





The NAT GAS Act Is Just Bad Policy

The New Alternative Transportation to Give Americans Solutions Act of 2011, or the NAT GAS Act, is currently being discussed in Congress.
It has been promoted as a solution to help reduce America’s dependence on foreign oil by providing taxpayer subsidies for the use of natural
gas as a vehicle fuel, the purchasing of natural-gas-fueled vehicles and the installation of a natural gas vehicle refueling infrastructure.
However, passing this Act would have a negative impact on the U.S. economy, especially American manufacturing, and, more importantly,
American manufacturing jobs.

Natural Gas Feeds American Manufacturing

Natural gas is an essential fuel and raw material for American Industry. It is used for heating, cooling, waste treatment and processing, and
is a raw material for the manufacture of chemicals, plastics, pharmaceuticals and other products. But in order for American companies to be
competitive globally, the cost of this important resource must remain relatively stable and competitive.

Competitively priced natural gas is creating new opportunities in American manufacturing, including driving new investments. There is an
abundance of natural gas right here under our own native soil. And if we can get it out of the ground, we can help increase the opportunity
to help re-build manufacturing in this country.

While the NAT GAS Act may seem like the next logical step to help wean American drivers off of foreign oil, there are much better uses for
this energy resource. First, and most importantly, re-investment in American manufacturing. Second, more jobs. Natural gas price stability
has helped add 278,000 manufacturing jobs since January 2010. Third, a significant increase in American exports, including $4.5 billion
in basic chemicals in 2010 alone. And when used as a chemical raw material, natural gas has eight times the valug, including helping fuel
highly paid jobs here in the U.S.

Stable, Competitive Natural Gas Drives Investments and Exports

Ifit is passed, the NAT GAS Act would mandate demand ahead of supply, increasing natural gas prices and contributing to market volatility.
One segment of the economy — traders and speculators — would certainly profit, but rising prices and market volatility would be detrimental
to the manufacturing segment because rising energy costs ensure job loss. Market volatility and higher prices would also drive even

more manufacturing jobs offshore. With the exception of 2010 when gas prices became stable and competitive, the U.S. lost six million
manufacturing jobs and $30 billion in chemical exports over the past decade.
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Over the past decade, high and volatile natural gas prices Over the last decade, $30 billion a year in exports was
have cost six million American jobs. lost due to high and volatile natural gas prices.



Stable Prices Enable Manufacturing Growth
Stable, competitive natural gas is already improving the balance of trade in
U.S.- manufactured goods. For example, in 2005 the price of natural gas was

approximately $7 per million Btu and the U.S. trade deficit in basic chemicals
was $9.411 billion. In 2010, with the price around $4 per million Btu, the trade
surplus in basic chemicals was $4.563 billion.

Furthermore, the benefits of a stable, competitive natural gas market can help
this country create thousands of high-paying jobs. Statistics from the American
Chemistry Council show that a 25 percent increase in the supply of ethane, a
compound of natural gas, could generate:

17,000 direct, high-paying jobs

$4.4 billion per year in federal, state and local tax revenue

$33 billion increase in U.S. chemical production

$132 billion in U.S. economic output

Electric Versus Natural Gas Vehicles

The NAT GAS Act supports taxpayer subsidies for the use of natural gas as

a vehicle fuel and the purchase of natural-gas-fueled vehicles. Recent studies,
however, show that electric vehicles are three times more efficient than
compressed natural gas (CNG) vehicles. Not only that, the infrastructure for
an overnight, low-voltage charging infrastructure already exists — our nation’s
glectrical grid — and it's cheaper to scale it up.

Burning gas in CNG vehicles
has only a one-time impact.

Is It Worth the Billions?

The Act also includes taxpayer subsidies for the installation of a natural gas
vehicle refueling infrastructure. Once again, data from the National Renewable
Energy Laboratory shows that the cost to build a compressed natural gas (CNG)
station can be between $3 million and $5 million, depending on flest size.
According to 2008 Census Bureau data, there were roughly 115,000 gas
stations in the U.S. Assuming only one out of four of these is retrofitted for
CNG, the cost range to build out this infrastructure would be anywhere from
$58 billion to $145 billion.

Because a single CNG station can cost millions, the idea is best suited for large
fleets. In fact, Fortune 500 companies, like Waste Management, Republic and
AT&T, are leading the way with their own CNG vehicle fleets, without using
taxpayer money. There is no need to “pick winners and losers” when it comes
to funding this piece of legislation. The facts are clear — CNG vehicles are not
as efficient and their refueling infrastructure is prohibitively costly.
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EIA projects lower, stable prices thru 2035.
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Electric vehicles are more than three times more
efficient than natural gas vehicles.

Cost/Size Relationship for CNG Stations
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Compressed natural gas (CNG) stations cost $3-5 million each.




