

johnlockefoundationJohn Locke Foundation johnlockefoundation1


