
• Counting the costs, but not the benefits of California’s integrated clean transportation policies. 
• Ignoring $50 billion in oil savings from the CFS, smarter land-use planning, and cleaner cars. 
• The study assumes oil companies won’t comply with the CFS because they don’t innovate or invest 

in producing cleaner fuels. And because they won’t comply, the study’s drastic conclusion is that oil 
companies will refuse to sell fuel products to California – a ridiculous scenario.

Such striking claims garnered a deeper look. First, industry experts with the technical consultancy TIAX 
analyzed BCG’s work and found fundamental flaws. As more people began to question the BCG conclu-
sions, UC Davis assembled a panel of national experts to conduct an independent peer review — with 
WSPA as one of its three funders. (Eggert) Yet, even this panel gave the BCG study a failing grade. Review-
ing just the most egregious flaws identified in the BCG study shows why the experts at UC Davis were 
“concerned about some of its assumptions, methodologies and results.” 

• BCG considered only high-cost scenarios and assumed no positive economic activity was generated by 
clean fuel production in the state. The study considered worst-case scenario costs with no benefits. (TIAX)

• The only alternative fuel studied was imported Brazilian sugarcane — ignoring an extensive list of 
cost-effective, market-ready, homegrown alternative fuels, such as clean biofuels from other sources, 
electricity, natural gas, and hydrogen. (TIAX, Eggert)

• BCG assumed that California labor markets are completely inflexible, which is “inconsistent with ob-
served behavior of the California (and most other) labor markets.” (Eggert)

• BCG assumes that neither Californian drivers nor refineries react to incentives such as price signals or 
credit banking, and that no new clean fuel technologies will become available. In fact, “the recent be-
havior of fuels markets in California, suggest more flexibility in the responses of fuel suppliers, refin-
ers and consumers than assumed in the report.” (Eggert)

The reality is that price impacts from the clean fuels standard are hard to find, while the California econ-
omy continues to grow along with the clean fuel industry. WSPA may be upset to lose their record profits 
and monopoly on our fuel supply, but a clean fuels standard is good for our communities, environment 
and economy.
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THE TRUTH ABOUT BOSTON 
CONSULTING GROUP’S STUDY

Boston Consulting Group office in Shanghai, China.

DISCREDITED
In 2012, the Western States Petroleum Association 
(WSPA) paid Boston Consulting Group (BCG) to conduct a 
study called “Understanding the Impacts of AB 32.” The 
study warned of terrible things for California—job losses, 
soaring fuel prices, a faltering economy— all due to a 
clean fuels standard. The BCG study has been roundly 
criticized by independent experts and academics and 
subject to multiple reviews – failing all of them. 

Now WSPA has come to Washington State, peddling 
the same BCG study, ignoring that its results have 
been thoroughly debunked and are no longer taken 
seriously in California. Some of the study’s false as-
sumptions include: 
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