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In re PES Holdings, LLC, et al. 

D.J. Ref. No. 90–5–2–1–10993/1 

 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Assistant Attorney General 

Environment and Natural Resources Division 

P.O. Box 7611, Washington, DC 20044–7611 

 

(related matter: PES HOLDINGS LLC., et al.,  

Civil Action No. 18–10122  

(Bankr. D. Del.)) 

 

March 26, 2018 

 

Comments of Clean Air Council 

(submitted via email: pubcomment-ees.enrd@usdoj.gov) 

 

Together with PennEnvironment, Moms Clean Air Force (Pennsylvania), the 

Pennsylvania Federation BMWED-IBT, and Philly Thrive, Clean Air Council (the “Council”) 

appreciates the opportunity to submit comments to the Department of Justice (”Department”) 

regarding the proposed Consent Decree and Environmental Settlement Agreement 

(“Agreement”) between the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and PES Holdings, 

LLC (“PES”) dated March 12, 2018. 

The Council is a non-profit environmental organization headquartered at 135 South 19th 

Street, Suite 300, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 19103.  The Council also maintains offices in 

Pittsburgh and Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, and Wilmington, Delaware.  For more than 50 years, 

the Council has worked to improve air quality across Pennsylvania.  The Council has 

approximately 7,000 paying members and 30,000 activists throughout the Commonwealth who 

support its mission to protect everyone’s right to breathe clean air, including members in 

Philadelphia County. 
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Background 

On January 21, 2018, Philadelphia Energy Solutions (“PES”) and a number of related 

companies filed voluntary petitions under title 11 of the United States Bankruptcy Code, in the 

U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the District of Delaware.  

On March 12, 2018, PES and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) entered 

into the Agreement, under which EPA has agreed to accept the retirement of 138 million 

currently held Renewable Identification Numbers (“RINs”) in satisfaction of all obligations 

existing under the Renewable Fuel Standard, 40 C.F.R. subpart M, as of April 1, 2018.  EPA 

further agreed to allow PES to retire 64.6 million RINs to satisfy its post-bankruptcy 2018 

Renewable Volume Obligation (“RVO”), from April 1, 2018 through December 31, 2018. 

On March 16, 2018, the Department published in the Federal Register a notice of the 

lodged Agreement.  Publication of this notice opened a period for public comment on the 

Agreement and set a deadline of March 26, 2018.  Notice of Lodging of Proposed Consent 

Decree and Environmental Settlement Agreement Under The Clean Air Act.  83 Fed. Reg. 11,792 

(March 16, 2018), https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2018-03-16/pdf/2018-05338.pdf.  

In a different notice of the proposed Agreement filed with the Bankruptcy Court, the 

Department stated that “[a]t this time, the United States is not requesting any action by the Court 

on the proposed Settlement Agreement.”  See Notice of Lodging of Proposed Settlement 

Agreement, filed March 12, 2018, Case No. 18-10122-KG, Document 244, page 2 of 4.  It also 

stated that “[a]fter the close of the comment period, the United States will evaluate any 

comments received, determine whether any comments disclose facts or considerations that 

indicate that the proposed settlement is inappropriate, inadequate, or improper, and advise the 

Court whether the United States requests that the Settlement Agreement be entered.”  Id.  The 

Department indicated it would make “a subsequent submission by the United States regarding 

any comments received during the public comment period and the United States’ position 

regarding entry of the proposed Settlement Agreement.”  Id. 

In the Agreement, the Department stated that the Agreement is “fair and reasonable and 

in the public interest, and is an appropriate means of resolving these matters.”  See Agreement at 

5 (fifth “Whereas” clause).  But it also stated that “[t]he United States reserves the right to 

withdraw or withhold its consent prior to approval of the Settlement Agreement by the 

Bankruptcy Court if the public comments regarding the Settlement Agreement disclose facts or 

considerations that indicate that this Settlement Agreement is inappropriate, improper, or 

inadequate.”  Id. at 16, Section IX, par. 35. 

In response, the Council submits that the Agreement is inappropriate, improper, and 

inadequate.  In addition, the Agreement is not “fair and reasonable and in the public interest, [or] 

an appropriate means of resolving these matters.”  These comments explain why. 

  

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2018-03-16/pdf/2018-05338.pdf
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1. The Bankruptcy Court Does Not Have the Authority to Discharge PES’s Regulatory 

Obligations Under the Clean Air Act, and PES Does Not Seek Such a Discharge. 

 

With respect to the Bankruptcy Court proceeding, it is important to note what the 

Agreement does not attempt to do. The Agreement is not a discharge of liability under the 

Bankruptcy Code, and PES does not seek such a discharge in the bankruptcy proceeding. 

Environmental obligations may be subject to a discharge under the Bankruptcy Code only 

if they have been reduced to a finite monetary liability.  See Ohio v. Kovacs, 469 U.S. 274, 278-

285 (1985).  In that landmark decision, the Supreme Court affirmed a discharge of a liability to 

clean up a contaminated site, but only because the injunction contemplated the payment of a 

specific amount of money.  See id. at 278-279 (“there is little doubt that the State had the right to 

an equitable remedy under state law and that the right has been reduced to judgment in the form 

of an injunction ordering the cleanup”).  The specific amount of money was $75,000.  See id. at 

275, 279.  In his majority opinion, Justice White carefully noted that the holding did not 

encompass more general obligations not involving the duty to pay money: 

… we do not hold that the injunction against bringing further 

toxic wastes on the premises or against any conduct that will 

contribute to the pollution of the site or the State's waters is 

dischargeable in bankruptcy; we here address, as did the Court of 

Appeals, only the affirmative duty to clean up the site and the duty 

to pay money to that end.   

Id. at 284-285 (emphasis added). 

In the present case, the PES bankruptcy petition does not reference EPA or the 

Renewable Fuel Standard, and it does not attempt to reduce any regulatory obligations under this 

standard to a finite amount.  See Voluntary Petition, PES Holdings, LLC, filed January 21, 2018, 

Case No. 18-10122-KG, Document 1.  In fact, the bankruptcy petition does not mention these 

regulatory obligations at all.  See id. 

Moreover, the Chapter 11 plan filed by PES recognizes that regulatory obligations with 

respect to the RINs are not dischargeable.  See Chapter 11 Plan of Reorganization, PES 

Holdings, LLC, filed January 22, 2018, Case No. 18-10122-KG, Document 9, page 8 of 171, 

Article I, Section A(24) (definition of “claim”) (““Claim” has the meaning set forth in section 

101(5) of the Bankruptcy Code and shall exclude, for the avoidance of doubt, a RIN Liability.”) 

(emphasis added).  The definition of “RIN Liabilities” encompasses both commercial and 

regulatory obligations.  See id., page 18 of 171, Article I, Section A(174) (“‘RIN Liabilities’ 

means any liabilities or obligations of the Debtors or Reorganized Debtors under the Clean Air 

Act, including regulations promulgated thereunder, including any obligation to generate, acquire 

or otherwise obtain or retire RINs, and any commitments, undertakings, fines, or Liabilities of 

the Debtors or Reorganized Debtors relating to the RFS Program, that accrue or arise prior to the 

Effective Date.”) 

The Department’s effort to give the Bankruptcy Court the authority to approve the 

Agreement is legally ineffective, where the authority does not exist in the first place.  See 

Agreement at 5 (fourth “Whereas” clause) (“this Settlement Agreement shall be effective upon 
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its approval by the Bankruptcy Court pursuant to Bankruptcy Rule 9019 in connection with 

confirmation of the Plan”).  Given its structure, Bankruptcy Rule 9019 contemplates settlement 

of claims properly before the Bankruptcy Court, not agreements between EPA and a regulatory 

industry under the Clean Air Act.  See Bankruptcy Rule 9019.   

Especially where there are fundamental problems with this Agreement under the Clean 

Air Act and the Administrative Procedure Act, the Department and the Bankruptcy Court should 

reject PES’s attempt to vest exclusive jurisdiction in the Bankruptcy Court over the regulatory 

obligations under the Renewable Fuel Standard: 

ARTICLE XI. 

RETENTION OF JURISDICTION 

Notwithstanding the entry of the Confirmation Order and the 

occurrence of the Effective Date, the Bankruptcy Court shall 

retain exclusive jurisdiction over all matters arising out of, or 

related to, the Chapter 11 Cases and the Plan pursuant to sections 

105(a) and 1142 of the Bankruptcy Code, including jurisdiction 

to: 

16. hear and determine all disputes regarding the Debtors’, 

Reorganized Debtors’, or Purchaser’s RIN Liabilities that accrue 

or arise prior to the Effective Date …. 

See Chapter 11 Plan of Reorganization, page 49 of 171, Article XI, Section 16 (emphasis added).  

See Comment #3, below (discussing how EPA cannot create this regulatory exemption for PES 

under the Clean Air Act, and how this regulatory exemption violates the Administrative 

Procedure Act). 

2. The Bankruptcy Court Does Not Have the Authority to Order a Sale of PES’s 

Assets “Free and Clear” of its Obligations Under the Clean Air Act. 

 

Because the Bankruptcy Court does not have the authority to discharge PES’s regulatory 

obligations under the Clean Air Act, it also does not have the authority to order a sale of assets 

“free and clear” of those obligations.  The Bankruptcy Court should reject any request by PES 

for a sale of assets “free and clear” of any obligations under the Renewable Fuel Standard. 

The Chapter 11 Plan filed by PES would authorize the sale of assets “free and clear” of 

the very “RIN Liabilities” that are expressly excluded from the definition of a “claim”: 

On the Effective Date, the Debtors shall consummate the Sale 

Transaction and, among other things, all of the Debtors’ and 

Parent’s assets other than the Excluded Liabilities and the 

Excluded Parent Cash shall be transferred to and vest in the 

Purchaser free and clear of all Liens, Claims, charges, or other 

encumbrances including the Excluded Liabilities and, unless 

otherwise ordered by the Bankruptcy Court by Final Order, the 

RIN Liabilities, pursuant to the terms of the Purchase Agreement. 
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Chapter 11 Plan of Reorganization, page 29 of 171, Article IV, Section B(2) (Restructuring 

transactions; Sale Transaction) (emphasis added).  The plan uses similar language in another 

section relating to the vesting of assets.1 

 Under the Bankruptcy Code, the trustee may authorize a sale “free and clear” of liabilities 

only if it does not cause a violation of federal law.  11 U.S.C. Section 363(f) (“The trustee may 

sell property under subsection (b) or (c) of this section free and clear of any interest in such 

property of an entity other than the estate, only if-- (1) applicable nonbankruptcy law permits 

sale of such property free and clear of such interest ….”).  Federal law requires PES to retire 

RINs according to specific regulatory equations.  See Section 211(o)(5), 42 U.S.C. § 7545(o)(5) 

(“Credit program"); see also 40 C.F.R. § 80.1427(a)(5) (“How are RINs used to demonstrate 

compliance?”).  By asserting that any sales of assets will be “free and clear” of RIN Liabilities, 

the plan attempts to violate this requirement in the federal regulations.  See Agreement at 7, par. 

5 (“The retirement of RINs under this Paragraph 5 shall apply notwithstanding the RINs use 

limitations set forth in 40 C.F.R. § 80.1427(a)(5).”). 

 Under case law in the Third Circuit, the Bankruptcy Court does not have the authority to 

authorize a sale of an asset “free and clear” of a liability, when it does not have the authority to 

discharge that liability in the first place.  Schweitzer v. Consolidated Rail Corporation, 65 B.R. 

794, 798 (E.D. Pa., 1986) (“Because the Third Circuit held that I lacked the power to discharge 

these particular potential claims, it must follow that I lacked the power to transfer property free 

and clear of them.”).  In that case, the Third Circuit held that there was no authority to discharge 

claims for asbestos injury before they became manifest, which did not happen until after the 

completion of the reorganization proceeding.2  Id. at 797.   Similarly, where the Bankruptcy 

Court does not have the authority to discharge PES’s regulatory obligations under the Renewable 

Fuel Standard, it does not have the authority to authorize a sale of assets “free and clear” of those 

obligations. 

                                                            
1 Id., page 31 of 171, Article IV, Section G(1) (Vesting of Assets; Under the Sale Transaction) 

(“all property in each Debtor’s Estate, all Causes of Action (including Avoidance Actions), and 

any property acquired by any of the Debtors under the Plan, except for the Interests in the 

Excluded Entities, shall vest in the Reorganized Debtors, including the Purchaser, free and clear 

of all Liens, Claims, charges, or other encumbrances, including the Excluded Liabilities, and 

neither the Purchaser nor any of its Affiliates shall have any liability for any such Liens, 

Claims, charges, or other encumbrances, including the Excluded Liabilities and, unless 

otherwise determined by the Bankruptcy Court by Final Order, the RIN Liabilities.”) 

(emphasis added); pages 31-32 of 171, Article IV, Section G(2) (Under the Reorganization 

Transaction) (“all property in each Debtor’s Estate, all Causes of Action (including Avoidance 

Actions), and any property acquired by any of the Debtors under the Plan shall vest in each 

respective Reorganized Debtor, free and clear of all Liens, Claims, charges, or other 

encumbrances, including the Excluded Liabilities and, unless otherwise determined by the 

Bankruptcy Court by Final Order or the Debtors, the RIN Liabilities.”). 
2 While a subsequent Bankruptcy court decision stated that the Third Circuit’s decision in 

Schweitzer was superseded, this only involved a change in the law regarding provability of 

claims.  See In re Chateaugay Corp., 112 B.R. 513, 522, n.15 (S.D.N.Y. 1990).  This does not 

undermine the holding and reasoning set forth in Ohio v. Kovacs. 
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3. EPA’s Attempt to Create an Exemption from the Renewable Fuel Standard Does 

Not Comply with the Clean Air Act or the Administrative Procedure Act. 

 

With respect to EPA and the Clean Air Act, it is important to understand what the 

Agreement does not intend to do.  The Agreement does not attempt to grant a waiver from 

regulatory obligations under the Renewable Fuel Standard.3  The Agreement does not cite any 

statutory waiver provisions as a legal basis for the Agreement.  In fact, neither the Agreement 

nor the relevant Federal Register notice cites any statutory or regulatory authority for exempting 

PES from its regulatory obligations.  

It is noteworthy that the statutory waiver provisions in Section 211(o)(7) of the Clean Air 

Act relate to the general requirements that apply across the board to all facilities, rather than to 

individual RIN retirement requirements for particular facilities in Section 211(o)(5).  See Section 

211(o)(2), (7), 42 U.S.C. § 7545(o)(2) (“Renewable fuel program”), (7) (“Waivers”).  Cf. Section 

211(o)(5), 42 U.S.C. § 7545(o)(5) (“Credit program”).  In actuality, the Agreement is simply an 

attempt to exempt PES from regulatory requirements under the Renewable Fuel Standard.  The 

Agreement does not actually identify the amount of the Renewable Volume Obligation to be 

exempted. Instead, it allows the retirement of a specific amount of RINs (138,000,000 RINs) that 

is presumably less than the amount of the actual Renewable Volume Obligation, in full and final 

satisfaction of liability before April 1, 2018: 

PESRM [Philadelphia Energy Solutions Refining and Marketing 

LLC]4 shall retire a total of 138 million currently held RINs from 

its EPA Moderated Transaction System account within 3 business 

days of the Effective Date in full and final satisfaction of all 

liability under the CAA and the RFS Regulations in respect of 

the Pre-Effective Date RVOs.  PESRM shall retire this total in the 

following amounts: 

a. 1,458,177 D3 RINs; 

b. 57,569,049 D4 RINs; and 

c. 78,972,774 D6 RINs. 

 

                                                            
3 The word “waive” is used only once in the Agreement, and only for the proposition that the 

Department has the authority to waive stipulated penalties in the event of a breach of the 

Agreement.  See Agreement at 12, par. 23.  This does not support waiver of underlying 

obligations under the Renewable Fuel Standard. 
 
4 Philadelphia Energy Solutions Refining and Marketing LLC (“PESRM”) is the owner and 

operator of the refining complex.  See Agreement at 2 (fourth “Whereas” clause).   It is one of 

the debtors in the related bankruptcy filings.  See Agreement at 1, fn. 1.  PES is a holding 

company with a 99.9% equity interest in PESRM.  See Voluntary Petition, Philadelphia Energy 

Solutions Refining and Marketing LLC, filed January 21, 2018, Case No. 18-10130-KG, 

Document 1, page 31 of 34 (List of Equity Security Holders).  For purposes of the Agreement, 

PES and PESRM appear to be united in interest. 
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Agreement at 6, par. 3 (emphasis added).  The “Pre-Effective Date RVOs” cited above refer to 

those existing before April 1, 2018, the “Effective Date.”  See id. at 2 (fifth “Whereas” clause), 3 

(fourth “Whereas” clause).  Presumably, the actual Renewable Volume Obligation involves a 

number of RINs greater than 138,000,000, otherwise there would be no point in including these 

provisions in the Agreement. 

 In addition, the Agreement exempts PES from noncompliance with respect to an 

additional unquantified amount of RINs in the future, by accepting the retirement of only 64.6 

million RINs from April 1, 2018 through December 1, 2018: 

By no later than 3 business days after the Effective Date, PESRM 

shall also retire the remainder of the RINs held by PESRM on 

the Effective Date after giving effect to the RINs retirements 

referenced in Paragraphs 3 and 4 above, which amount shall apply 

as a credit towards satisfying the Reorganized Debtors’ RVOs for 

the portion of the 2018 Compliance Period from the date after the 

Effective Date through December 31, 2018 (the “2018 Post-

Effective Date RVOs”). The amount of RINs to be retired under 

this Paragraph 5 shall be no less than 64.6 million RINs less any 

RINs retired pursuant to Paragraph 4 of this Settlement 

Agreement.  

Agreement at 7, par. 5 (emphasis added).  While the Agreement does not set forth the amount of 

the actual RIN retirement obligation for the rest of the year 2018, it is presumably greater than 

64.6 million RINs, otherwise there would be no point in including these provisions in the 

Agreement.   

In addition to not complying with the Clean Air Act, the Department has not complied 

with the requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act.  It is black-letter law that 

administrative agencies act in two kinds of ways.  First, when an agency acts prospectively, it 

performs a rule making function.  See 5 U.S.C. § 551(4) (defining a “rule” as “an agency 

statement of . . . particular applicability and future effect designed to implement, interpret, or 

prescribe law,” (emphasis added); 5 U.S.C. § 551(5) (defining “rule making” as “agency process 

for formulating, amending, or repealing a rule”).  The Administrative Procedure Act imposes 

requirements for a rule making.  5 U.S.C. § 553.  In attempting to create a regulatory exemption, 

the Department has not followed these procedures. 

Second, when an agency acts prospectively, it performs an adjudication function.  See 5 

U.S.C. § 551(6) (defining an “order” as “the whole or a part of a final disposition, whether 

affirmative, negative, injunctive, or declaratory in form, of an agency in a matter other than rule 

making but including licensing”) (emphasis added); 5 U.S.C. § 551(7) (defining “adjudication” 

as “agency process for the formulation of an order”).  The Administrative Procedure Act imposes 

requirements for adjudications.  5 U.S.C. § 554.  In attempting to create a regulatory exemption, 

the Department has not followed these procedures. 

EPA might argue that entering into a settlement agreement following an enforcement 

action is a classic example of an adjudication under the Administrative Procedure Act.  But 

apparently, that is not what has happened.  Rather, EPA entered into a stipulation agreement 
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forbearing from bringing an enforcement action against PES, over two months before the 

deadline for regulatory compliance.  See Agreement at 3 (third “Whereas” clause) (recognizing a 

compliance deadline of March 31, 2018 for the regulatory requirement to retire RINs in 

satisfaction of the 2016 Deficit Carryover and RVOs for the 2017 Compliance Period (“2016-

2017 RVOs”); 3-4 (carryover “Whereas” clause) (referring to a Stipulation and Agreed Order 

dated January 29, 2018 in the bankruptcy case, under which the Department agreed to forbear 

until May 1, 2018 from commencing any enforcement action for the failure to retire sufficient 

RINs to satisfy the 2016-2017 RVOs).   

Moreover, the actual stipulation filed with the Bankruptcy Court does not indicate that a 

complaint has been filed or even drafted.  See Stipulation and Agreed Order Between the Debtors 

and the United States on Behalf of the Environmental Protection Agency Relating to 

Confirmation Scheduling Order, filed January 29, 2018, Case No. 18-10122-KG, Document 125-

1, pages 2-4 of 33.  Rather, the language in the stipulation confirms that the action is prospective, 

rather than retroactive in nature.  Id. at 3 of 33, par. 2 (EPA “will not seek penalties for the period 

from April 1, 2018 through May 1, 2018”).  If the deadline for compliance (March 31, 2018) has 

not even occurred yet, there is no obligation to be adjudicated.  Any attempt by EPA to cure this 

defect to make it appear that there is a bona fide enforcement action will lack any credibility.  It 

would simply expose the fact that the decision to create a regulatory exemption is a foregone 

conclusion. 

EPA is attempting to exempt PES from regulatory compliance with 40 C.F.R. § 80.1427 

(“How are RINs used to demonstrate compliance?”): 

The retirement of RINs under this Paragraph 5 shall apply 

notwithstanding the RINs use limitations set forth in 40 C.F.R. § 

80.1427(a)(5).  

Agreement at 7, par. 5 (emphasis added).  This regulatory section requires PES to retire a certain 

number of credits every year, according to specific regulatory equations: 

(a) Obligated party renewable volume obligations. (1) Except as 

specified in paragraph (b) of this section or § 80.1456, each party 

that is an obligated party under § 80.1406 and is obligated to 

meet the Renewable Volume Obligations under § 80.1407 must 

demonstrate pursuant to § 80.1451(a)(1) that it has retired for 

compliance purposes a sufficient number of RINs to satisfy the 

following equations …. 

40 C.F.R. § 80.1427(a)(1) (emphasis added).  The Agreement does not suggest that the equations 

are incorrect or incorrectly applied. 

 As set forth in the quotation above, there are two exceptions to this regulatory 

requirement, but neither one would justify the Agreement.  The first exception allows for a 

“deficit carryover,” which permits an obligated party that fails to meet these requirements to 

carry a deficit over for an additional year, thereby easing any burden from regulatory 

compliance.  See 40 C.F.R. § 80.1427(b).  But the plain terms of the Agreement clearly show that 

EPA does not rely on this exception as a basis for exempting PES from its regulatory obligations. 
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 The other exception allows for cellulosic biofuel waiver credits, but this applies only if 

EPA has reduced the applicable volume of cellulosic biofuel pursuant to a waiver under Section 

211(o)(7)(D)(i) of the Clean Air Act for any given compliance year.  See 40 C.F.R. § 80.1456(a).  

While this waiver provision could potentially apply across the board for the entire program, it 

does not provide legal authority for the creation of the exemption for PES in the Agreement.  See 

id. 

  If EPA is not satisfied with how this program has evolved, its remedy is to commence a 

rulemaking action.  See Section 211(o)(2)(A), 42 U.S.C. § 7545(o)(2)(A) (authorizing EPA to 

promulgate regulations).  But it should not attempt to create an exemption from PES’s regulatory 

obligations, through the Agreement.  

4. The Department’s Execution of the Agreement Sets a Poor Precedent. 

 

Particularly where there is no statutory or regulatory authority for creating an exemption 

from regulatory obligations through the Agreement, the execution of the Agreement sets a poor 

precedent.   

While the Agreement disclaims any “precedential value” in any other matter “with 

different facts and circumstances,” EPA might take a similar approach with respect to other 

obligated parties under the Renewable Fuel Standard, under the rationale that other facts and 

circumstances are not different.  See Agreement at 5 (third “Whereas” clause).  Indeed, recent 

reports have indicated that other large refineries – including the nearby PBF Energy Delaware 

City Refinery – are currently asking EPA to loosen regulatory compliance with RINs 

requirements.5  In addition, EPA might take a similar approach of attempting to create regulatory 

exemptions through agreements, under other regulatory programs. 

By submitting these comments, the Council expresses no opinion on the merits of EPA’s 

Renewable Fuel Standard or on the bankruptcy filing of PES.  This comment addresses EPA’s 

attempt to create an exemption from regulatory obligations for the tenth largest refinery in the 

United States and the largest refinery on the East Coast.  The Council believes this violates the 

Clean Air Act and the Administrative Procedure Act.  The Council requests that the Department 

uphold the rule of law and withdraw the Agreement, according to its terms.  Otherwise, the 

Agreement would create a poor precedent and justify the disregard of the rule of law. 

 

  

                                                            
5 Hurdle, Jon.  “EPA deal gives PES, in bankruptcy, some relief from renewable fuel credits.”  

StateImpact.  Mar. 13, 2018. https://stateimpact.npr.org/pennsylvania/2018/03/13/epa-deal-

gives-pes-in-bankruptcy-some-relief-from-renewable-fuel-credits/.  Last accessed Mar. 23, 2018.  
 

https://stateimpact.npr.org/pennsylvania/2018/03/13/epa-deal-gives-pes-in-bankruptcy-some-relief-from-renewable-fuel-credits/
https://stateimpact.npr.org/pennsylvania/2018/03/13/epa-deal-gives-pes-in-bankruptcy-some-relief-from-renewable-fuel-credits/
https://stateimpact.npr.org/pennsylvania/2018/03/13/epa-deal-gives-pes-in-bankruptcy-some-relief-from-renewable-fuel-credits/


  

10 

Thank you for your consideration of the Council’s comments. 

 

 
___________________________ 

Joseph Otis Minott, Esq. 

Christopher D. Ahlers, Esq. 

Robert Routh, Esq. 

Clean Air Council 

135 S. 19th St., Suite 300 

Philadelphia, PA 19103  

215-567-4004  x116 

joe_minott@cleanair.org    

cahlers@cleanair.org  

rrouth@cleanair.org  

 

David Masur 

Executive Director 

PennEnvironment 

 

Mollie Michel 

Field Consultant 

Moms Clean Air Force, Pennsylvania 

 

Johannah CordonHill 

Strategy Convener  

Philly Thrive 

 

Jed Dodd 

General Chairman  

Pennsylvania Federation BMWED-IBT 
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