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The American Automobile Manufacturers Association, whose member companies include Chrysler
Corporation, Ford Motor Company, and General Motors Corporation, appreciates the opportunity to
testify before the Board today.” : : ' ' - ' :

~ For several decades, the State of California and automobile manufacturers have worked diligently to
clean the air and protect the citizens of California. As we have previously stated, compared to the mid-

1960°s today’s vehicles represent a 96% improvement. In fact, even though the number of miles driven

" on California roads has far more than doubled, Californians are breathing the cleanest air in over 40

years and annual exposure to smog in Los Angeles, the worst smog area in the state, has dropped by
50%. L '

' These gains have not come without a price, however. The automobile industry has spent'b_illions of

dollars developing, refining, and implementing clean air solutions. Additionally, California now spends .
hundreds of millions of doflars annuaily on clean air projects. Because the source of all of this funding
ultimately comes from citizens either through higher taxes or higher prices, CARB and the automobile
industry share the common responsibility of providing the cleanest air at the lowest price. Basically, we

-must exercise fiscal responsibility. - ‘

It is fiscal responsibility that brings us to these Heaﬁngs. We, like you, are genuinely concerned with

providing a quality product at a reasonable price, while safeguarding the air we breath. In the past we
have used these Hearings to voice our concern, and sometimes our opposition, fo proposed changes to
California Regulations.

' : : B
Today, however, we are pleased to inform you that, through a cooperative effort between CARB Staff
and our industry, America’s automobile manufacturers support the majority of changes proposed. We

" believe these changes wiil help in the implementation of the LEV Program, thereby leading to further

improvements in California’s air quality while balancing costs, However, we are even more pleased by
the process which led to our endorsement of these changes. -

Last year CARB Staff proposed changes to the State Implementation Plan which, in our opinion,

phased in modifications to medium duty vehicle (MDV) standards in 2 manner that presented maj or cost
and feasibility issues. We testified to this effect at the corresponding Board Hearing. However, we
agreed that more could be done to improve MDV emissions relative to current levels and further
committed to work with CARB Staff to develop a better alternative. '

The road to today’s Hearing wasn’t paved with complete and immediate agreement. It was, however,
paved with determination and excellent dialog between industry and CARB Staff. Throughout the
process, CARB-Staff and Industry worked closely to find solutions to very complex problems, which
balance technological feasibility and cost. As a result, far in advance of today’s Hearing, consensus
between Industry and CARB was reached on most issues, including the California assembly line and
new vehicle compliance test procedures. '
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For the record, we would like to note our remaining issues with this rulemaking;

» Regarding reactivity adjustment factors (RAFs), AAMA is concerned about the Staff Report’s
inference that it may be appropriate in the firture to increase RAFs if the actual emission control
systems do not reduce reactivity to the extent forecast by the Staff. Such a RAF change would
improperly increase the stringency of the LEV standards, potentially requiring unique vehicle

~ hardware, requiring 2 careful re-evaluation of lead-time, feasibility, and cost-effectiveness.

¢ We would also pomt out that one ﬁ.lel which may be employed in the near future in California (i.e.,
'E85) is missing from the RAF Table, because the staff lacked sufficient data. AAMA has now
provided the Staff with data to fill this void. This Auto/Oil data suggests an E85 RAF of 0.69. We
ask the Board to add this ﬁ:el to the RAF Table

¢  We still do not endorse CARB’s method of estimating the cost of compliance,

In stark contrast to the systematic and cooperé.tive dialog which led to reasonable resolution of most of

the issues involved in today’s rulemaking, CARB Staff, in proposing the Smog Index Rule, did so
without workshops and without adequate discussion." AAMA still objects to implementing a smog
index label that applies to new vehicles only, rather than to all vehicles as was intended by Senate -

- Bill 2050, Further, we strongly object to the late change proposed by Staff today, which would Temove .
- the statutory triggers, particulatly the one requiring two districts to allocate funds to conduct pilot

programs utilizing the smog indices in a market based incentive program. A labeling program alone, for

. only the newest and cleanest vehicles, without any assurance that it will lead to the piloting of tangible

market based programs, is vastly different and less beneficial than the program outlined in Senate Bill
2050. Finally, AAMA disagrees with the assertion that the Board can rely on general authonty in this
area when Senate Bill 2050 specifically conditions that authority.

We have discussed these issues with the Staff, and we believe the Staff understands our positions. Staff
and AAMA. have agreed to continue dialog on these issues.

Although we were not able to resolve every issue to the satisfaction of ARB and Industry, we believe

- the systematic and cooperative process used for most of today’s issues best serves the citizens of

California, your constituents and our customers, and we are pleased to have been a part of it. We hope
that this rulemaking process serves as a model for the future.



Recommended Reactivity _Ad'mstment Factors for E85 Vehicles:

‘ Light Duty Trucks Medium Duty Vehicleﬁ
Fuel TLEV LEY - ULEV LEV ULEV
E8S 0.69 - 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69

Based on déta provided in Technical Bulletin No. 16, “Exhaust Emissions of E85 Ethanol Fuel and

Gasoline in Flexible/Variable Fuel Vehicles,” July 1995; Auto/Oil Air Quality Improvement Research -

Program.




CARB Hearing on LEV Progfam Revisions
September 28, 1995

'Michael R. Berube, Chrysl'er Cofporation

Good morning, | am Michael Berube with C_hrys[er Corporation’s Environmental and
Energy Planning Department. Chrysler is a member of the American Automobile
Manufacturer's Association (AAMA) and fully endorses 'their comments at this Hearing.

Today, the Board is considering significant changes to the LEV Program, with its many
components. Chrysler has previously testified before this Board that the LEV Program
and its standards pose a major technological challenge of controlling vehicle emissions
while maintaining acceptable vehicle performance and cost. ‘We are in the infancy of

implementing the LEV Program and Chrysler must emphasize that we still view the LEV.

Program as a major technology and cost challenge. Our engineers are pushing the
frontier on new technologies and calibrations, ‘with which we simply do not have much
experience. Having said this, Chrysler does recognize California’s unique air quality
situation and we are committing major engineering resources to achieve the goals of
the LEV Program. We are encouraged with our progress to date, although | should
note we have not certified to LEV standards on production gasoline vehicles yet and
ULEVs pose even greater cost and technology challenges. Ultimately, we will only
know our success once significant numbers of vehicles are on the road with 50,000 -
100,000 miles and in-use tailpipe emissions, enhanced evaporative systems and on-
board diagnostics have been proved-out.

| mention aII of this, not because | am objecting to changes that the Board is
considering today. But, quite to the opposite, because Chrysler strongly supports the
process that was used to arrive at today’s proposed changes. That process has been
one of open dialog between CARB staff and industry. Through that dialeg, we certainly
have not agreed on all issues, but Chrysler has been encouraged by the attempt to
achieve emissions control at minimum cost and customer impact. Because the LEV
Program is pressing us to the limit of technology and engineering resources, this
cooperative process is absolutely imperative for success. Chrysler looks forward to
ongeing dialog with staff on the LEV Program as we all gain more experience.

In particular, | would like to single out an issue that Chrysler thinks does need
significantly more discussion and study between staff and industry, that is reactivity
adjustment factors (RAFs). Chrysler does not support the Staff Report’s statement that
future RAFs should be increased to a value greater than 1.0 if early LEVs can not
achieve the staff’'s projection of best case specific reactivity. Such a change would be
equivalent to increasing the stringency of all LEV standards and wou]d likely require
new vehicle hardware.

Tobe clear, Chrysler supports the intent of RAFS to link the vehicle fuel to-emission
standards, such as the new CNG and LPG RAFs being proposed today. What we are



e ob]ectmg tois expandmg the use of RAFs to push new vehicle hardware. Pushing the

frontier means trying new approaches and accepting new risks, as Chrysler is doing

' f\ - with the LEV Program — piling-on more risks by changing RAFs may have the effect of

= stalling new technologies since there is a limit to the risks that can be taken by a.

manufacturer. It is our position that any increase in the stringency of the LEV Program
requires significant study of lead time, techmcal feasibility, and cost-effectiveness. In
addition, we feel that such an-increase in stringency would be premature until
experience is gained with-the current LEV Program and with RAFs.

~ In conclusion, Chrys!er hopes that the cooperatlvé process marked by this rulemaking
process can continue with future mobile emission regulations. Thank you for the
‘opportumty to present Chryslers position at today’s Hearing.. '
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‘General Motors Statement at the Cahforma Air Resources Board Hearing
to C0n51der Amendments to the Low EmISSIOIl Vehlcle Program
' ' September 28, 1995 ' '

Good morning. -My name is Al Weverstad and I am Manager of Vehicle Emissions at
General Motors Environmental & Energy. General Motors has the following comments
on the package of regulatory'changes to the LEV Program being considered by the Board

today. At the outset, we support the comments of the American Automobile

Manufacturers Association and the Engine Manufacturers Association, and incorporate
them by reference.

The regulatory changes being considered today cover a.broad range of areas, as evidenced
by the presentation of your Staff. Yet, my comments will be brief. This is because GM,
through its trade associatioris, has worked together with the Staff throughout this

rulemaking process. ‘This work actually began after the SIP hearing last November, when

we started developing an alternative to the SIP’s medium-duty truck measure. This
alternative; which is being proposed by your Staff today, will provide equivalent
emission benefits to the November SIP measure, but at a much lower cost. Thus, we urge

‘the Board to adopt the Staff proposal in lieu of the November SIP measure.

The brevity of my comments do not reflect on the importance of the regulations being

considered today. These regulations, which affect the non-mandate portions of the LEV -
Program, will cover most of cur future production, and will provide the overwhelming
portion of the emission reductions projected in the SIP. Clearly, a smooth
implementation of this portion of the LEV Program is critical. That is why a regulatory

~ structure that facilitates a smooth implementation, such as interim in-use standards, is so

important. And we support the improvements to the interim in-use standards being
proposed by the Staff.

Another area that is very important to the LEV Program is reactivity adjustment factors,

" or RAFs. Because emissions are determined by multiplying the NMOG mass by the

RAF, the RAT is part of the standard. Thus, GM commends the Staff for proposing
RAFs for almost all of the different fuel/vehicle categories through the 2000 model year,
and we support AAMA’s proposed ethanol RAF of 0.69. This will provide us with the

- certainty we need in developing systems to meet the future LEV Program standards

during this timeframe.

However, GM is troubled with séveral statements in the Staff Report that infer that RAFs
may be used in the future to increase the stringency of the LEV Program. This
undermines the certainty manufacturers need. Moreover, any changes that impact the
stringency of the LEV Program must go through a full rulemaking process to provide the'
proper consideration of the feasibility, cost and benefits of such changes. Thus, GM
recommends that the RAFs proposed by the Staff through the 2000 model year be

- .I
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Coahtlon for Clean Air Testimony on Proposed Amendments to
Low-Emission Vehicle Regulations
before the California Air Resources Board
September 28, 1995

' Let me begin by saying that t_ﬁe Coalition for Clean Air is very pleased to be

addressing the Air Resources Board and your i‘ecently confirmed Chairman. The
Coalition testified in support of Mr. Dunlap’s nomination and we’'d like to extend

our congratulations on your confirmation.

Members of the Air Resources Board, the Coalition for Clean Air appreciates the

opportunity to testify on the proposed amendments to California’s Low-Emission
Vehicle Regulatlons Our comments today relate to the Medium-Duty Vehlcle
Revised SIP Proposal The Coalition for Clean Air does NOT support the proposed

changes to the Medium Duty Vehlc}e Regulations.

The California Air Resources Board is internationally regarded as a preeminent léader_ '
in developing and implementing the kind of technology-forcing progréms essential
to restoring clean air to California and critical to meeting the health-based air quality

standards required by federal law.



The pr0pc'ﬁsed changes before you today are not in kéepiﬁg with- CARB’s record of

. implementing technology-forcing programs necessary to clean California’s air. The
_ Coalition for Clean Air believes that the proposed changes are as bad for California’s

~ economy as they are for our environment and they would, in fact, take California in

the WIong directibn._ If California really wants to be the home of new industries, .
advanced technology and long-term job opportunities then these pfoposed changes
should be rejected.

There are three major p'roblems with the proposed changes:

First, CARB staff identifies a shortfall in NOx emissions reductions in excess of

~ EIGHT tons per day relative to the reductions included in the State Implementation

Plan. While a shortfall has been identified, the proposed changes before you.contain

no indication of how California will recoup this loss of emissions reductions.

Unfortunately, the infamous “black box” is growing. just when it shpuld be

shrinking.

Our second - and perhaps greater concern -- relates to the proposed relaxation of -

the pafrticula’tE'matter standard for medium duty engines. This change would double

the particulate matter standard. In light of several recent health studies that show
particulate matter to be deadly, the Coalition for Clean Air finds it unconscionable
that California would even consider relaxing the particulate standard in any air

quality regulation.

hS]



‘While I arn sure that you are aware of these health studies, I want to mention a few:

Dr. David Abbey and Dr. _Paul Mills of Loma Linda Universify conducted a 10 year
: ‘ l S
study which found that women living in areas of high total suspended particulates

experienced a 37% increased risk of cancer.

In March of thié year, Harvérd’s School of Public Health,‘ the American Cancer’
Society, Harvard Medical School and Brigham Young Univefsity released the fesults
of the 1a.rgest stu.dy ever conduc%ed on the heaith effects of particulaté matter. The
study found that F;eople living in the _naticgn’s_most polluted cities are up to 17

percent more likely to die prematurely than those in cities with the cleanest air.

Earlier this year, CalEPA released the results of its study which looked at the effects
of particulate pollution in Riverside and San Bernadino Counties. The-study found
that microscopic particles of air pollution cause an estimated 275 premature deaths

from heart_ and Iung "ailments each year.

- The growing number of health studies which condemn particulate air pé]lution make

it clear that if the Air Resources Board is to make any change to the particulate

" emission standard that change should be to strengthen it rather than weaken it.

Our third major concern relates to what éppears to be a change in the philosophy
behind California’s air quality regulations. The Coalition believes that the Air
Res.ourc_:es Board must maintain its reputation and continue to implement the kind of

technology-forcing regulations necessary to restore clean air to California. The



Coalition supports incentives for industry to use cleaner alternative fuels as called for
in California’s SIP which was submitted t the USEPA last November.
Unfortunately, the delays.incorporated in the p.ropos'ed changes before you today,

coupled _with a relaxation of the standards for Carbbn monoxide and particulates, are

designed to accommodate the prolonged use of gasoline and diesel.

~ While we are aware that the proposed changes suggest adding a Super Low .

Eﬁnission (SLEV) category for medium duty vehicies, it is unlikeiy that auto and
engihe manufacturers will pursue this level if a Weakenéd reguiat_ioﬁ‘éllov&s Athem. to
achieve rﬁedium—duty ultra-low emission lelvels.with gasoline or diesel. The

proposed changes are effectively "ca-king. away the carrot which hés driven techhology _

advancement for the first half of this decade.

In closing, the Coalition for Clean Air strongly urges' that you reject the proposed
changes to the Medium Duty Vehicle SIP Pfopoéal. Ata minirhum, the Air
Resources Board should delay action on this jtem until staff has identified specific

replacement measures to address the shortfall in NOx emissions reductions. Because

mobile sources now account for a majority of California’s air pollution emissions, it
is essential that these repl:icement measures be applied to mobile rather than

- stationary sources. Given the serious health implications of California’s air quality

problems, California cannot afford to delay or relax our air quality regﬁlations.

Thank you.
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Good mormm_ I\/Ir Chanman and membels of the Board. My name is Paul

Wuebben I am the Ciean Fuels Off' cer at the South Coast Air Quahtv B

Management District. -The_District appreplates this opportumty to present

comments on this important rulemaking today.

There are three areas upon which the sttoct would hke to comment
0 Proposed Reactmtv Adjustment Factors (RAF’ s)
0 Proposed Chan ges to the Medmm Dutv Vehlcle Standards
" and |
| o Propo'sed Changes to the Methanol Luminosity .Require_ment.

In general, your staff is to be complimented for its usual rigorous technical

N

analysis underlying its recommendations under consideration today.

With regard to the proposed changes to the RAF’s for altemative fuel -
vehicles, the District believes these ehaﬁges are reasonable and appropriate.
'I'h"eirradoption wiil provide further certaiﬁty to auto manufactorers that-
choose to produce more models of_ Low Emission Veilioles (LEV) a_hd Ultra
Low Emission Vehicles (JLEV) which operate on clean alternative fuels.

Specifically, the District strongly supports the adoption of the proposed

PW051:9-27-93
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RAF’s for the fol 1owimz:. namral gas Transitional Low Emission Vehicles

' (TLEV) LEV’s and ULEV st hqmd petroleum gas (LPG) LEV’s and
' ULEV s; and methanol LEV 5 and ULEV S. We agree WIth members of the
American Automob11e M anufacturers Association that thése RAF s will help

_ prowde a more level plaving field for them when demdmg, how to meet the1r

ﬂeet average emission standard for model years through the year 2003 We

believe the extensmn to the year 2003 as ongmallv proposed by AAMA isa

_constructlve step in helpms_ foster reg,ulatory, as weil as fuel ﬂex1b111ty

It is also helpful that the qtaff has identlf ed the possibility that the baselme
spec1ﬁc reactmty used to specify the ozone per gram potentlal of velncles
operating on Phase II gasoline may'be higher than currently assumed. Given
the importance of abhieving the basé]ine specific reactivity assamed' in the
ARB’s LEV proéram. it would"be wise to obtain more data on in-use vehicles
as new technology vehicles are introduced.. The Board fnay also want to
coosidef providing auto lnjanufacturers limited flexibility in subétituting their

own baseline reactivity factors for thoroughly tested engine families if such

testing shows a significant difference compared to the assumed generic factor. -

As noted in the staff report, six of the eight light duty-vehicles which were

PW051:9-27-95
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tested for their baseline reactivity (shown in table [11-9 of the ARB staff

report) have ozone per gram values above the assumed generic baseline level

of 3.13 grams ozone per gram of exhaust.

The District would also like to comment on portions of the prop'osed‘ Medium |

Duty Vehicle emission standards. As you .kn'ow, a natural gas vehicle has
already been certified as Medium Duty ULEV by Chrysler and other

manufacturers may follow suit 1f the current standards are not 51g1nﬁcantly _

- relaxed. The more lement In-use NO standard for Medium Duty vehlcles

should therefore not be extended beyond the staff recommended trme frame

of three additional years.

The proposed standards also allow a doubling of the allowed particulate

 emissions from ULEV’s. There is no termination date for this relaxation, and

‘the District would recommend that the 0.05 grams per mile standard be

reimposed for at least model years beyond the year 2002. As you know, a
recent study sponsored by the CAL- EPA has ngorously documented serious
health effects associated with partlculate air pollution. This study found that

275 deaths per year can be associated with pamculate exposure i just two

PW051:9-27-95



frona counties ﬁl the South Coast District - namely, San Bemardmo and Rlver31de.

By pennanently relaxing the ULEV pamculate standard the Board may be
foregoing a major oppor 'dmm to improve pubhc health mn the darly twenty-
first centﬁry' There are impréssive advanceménté underway on altematlve
fuel engme technologies which can easﬂv comply w1th-a 0.02 particulate
standard The Dlstrxct‘thu efore mg,gests that the Board request the s%aff to
revisit this issue over the next twelve months and that StI‘lCtCI‘ partlculate

standard be COxlsidered at that time.

The last issue I would like to briefly touch on is the staff proposal to eliminate

the methanol flame ]uminosity requirement. The District strongly supports
this recommendatlon as a means of removmg an unnecessary barrier to the

utlhzatlon of methanol in buses and other M-100 applications such as ﬁlel

cells.

- Thank you for the opportunity to present these comments. I would be happy

to answer any questions the Board may have.

PW:fp
9-28-95
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WSPA Testimony at CARB Board Hearing

" September 28, 1995

Good morning. My name is Kent Hoekman. 1 work for Chevron Reseaicii and
Technology Company, and am here today representing the Western States
Petroleum Association (WSPA), | |

WSPA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the California Air Resources
Board’s (CARB) “Proposed Amendments to Low-Emission Vehicle Regulations™
dated August 11, 1995, and on the supporting Air Modeling Report dated June 22,
1995. . o - | |

© WSPA has long maintained that CARB’s approach for calculatiﬁg-and app_lying
' reactivity adjustment factors (RAF s) is flawed, and could have a detrimental effect

on air quality. ‘The principal flaw is in the notion that a single reactivity scale can be

‘applied uniformly under all urban atmospheric conditions.

Tt is true that different NMOG species contribute to urban ozone formation to
different extents. In this sense, it can be said that NMOG species differ in their
reactivities. However, applying a single, fixed reactivity scale -~ such as the MIR
scale -- neglects important influences of atmospheric conditions in determining the
actual reactivity of a particular species in a real urban situation. Stated simply, the
reactivity of any NMOG species is not a constant, but is a complex variable which

depends upon many other factors.

The use of a single reactivity scale can produce RAFs which exacerbate urban

ozone under certain atmospheric conditions. This possibility was demonstrated by
CARB’s air modeling work conducted in support of the proposed RAFs for CNG-
and LPG-fueled low-emission vehicles (LEVs). In this work, exhaust emissions
from the alternative-fuel vehicles were adjusted upward, in accordance with the
proposed RAFs, and the resulting ozone impacts were assessed. If these RAFs
were correct, the increased emissions from the alternative-fuel vehicles should lead
to the same ozone impacts as lower emissions from the conventional—ﬁlel vehicles.
An expression used to compare these ozone impacts is the so-called “null test
result,” which is shown in Figure 1.



'As can be seen from this expression, if the RAF-adjusted alternative-fuel case and
the conventional gasoline case produced equivalent ozone impacts, the null test
result would be 1.00. Null test results greater than 1.00 indicate the alternative-fuel

- vehicles lead to more ozone than the conventional vehucle case, while results less

than 1.00 indicate less ozone from the alternative-fuel vehicles.

Various ozone metrics can be used when computing null test results. Since both
federal and California ozone standards are based on peak ozone, WSPA maintains
that the most appropriate metric is basin-wide peak ozone. The CARB Technical
Support Document for Reactivity Regulations (dated September 27, 1991) also

states that a peak ozone metric must be considered when assessing air modeling
results. | | - ‘

Figure 2 depicts the peak ozone null test results from fnodeh'ng of CNG-, LPG-, and

RFG-vehicle cases. These results are taken directly from the CARB Air Modeling
Report of June 22, 1995. This figure clearly illustrates that application of the
proposed RAFs for both CNG- and LPG-fueled LEVs would be expected to .

- increase peak ozone in the South Coast Air Basin when compared with either RFG-
or conventional gasoline-LEVs. To achieve equivalent ozone impacts, these

modeling results indicate that both CNG and LPG RATFs need to be adjusted
upward.

In summary, WSPA believes that CARB’s application of reactivity concepts is
flawed, and can lead to worsening of air quality in some cases. The modeling work
in support of the LEV RAFs strongly suggests that peak ozone will increase if the
proposed RAFs for CNG- and LPG-fueled LEVs are implemented, thereby making
attainment of the federal and state ozone standards more difficult. To avoid this
problem, WSPA urges CARB to increase the proposed RAFs for these alternative-
fuel vehicles, and then repeat the air modeling work to determine if further
adjustments are necessary.
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Dear Boa:d Members

These commcnts are submitted by the Western States Petroleum Assocmimn (WSPA), a trade
association of companies whose members conduer much  of the producing,  refining,

~= " transportation, and marketing of petroleum and petroleum products in the western United States.

= "WSPA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the California Air Resources Board's (CARB)
“Proposed Amendments to Low-Emission Vehicle Regulations™, dated August 11, 1995, and on
the supporting report entitied "Establishment of Corrections to Reactivity Adjustment Factors for
‘Low-Emission Vehicles Operating on Compressed Natural Gas and Liquefied Petroleum Gas,”
dated June 22, 1995, herein referred to as the "An- Modeling Report™:

WSPA has long maintaived that CARB's approach for calculating reactivity adjustment factors =
" (RAFs), as set forth in their LEV regulation, is fundamentally flawed and could be detrimental

to air quality. The flaw is not only in the choice of a particniar reactivity scale, but also in the

nononthatthcrecanbepmmactivitysca}cthaiwouldbea.pplmablstoallurbanaunosphem

conditions. It is scientifically possible to calculate a reactivity scale for a given set of

environmental conditions; however, different emvirommental situations” will yield different

reactivity scales.. Thus, the choice of a single scale could be detrimental to air quality compared

to requiring the same mass emissions from alt vehicles. The fact that, in some cases, applying

reacnwtyadjusunenmcanleadtoaworsenmgofﬂnmrpo]h:tmnproblm3enden1mthe

present rulemaking. ‘

The Air Modeling Report clearly shows that if CARB's proposed reactivity adjustment factors
are implemented for CNG- and LPG-fucled low-emission vehicles, peak ozone Jevels iny the
South Coast Air Basin would he expected to increase in comparison to the case with either
conventiopal gasoline or reformulated gasoline. The following table surnmarizes the results of

505 N. Brand Bivd.. Svite 1400 & Glendaie, California 91203 » (818) 543-5327
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“Board Members
September 22, 1995
Page 2

(w'»

the air rnodelmg analysis of the re!anve impact on the ozone peak of applying the CNG, LPG, .

and RFG RAFS
Meteorology . : .| Emissions : Null Test

| | o Tventory CNG LPG RFG X
Tune 24-25, 1987 1987 1.16 1.31 .02 o ST
June 24-25, 1987 2010 . 112 1.28 1.02 CES
Aug. 2729, 1987 1987 1.15 1.33 1.02 o7
Aug. 27-29, 1687 - 2010 1.12 . 1.26 1.02 S
Aug. 30-Sep. 1, 1982 1987 1.00 1.05 .93 fet-Y
Aug. 30-Sep. 1, 1982 2010 1.04 1.15 1.00 I o

The nuall test result shown is the ratio of the change in peak ozone concentration predicted from
- modeling in which reactivity adjusted emissions from an alierpative fuel vehicle is used compared
- 10 the change in peak 0zone predicted for conventional gasoline. If the RAF for a particular fuel
were correct in providing equivalent peak ozone impact, the oull test result would be 1.0. A muil
test result that is greater than 1.0 indicates that the RAF is too small, thereby allowing an
excessive increase in emissions and thereby exacerbating the ozone problem. A mull test result
_ that is less than 1.0 indicates that the RAF is conservanveandnsusewouldnctlcadtoan
increase in peak ozone.

The increase in the predicted light-duty vehicle contribution to peak ozone averages 10% for
CNG 8pd 23% for LPG over the three episodes modeled. In this rulemaking, CARB proposes
no correction to the CNG RAF and 2 10% upward adjustmcm to the LPG RAF. Clearly, these
adjustments will pot be sufficient to eliminate this projected increase in peak ozone.

"CARB relies on model results for geographic ozone extent and population azope exposure 10
determine RAF correction factors and ignores results for pcak ozone. However, both federal
and California ozone standards are based on peak ozone: Comsequently, adoption of the
currently proposed RAFs for CNG and LPG will make it more dxfﬁculttomeetthefederai and

~ state ozone standards for the reasons noted above.

We further note that‘lgnonng RAF impacts on peak ozone is inconsistent with guidance provided
earlier by CARB health experts. The initial-technical~support’ document™for- the ‘r&cﬁvity
regulations,-dated Septeraber 27, 1991, states that CARB health experts had evaluated the iSsue
of ozone metrics {measores) for use in reactivity regulations and had concluded that "reactivity
regulationis will be derived based on ozone peaks™ because the federal and state standards were
ive of cumulative exposures (pages V-1-and V-2):The cormrent rulemaking ignores this™

”

advica.
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In summary, WSPA. contimses to strongly contend that CARB's method of calculating RAFs
leads, in an itnknown number of cases, to increases in peak ozone. Under these circumstances,
WSPA tannot endorse the application of CARB's reactivity concept. To the extent CARB seams
determined to go forward with this approach, however, WSPA believes that, In order to avoid
increases in peak ozone, larger adjustment factors need to be applied to the proposed RAFs.
WSPA recommends that CARB increase the proposed RAFs for CNG and LPG vehicles and then
repeat the air modeling analysis to determine if further adjustments are needed.

~ Sineerely,

N cc:  Peter Venmrini, Chief of Stationary Source Division, ARB
i K. D. Drachand, Chief of Mobile Source Division, ARB
John Holmes, Chief of Research Division, ARB -
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COMMENTS ON PROPOSED
CHANGES TO THE LOW EMISSION
YEHICLE REGULATION

- Dear Board Members:

76 Products Company, an operating group of Union Oil Company of California
(dba Unocal) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the California Air Resources
Board’s (CARB) proposed amendments to the certification requirements and procedures
for low-emission passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty wvehicles.

Specifically, our comments will address the issues contained in the CARB staff report

entitled Proposed Amendments to Low-Emission Vehicle Regulations, dated August 11,
1995 and the supporting report entitled Establishment of Corrections to Reactivity’

Adjustment Factors for Low-Emission Vehicles Operating on_Compressed Natural Gas
and Liquefied Petroleum Gas, dated June 22, 1995, herein referred to as the “Air

Modeling Report.” ‘ v

- Proposed Amendments to Reactivity Adjustment Factors (RAFs)

Unocal, along with the Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA), has long
- maintained that CARB’s approach for calculating reactivity adjustment factors (RAFs), as
set forth in its LEV regulation, is fundamentally flawed and could be detrimental to air
quality. The flaw is not only in the choice of a particular reactivity scale, but also in the
notion that there can be one reactivity scale that would be applicable to all urban
atmospheric conditions. It is scientifically possible to calculate a reactivity scale for a
given set of environmental conditions; however, different environmental situations will
yield different reactivity scales. The concept of averaging scales across different
conditions to derive a single reactivity scale that would be applicable to all situations is
fundamentally wrong. Thus, the choice of a single scale could be detrimental to air quality
compared to requiring the same mass emissions from all vehicles. The fact that, in some
cases, applying reactivity adjustments.can lead to a worsemng of the air pollution problem

is evident in the present rulemaking,
1201 West 5th Street
et Los Angeles, Califarnia 90017
T~ . PH (213) 877-5874
FAX (2131 977-58B35 .
A Unocal Company



The Air Modeling Report clearly shows that if CARB’s proposed RAFs are implemented

for CNG- and LPG-fueled low-emission vehicles, peak ozone levels in the South Coast

Air Basin would be expected to increase in comparison to the case with either
conventional or reformulated gasoline. The following table summarizes the results of the
air modeling analysis of the relative 1mpact on the ozone peak of applying the CNG, LPG
and RFG RAFs.

Meteorology Emissions ‘Null Test - Null Test Null Test
Inventory CNG LPG ~ RFG

June 24-25, 1987 1987 1.16 1.31 1.02
June 24-25, 1987 2010 1.12 . 1.28 ' 1.02
Aug, 27-29, 1987 1987 1.15 1.33 1.02
Aug, 27029, 1987 2010 1.12 1.26 1.02
Aug. 30-Spt. 1, 1982 1987 1.00 1.05 0.98
Aug, 30-Sep. 1,1982 | -~ 2010 1.04 1.15 1.00

The null test result shown is the ratio of the change in peak ozone concentration predicted
from modeling in which reactivity adjusted emissions from an alternative fuel vehicle is

- used compared to the change in peak ozone predicted for conventional gasoline.. If the

RAF for a particular fuel was correct in providing equivalent ozone impact, the null test
result would be 1.0. A null test result greater than 1.0 indicates that the RAF is too small,
thereby allowing an excessive increase in emissions and exacerbating the ozone problem.
A null test result less than 1.0 indicates that the RAF is conservative and its use would not
lead to an increase in peak ozone.

The increase in the predicted light-duty vehicle contribution to peak ozone averages 10%
for CNG and 23% for LPG over the three episodes modeled. In this rulemaking, CARB
proposes no correction to the CNG RAF and a 10% upward adjustment to the LPG RAF,
Clearly, these adjustments will not be sufficient to eliminate this projected increase in peak
ozone.

CARB relies on model results for geographic ozone extent and populatlon 0ZOne eXposure
to determine RAF correction factors, and ignores results for peak ozone. However, both
federal and California ozone standards are based on peak ozone. Consequently, adoption
of the currently proposed RAFs for CNG and LPG will make it more difficult to meet the
federal and state ozone standards for the reasons noted above. ‘

We further note that ignoring RAF impacts on peak ozone is inconsistent with guidance
provided earlier by CARB health experts. The initial technical support document for the
reactivity regulations (dated September 27, 1991) states that CARB health experts had
evaluated the issue of ozone metrics (measures) for use in reactivity regulations and had
concluded that “reactivity regulations will be derived base on ozone peaks” because the
federal and state standards were protective of cumulative exposures (pages V-1 and V-2).
The current rulemaking ignores this advice.
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We strongly contend that CARB’s method of calculating RAFs leads, in an unknown
number of cases, to increases in peak ozone. Under these circumstances, we cannot
endorse CARB’ reactivity concept. To the extent CARB seems determined to go forward

‘with this approach, however, we believe that, in order to avoid increases in peak ozone,

larger adjustment factors need to be applied to the existing and proposed RAFs. We
recommend that CARB increase the proposed RAFs for CNG and LPG vehicles, and then
repeat the air modeling analysis to determine if further adjustments are needed.

Médium-Du‘gy Vehicle Revised SIP Proposal

We support CARB’s proposed changes to the mobile source control measures for
medium-duty vehicles contained in the California State Implementation Plan (SIP). The
proposed changes, which requxre various amendments to the Low Emission Vehlcle
Regulation, include:

e reducing the 50,000 mile and 120,000 mile LEV NOx standards to ULEV levels
- beginning in 1998 (thereby eliminating the need for 100% ULEVs in 2002), '

o increasing the 120,000 mile ULEV NOx standard;

e increasing the ULEV CO and PM10 standards to LEV levels;

extending the intermediate in-use standards for LEVs and ULEVs; and

establishing the new “Super Low Emission Vehicle” or “SLEV™ category.

These changes will provide vehicle manufacturers greater flexibility in complying with the
stringent emission certification requirements contained in the Low-Emission Vehicle
Regulation. This improved flexibility will allow manufactures to choose among a number
of vehicle technologies to meet the emission requirements, rather than restrict them to a
few technologies which are likely still in the prototype stages of development. By offering
greater compliance flexibility, the proposed changes will increase the likelihood that the
Low-Emission Vehicle Regulation will achieve the projected emission reductions cost
effectively and without the need for expensive conversions to lesser-performing vehicles.

In addition, we believe that the concepts illustrated in this proposal can be easily applied to
the light-duty vehicle category to increase the flexibility in- achieving the emission
reductions attributable to the zero-emission vehicle (ZEV) program. For example, by
slightly reducing the ULEV NOx standards for light duty vehicles, the exhaust
hydrocarbon and NOx emissions benefits of the ZEV program can be achieved by a purely
performance-based LEV program. The end-result would be a cost-effective and
practicable market-based system, rather than the current mandate-based system. This
same concept can also be applied to carbon monoxide (CO) and evaporative

hydrocarbons. The current LEV/ZEV program can therefore be redesigned to deliver the



program’s emission reduction goals without the need for mandated technologies. We urge
CARB to apply the concepts illustrated in this proposal to the light-duty vehicle category
and explore the potential emission reduction benefits of all avaxlable options.

Prooosed Amendments to the Fuel Specifications for MlOO Fuel Methanol

We do not support CARB’s proposal to remove the requirement for a luminosity additive -
in the specification for M100 fuel methanol. Although we agree with staff’s conclusion,
based on the study conducted by the U.S. EPA, that the risk of an M100 fire is low, the
risk has not been eliminated, and will increase with the growing acceptance of M100
fueled vehicles. In addition, the serious consequences of an M100 fire have not
diminished. The fact is, if M100 does catch fire, the flame will be virtually invisible, and -
could lead to serious injury to unsuspecting accident victims and firefighters,

Staff also asserts that the risk of a M100 fire is further mitigated by the fact that M100
vehicles are fleet vehicles which are fueled at a central location by trained personnel. In
the staff report, staff states that “the risk would be very low that an untrained person
would come in contact with an M100 fuel spill or fire.” We disagree with this logic. First,
the fact that trained personnel are used to refuel M100 vehicles will not reduce the
exposure of unsuspecting accident victims and firefighters if an M100 fire were to occur as
a result of M100 vehicle accident on a public highway. Second, as M100 vehicles grow in
acceptance and the fuel becomes more widely available, it is likely that their use will grow
beyond fleet applications, thereby increasing the exposure to M100 fires by the untrained
or unsuspecting public. '

We do not agree that the reduced risk of M 100 fires should be used as basis to remove the
luminosity requirement for M100 fuel methanol. We recommend that the luminosity
additive requirement for M100 fuel methanol remain intact and that the requirement for
fire suppression systems be used as a substitute until a suitable Iummosﬁy additive is
identified.

We appreciate the opportﬁnity to comment on the proposed amendments to the Low-
Emission Vehicle Regulations. If you have any questions or require further information,
please contact Melissa Sherlock at (213) 977-5974,

Sincerely,

G A emde Sl

- Dennis.W. Lamb
General Manager
Fuels Planning and Technology
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ORAL STATEMENT OF THE |
ENGINE MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

Good morning. My name is Glenn Keller, Executive Director of the Engine

Manufacturers Association ("EMA"). EMA is the national association representing world-

wide manufacturers of engines for all applications other than passenger cars and aircraft.

(MDV's), both compression ignition and spark-ignited, which under CARB’s regulations
include those vehicles having a‘ gi'oss vehicle weight rating (GVWR) greater than 6,000

pounds. Accordingly, EMA has a vested interest in the regulations at issue,

 EMA’s members produce, among other things, the engines used in medium-duty vehicles
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In general, EMA is very apprecuatwe of the several opportunities that CARB

Staff has provided EMA to comment on the development of the pending amendments

to both the MDV and the heavy-duty rules. This cooperative process among regulators B

and the affected industry has resulted in stringent, yet generally workable, requirements
in California. This in turn will yield significant additional air quality lmprovements while

at the same time preserving a fuII array of effi clent and durable mid-range power sources

“in Califernla.
i | EMA sincerely Hopes that this type of cooperative effort continues. And
there is good reasdn to assume that it wi.ll. This is evfdenced by the compfehensive _
.Statement of Prineiples (SOP) recenily entefed into among U.S. EPA, CARB and the

engine industry regarding future emission regulations for heavy-duty othighway '

vehicles. Pursuant to this SOP, regulators and the engine manufacturing industry will

be working together in a concerted attempt to reduce aggregate oxides of nitrogen (NO,)

and non-methane hydrocerbon (NMHC) emissions from heavy-duty vehicles to either a
combined standard of 2.4 g/bhp-hr or a combined standard of 2.5 g/bhp-hr with a NMHC

cap of 0.5 g/bhp-hr. Both of these standards are to be implemented by the yeaf. 2004,

. This SOP constitutes a true milestone in the attainment of cleaner air through reasoned

regulatory efforts. It will increase certainty and stability for the heavy-duty engine
industry which is vital for manufacturers’ strategic business planning. And it will also
ensure cleaner air in a manner which is both realistic for indusfry and responsive to

genuine environmental concemns.



The amendments being considered today are yet another component of the

collaborative efforts of government and industry to bring about .c!eaner air. More

specifically, EMA applauds CARB's commitment to harmonize its emission requirements -

with the anticipated federal requirements under the SOP for heavy-duty. engines and
vehicles beginning with the 2004 model year. A'majolr co;l1p0nent of the pARB MDV
category (vehicles with a GVWR of 8,500 to 14,000 pounds) is also subject to EPA’s
requirements for heavy-duty vehicles. o | |

.-'Under the pénding CARB Staff proposal,'-the revised emission standard
applicable to engine dynamometer-cettiﬁed MDV's in the 2004 model vear will be a
combined. NOX and NMHC standard of 2.4 g/bhp-hr or 2.5 g/bhp-hr with a NMHC cap of
0.5 g/bhp-hr, in lieu of the originally proposed 2.0 g NO, and 0.5 g NMHC standard.

This dombined standard both increases the feasibility of attaining these goals and

continues the movement toward harmonization with the federal requirements anticipated

pursuant to the SOP. These two factors will likely resuit in lower MDV purchase costs

to California consumers while still serving to progress California’s commitment to cleaner
air-.

- In addition, Staff's proposal to adopt standérds aligned with the announced
federal standards in 2004 will greatly enhance industry’s prospects for responding to the
technological and environmentai challenges of the next century. Staff's decision in favor
of harmonized requirements also will go a long way toward assuring a joint and

cooperative response by industry and government to future challenges as they arise.
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Accordingly, EMA urges the _Boafd to adopt these critical and positive revisions to the
MDV and heavyjduty' otto-cycle Rules. | |

Of course, bringing about the full harmonization of the CARB and EPA
regulatc_)ry programs will require more than an alignment of specific emission standards.
Nevertheless, CARB Staff's in-depth involvement in the implementation of the SOP and

CARB’s specific recognition in the SOP of the benefits of fully harmonizing state and

- federal regulations hoperIly will result in the attainment of this very important objecfive.

EMA also applauds the flexibility for the industry' that CARB has recogn:ized
as necessary and, therefbre-, included in the proposed changes to the Rules at issue.
Such ﬂexibility is vital to any achievable program given the inherent differences between
chassis-certified MDV's and ehgine—dyno certiﬁ.ed MDV’s. To that end, and as we.have
previously stated, EMA greatly appreciates and fully supports the specific amendments
to the MDV Rule that provide for a stair-step 100% phase-in program for engine-dyno
certified MDV's, and that retain a 100% Tier 14 requiremenf for engine-dyno-certified
MDV’s through the 2001 model year. EMA a_Iso appreciates the recent Staff
amendments permitting intermediate in-use standards for éngine-ﬁyno certified MDV'’s -
- specifically an in-use LEV standard .for the 2002 and 2003 model years of 3.2 g/bhp-hr
{NMHC + NO,), and an in-use ULEV standard for the 1992-2003 modei years of 2.7

g/bhp-hr (NMHC + NO,). These amendments will provide the engine industry with the

necessary stability and leadtime to meet the increasingly stringent LEV and ULEV



standards through the 2004 model year. And mc_)ré imporiantly, they serve to avoid the

- prospect of certifying engines to standards applicable for only one year.

In conclusion, EMA appreciates the bppor’tunity to work with CARB Staff.

EMA looks forward to similar cooperative efforts in implementing the SOP and in

achieving full harmonizat.ion of the CARB and EPA regulatory programs, hot just the

resulting emission standards.
Th_ank you for your attehtion, and if you have any' questions I would be

happy to respond.

C:\wpfilesihdoh\cart\speech.gk
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Proposed Amendments to California's Certification Requirements and Procedures for
Low-Emission Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks, and Medium-Duty Vehicles

' September 28, 1995

Good Morning. My name is Dale McKinnon and I am the Technical Director of the

Manufacturers of Emission Controls Association (MECA). MECA is pleased to provide this

: statement in support of the Air Resources Board's proposal to amend the certification
[ requirements and procedures for low-emission passenger cars, light-duty trucks and medium- -

duty vehicles. MECA commends the Board for its continuing efforts to implement a motor

~ vehicle emission control program that will address California's serious air quality problem.

| MECA is a non-profit association of companies which manufacture emission controls

~ for motor vehicles. Our companies are developing and producing control equipment that
can help rediuce NOx, HC, CO and particulate emissions from diesel engines, as well as
control technology which is used on gasoline- and alternative-fueled motor vehicles and

~engines. We have on numerous prior occasions provided information to the Board and Staff
on the status of emission control technology developments. In the interest of time, we will
limit ourselves to making a few brief comments relating to available and evolving exhaust
control technologles which will assist engme manufacturers meet the proposed medium-duty
vehicle emissions standards.

For the past two decades California has provided critical leadership in the
development of its mobile source emission control program. The standards adopted by the
Air Resources Board over the years have stimulated enormous technical development efforts
that have resulted in important advances in engine design and control technology which are
providing significant reductions in motor vehicle pollution. The proposed emission standards
for medium-duty vehicles will stimulate further development efforts by both the- engine
manufacturers and those developing control technologies.

Gasoline-Powered Medium-Duty Vehicles

We concur with the Staff's conclusions that control strategies being employed on
other categories of motor vehicles can be applied to medium-duty vehicles. For example,
improvements which have occurred in catalyst technology both with regard to improved
light-off characteristics, improved durability, and high temperature resistance are well suited
to assist medium-duty, gasoline powered vehicles meet the proposed emission standards.

We also concur with the Staff's assessment that, if needed, electrically-heated catalysts
(EHCs) could be optimized for medium-duty applications. This technology has evolved
dramatically over the past five years and its effectiveness and durability is being established
for possible light-duty vehicle application to meet the ULEV standards. Additional

MECA 1 | ~ September 28, 1995
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devclopincnt work would be.necessary to apply this technology to medium-duty vehicles.
Most notably, the energy requirements necessary to heat the EHC, which would have a
larger catalyst volume in medium-duty vehicle application, would have to be addressed.

Hydrocarbon traps have reached a stage of development to be considered a viable candidate.

Diesel-Powered Medium'-Duty Vehicles

" MECA members have developed and are manufacturing control technologies that .
could be used to help diesel-powered medium-duty vehicles to meet the proposed emission
standards. For example, " our members are working on lean-NOx catalyst technology that
shows considerable promise for providing significant NOx reductions from diesel engines.
Also, oxidation catalyst and trap oxidizer tcchno]ogy can be used to control particulate

~ emissions.

_ Oxidation catalyst technology has been proven effective in reducing engine out
particulate by up to 30 percent, HC by up to 30 percent, and CO by up to 30 percent. Trap
oxidizer technology can reduce particulate emissions by up to and over 90 percent. We
concur with the Staff's assessment that these technologies will be among the technology
choices available to engine manufacturers to meet the proposed medium-duty standards.

’ Although the technologles discussed above can be used in conjunction with the diesel

- fuel currently available in California, even further reducuons in fuel sulfur content will

enhance their performance

Conclusion

In closing, we wish to reiterate our support for the proposed revisions to the Low
Emission Vehicle program. Our industry stands ready to do its part to help insure that the

objectives of the regulatory changes are achieved.

Thank you.

MECA 2 ' September 28, 1995



‘ Manufacturers of Emission Controls Association

1707 L STREET, N.W.
SUITE 570
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036-4201

| 202-296-4797 FAX: 202- 331-1388

September 25, 1995
VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL

" Ms. Pat Hutchens
Board Secretary

‘California Air Resources Board

Executive Office o L
2020 L Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Hutchens

RE: "The Air Resources Board's Proposed Amendments to the Certification

Requirements and Procedures for Low-Emission Passenger Cars, nght—Duty
Trucks, and Medium-Duty Vehicles

Enclosed are 20 copies of MECA's testimony on the above-referenced item being
considered at the September 28, 1995 Public Hearing. Please distribute copies of our
testimony to the members of the Board and the appropriate ARB staff. Also please enter
our testimony into the official record of the public hearing on this issue. We plan to make
an oral statement at the hearing.

Sincerely,

A=

Dale L. McKinnon
Technical Di;ectOr :

® -



Gregory E. Vlasek

Executive Director

Monica Alejandrez

_ Executive Assistant

Chalfey College Center for
Economic Development :

City of Long Beach
Gas Department

Energy Technology
Training Center
College of the Desert

Hutricane Compresscrs
MESA E.'m'iranmenta_]
Pacific Gas & Electric
San Di'ego Gas & E.lect:ric

Sduthem California Gas

; “unLine Transit

"!

“United States General
Setvices Administration
Fleet Management

A non profit corporation
sponsored by California’s
natural gas providers and
‘thers committed to bringing

. eenvironmental and economic

k—"'r."ﬂ.t.’n.'.:ﬁts of natural gas ko the

transportation fuel market.

- California Air Resources Board

California
Natural Gas Vehicle
| Coalition

September 25, 1995 STATE CF CALIFOQRNIA

, _ AIR RESQURCES BOARD
' s ‘ HECEIVE {:\2&9 q
Mr. John Dunlap, Chan‘man ‘ BY BOARD SECRETARY

05— G -| XC: Board Mam

Alslas iz

2020 L Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Chairman Dunlap: MSB
Re: September 28, 1995 Board Hearing -

Proposed Amendments to Medium-Duty

LEV/ULEV Regulations

The natural gas vehicle industry wishes to express concern about ARB's proposed
meodifications to the medium-duty LEV.program, and, more specifically, about its
implications for the SIP. ARB has a long history of successfully engineering and
executing technology-forcing vehicle emission programs, despite the technical nay- -
saying of vehicle manufacturers and the petroleum industry. That ARB is, in effect,
removing NOx reductions from a specific SIP control measure and placing them in the
so-called black box of unspecified future reductions ~ without mmgahon — is disturbing
to us, and should be to the Board as well.

Whlle the proposed acceleration of NOx reductions compared with the original 1990

-medium-duty LEV timetable is laudable, it nevertheless falls far short of commitments

made in the 1994 SIP for the medium-duty class, with no net benefit to the SIP NOx
reduction effort and an incremental degradation of our attainment status for toxic PMio
and carbon monoxide emissions.

With specific regards to PM1o attainment, we are also concerned about the combined
indirect effect of this rulemaking with that embodied in the "Statement of Principles”
agreement with EPA and OEMs for heavy-duty LEVs. The agreement for NOx
reductions to accrue from the Statement of Principles is predicated on the abeyance of
stricter PM1o and CO standards by ARB and EPA. With this rulemaking, the Board
appears prepared to forego any definitive further progress in reducing PMi0 or CO
emissions from either medium- or heavy-duty vehicle classes for many years to come.
We hope this does not prove to be the case, especially in view of the mounting evidence
of carcinogenicity related to diesel particulate matter and pending plans for a new state
PMio attairunent strategy.

On a positive note, our industry is pleased to see and support recognition of a "super-
LEV" category for which NMOG credit may be earned by OEMs. NGV supporters
advocated this approach as early as March, 1990. Unfortunately, presented as an
option to the newly relaxed ULEV standards, we are doubtful that OEMs will find
sufficient incentive to pursue the necessary advanced technologies to. aclueve the 1.7
credit offered.

As a partial remedy to the shortage of SIP NOx emission reductions in the medium-
duty class, and to the incremental loss of PMio and CO reductions from both medium-
and heavy-duty vehicles, we support a SIP strategy that contains a phase-in of the

925 L Street, Suite 1485 Sacramen.to, CA 95814
(916) 448-5036 e« (916) 448-5732 Fax

JDD TRC
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- Comments of California NGV Coalition

Page 2

proposed medlum—duty SLEV tier as an OEM tailpipe standard begmnmg about 2002.

Judging by the very impressive Ford F-150 data offered in the staff report (pages 28-30),-

this suggestion does not seem unreasonable even for gasoline. This approach will
encourage OEMs to continue working for advanced, long-term vehicle solutions
(including natural gas, hydrogen, electric and hybrid technologies) for the heavier
vehicle classes, rather than focusing on short- to mid-term compliance.

- As a further SIP remedy, the natural gas industry will also be urging ARB and EPA to
: adopt a straight 2.0 gram NOx standard and not to forego fut-ure PM10 and CO reductions

n regulatory proceedings for heavy-duty vehicles.

Finally, we would also like to reg1ster support for adopﬁon of the proposed natural gas
RAF for medium-duty vehicles. This measure enables OEMs to establish with
reasonable reliability the relative ozone benefits of potential CNG product offerings,

~while posing very little risk of detriment to the breathmg public.

As always, thanks are due to you, the Board and staff for your genmne efforts to balance -

widely divergent economic and political pressures against your ultimate goal of -

healthful air for this and future generations. -

Very truly yours,

oc ARB Board members
ARB Executive Officers
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| James P. Greene
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Ms. Pat Hutchins, Board Secretary - = - m5D
- California Air Resources Board
2020 L Street .
Sacramento, CA 95814 . The Senstor Hosil
. . 7 - ' . E " Office Building
RE: California Air Resources Board 5-9-1, Amendments to the Certification = 17211 ireer
' Requirements and Procedures for Low-Emission Passenger Cars, = Swire 1080
Light-Duty Trucks, and Medium-Duty Vehicles Sacramento, CA
. 95814
Dear Ms. Hutchins: - el S16 446538

‘ ‘ fax 916 443-2994
Southern California Gas Company (The Gas Company) hereby submits comments

regarding the California Air Resources Board’s (ARB’s) proposed amendments to

the medium-duty vehicle emission standards and the associated State :
Implementation Plan (SIP) Measure (M3 - Accelerated Medlum-Duty ULEV). In

- general, ‘our comments focus on the relatlonshlp between those amendatory

regulatlons and the Board’s long-term emission reduction goals for mobile sources.

'The staPE report indicates that the expected emission reductions are about 8.7 tons
per day (tpd) less than previously believed, due to more recent, enhanced 1nventory
‘modeling assumptions. We are concerned that stationary sources may be
challenged to make up the difference between the original SIP commitment and the
reductions expected from the revised staff proposal. As the primary supplier of
stationary source fuel in the South Coast Air Basin, The Gas Company is very
concerned that our customers--those businesses and industries that keep the
Southern California economy running--may be unfairly burdened with this
responsibility. We urge the Board to find other reductions for mobile sources to
overcome this shortfall, and we pledge our support for that effort.

In addition, the proposal calls for a doubling of the allowable particulate matter
(PM) emissions for vehicles that are engine-certified. Virtually all of the recently
published particulate matter studies indicate that PM emissions are a serious health
hazard. Particulate Matter standards should not be relaxed until the results of
numerous ongoing studies are reviewed and the 1997 PM Attainment Plan is
completed.

With regard to the new, Super Low-Emission Vehicle, or SLEV category, The Gas
Company appreciates ARB staff consideration of the need for an emission standard
level below the current ULEV category. Although the new category was included

- at the request of the natural gas vehicle industry, unfortunately the proposed

amendments to both the ULEV standards, and the modified phase-in schedule



Ms. Pat Hutchins, Board Seéretary '
September 27, 1995
Page Two

virtually ensure that no manufacturer will certify to the optional level, since the
- proposed LEV/ULEYV standards and rev1sed phase-m schedule are achievable with
- gasoline and diesel technology.

In conclusmn The Gas Company urges the ARB to remain committed to the 1994

SIP emission reduction goals and the vehicular regulat1ons that are now on'the
books. We fully support the Board in that endeavor. '

7 s 14

Regional Vice President

Sincerely,

c: M. John Dunlap,‘ Chair
SR ' Mr.J im Shomng
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NISSAN RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT, INC.
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_ _ AL EI{}:; 50*“"“ ' 18456 South Figueroa Street
Dl g _ CI _ l ~BY BﬁAR sm%ﬁ% Gardena, CA 90248
| o mm 4 Malling Addregs |
& J’D PO.Box 47028
Q2395 Uonal e Cierss
. \3 Facsimile: - (310) 718-5658
September 28,'19‘95
Mr, K. D. Drachand, Chief
~ Mobile Source Division
* California Air Resources Board
9528 Telstar Avenue |
El Monte, California 91731
| Dear Mr. Draéhand-
\:“’\ Attached are Nissan ) comments regarding the proposed changes to the Low

Emission Vehlcle regulations.

lesan appreciates this opportunity to provide pertinent mformatlon on these
important subjects. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Robert A.
- Cassidy at (310) 719- 5827

Director, Powertrain & Emissions
General Manager, Los Angeles Office
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NISSAN COMMENTS

- Proposed Revisions to the CARB LEV REGULATIONS
| September 28, 1995

Nissan recognizes the i 1mportance of envuonmental 1ssues for the people of
California, and believes in developing environmentally safe and low polluting
vehicles to assist in achieving clean air goals. Nissan has cooperated to achieve
these goals in the past, and is com:mtted to continue with these effons

‘In order to maximize the efforts directed toward improving air quality, it is
imperative that we have a strong working relationship with your office, and in turn,
that the ARB enforce realistic and achievable standards.

From the stand point of both issues, Nissan provides the followirig comments on
CARB’s proposal with a focus on creating realistic and effective LEV standards.

1. ULEV and LEV Interim In-Use Standards .

» Nissan welcomes CARB’s proposal to extend the period for LEV and ULEV in-
‘use standards. However, as we have already discussed in our June 15, 1995
comments, it will require at least four (4) years to observe the higher mileage
effectiveness of these new emission control systems and to provide meaningful
feedback for production changes. This time schedule is outlined in Attachment
1, “Schedule of In-use Feed Back.”

¢ As of today, Nissan expects to introducé LEV production in the 1997 model year
or later, and to introduce ULEV production at the earliest in the 2000 model
year. Therefore, Nissan proposes the interim in-use standard period be extended
to the 2001 model year for LEVs and to the 2004 model year for ULEVs and
that the existing standards not change during these periods. This is consistent
with our last comments of June 15, 1995. However, the current CARB proposal
is establishing a more stringent 50,000 mile interim in-use standard than was
originally discussed at the workshop, as well as introducing a completely new
interim 100,000 mile standard. These are not consistent with the Nissan concept
of an interim standard as will be demonstrated in the following discussion.
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The interim in-use standard for the ‘99MY is 0.09 g/mile compared to the
‘98MY standard of 0.10 g/mile. This will increase the probability of an engine
family not passing the standard. Nissan believes that in order to pass this new
- and more stringent standard (0.09 g/mile), manufacturers will requlre adequate
time for feedback to confirm the effectiveness of the new emissions control
system

Attachment 2 shows the sitvation where the more stringent standard is enforced
as proposed by ARB. Since there is only a one year gap between the‘97MY
vehicle production and the production trial of the ‘99 MY vehicle, there is not
adequate time to receive and utilize feedback which will confirm the
effectiveness of the new emissions control system in customer use.

In order to provide adequate feedback for implementation on production -
vehicles, it will require at least four (4) years as discussed earlier.

Based on the reasons cited above, Nissan proposes the current interim in-use
standard for LLEVs of 0.100 be extended through the model year 2001 and
similarly the ULEV standard of 0.058 be extended through the model year 2004,
These should both be 50,000 mile standards, and 100,000 mile standards should

not apply.

Current and Proposed Interim In-Use Standard Items at 50,000mile

Emission Standard | 50,000mile Interim In-Use Standard
Category Item (g/mile)
' ‘O8MY (current) | ‘99MY (proposed)

LEV | LDV/LDT NMOG 0.100 0.090
ULEV | (0-37591bs) NMOG ~ 0.058 0.055
' CO 2.6 2.1
LDT NMOG - 0.075 0.070
(3751-57501bs) | CO 3.3 2.8
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. 2. 50° F Standard

¢ Nissan welcomes CARB’s proposal to modify the ULEV 50° F emissions
adjustment factor based on CARB’s experimental results.

However, Nissan proposes a value for the adjustment factor of ‘2.5 or higher’
rather than CARB’s ‘2.0 as discussed in our comments dated June 15, 1995.
This is based on our ULEV development vehicle data which prov1ded a value of
2.46.

3. Emission Control Label Specifications

o Nissan welcomes CARB’s proposal to incorporate the VEC Bar Code
reqmrement after the ‘98MY and the provisions for a special waiver for this
standard. - - |

In order to comply with HSC43200.5 regulations, some areas in California (San
Diego and Ventura Counties) already require a smog index label as part of the
speciﬁcation's for emissions control labeling, Nissan intends to comply with this -
requirement. However, several issues regardmg the smog index label pilot
 program remam unclear.

Therefore, we believe additional workshops and discussions will be required to
resolve these issues prior to implementation.



At the request of Nissan, the two one-page Attachments, each marked “Confidential,”
have been deleted from this comment letter




