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Secretary

PROCEEDTINGS

-=-0Qo--

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: We’ll call this, the September

Allegiance, please.

(Thereupon, Mayor Hilligoss led the Board
Members, Staff, and Audience in the Pledge

of-Allegiance;)

| CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Thank you. I’d like the

to please call the roll.

MS. HUTCHENS: Boston?
DR. BOSTON: Here.

MS. HUTCHENS: Calhoun?
MR. CALHOUN: Here.

MS. HUTCHENS:- Edgerton?
'MS. EDGERTON: Here.

MS. HUTCHENS: Hilligoss?
MAYOR HILLIGOSS: Here.
MS. HUTCHENS: Lagarias?
MR. LAGARIAS: Here.

. MS. HUTCHENS: Parnell?
MR. PARNELL:.‘Here.

MS. HUTCHENS: Riordan?

SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: Here.

meeting. of the California Air Resources Board to order. And

1'd like to ask Mayor Hilligoss to lead us in the Pledge of

Board
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' MS. HUTCHENS: Roberts?

SUPERVISOR ROBERTS: Here.

MS. HUTCHENS: Silva?

SUPERVISOR SILVA: Here.

MS. HUTCHENS: Vagim?

'SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Here.

MS. HUTCHENS: Chairman Dunlap.

CHAXRMAN DUNLAP: ‘Here. Thank you.

Before we begin the meeting; I'd like to turn the

mike over to Supervisor Riordan for a brief comment.

SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: Mr. Chairman, I think on

‘behalf of all the Board that we‘d like to congratulate you

on your confirmation.
CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Thank you.

SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: 2and to let the audience know,

some of whom I think are from out of State, that the process

of confirmation for any one of us, but particularly the

Board Chair, is sometimes challenging. And our Chairman was.

confirmed at about 3:20 on the last day of the session in
the Senate. Aand hadfthe confirmaﬁion not occurréd sometime
that day, unfortunately, we would not have had a Chairman
today.

So, we are very grateful for that. But T thought
I'd l1ike to share with all of You one of the editorials that

appeared in Southern California. This is the Riverside
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Press Enterprise. It’s the paper.that co&ers part of the
Inland Eméire. and I thought thé last sentences were best.
| "The Governor made a good nominatioh.
The Demoérats‘are not likeiy té get anyone
better.'.Both sides should be happy to be
winners and cohfirm John Dunlap."
And that’s what I wanted to share with e#erybody. I thought
that was an excellent one. And I think we should givé you a
hand.
l. -(Applaﬁse.)
CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Very kind of you. Appreciate

it. I feel a lot better this month than I did at the last

| meeting, by the way.

Well, before we begin today, I would like to call

your attention to the newly published Air Quality in San

Diego County = 1994 Annual Report, which each of you have in
front of you, my colleagues on the Board.

This comprehensive publication is particularly
noteworthy in its effort to inform the public about the
causes and health effects of air pollution as well as local
strategies to improve air quality.

And I've asked Supervisor Roberts to take a moment
or two and provide some comments on this report.

But when I received it in the mail, it caught my

eye, and I thought it was very well done. Ron?

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION
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SUPERVISOR ROBERTS: Mr. Chairman, I didn’t
realize you had asked me to do that. This is my first look
at the report, so I'm going to be very brief.

I think we’re fairly proud of the things'that
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we’re doing. There’s a number of different efforts underway

'in San Diego.' We still have a lot of work to do. I would

just encourage you to read the report. I'm going to read
it. |

And we have recently just approved.a major
purchaée of CNG buses for the local transportation agency,
and é very aggressive of crunching older cars, and are
working very cldsely with the industrial companies and the
power companies té seé that we can make the improvements
that are needed with respect to the fixed sources of
pollution, also.

But I’'m anxious to see what good things maybe that

are in this report that I haven’t seen. We're definitely

making some improvements. San Diego is directly affected in

a major way‘by whatever happens in the Los Angeles area.
So, it’s not completely under our control, and we wish our
neighbors‘to the north good luck, also.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Great. Thank you, Supervisor.
I didn’t mean to throw you a curve, but I try to make some

time to review some of these documents, and it was very well

. done. I gee a number of these. It wasn’t a lengthy report;
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it was very concise-and5very Qell done. And I app?eciate
it. |

Please pass on my thanks to your colleagues on.the
board and to your air pollﬁtion control officér for a fine
iOb. _ _ : ‘

At this time, I’d like to ask Jim Schoning -;
actually, I’d like to introduce Jjim Schoning, who is the Air
Resources Board’s Ombudsman. Jim was”appointéd.in March,
and has quickly proven to be an integral part of the Wilson
team and the Air Resourées.Bqafd team, and I wanted to
welcéme you. |

This is the first time you'vé had a chance to say
aﬁything, Jim, before the Board. So, welcome.

MR. SCHONING: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As a close member of the Chairman’s staff, I am

one of those who'’s especially grateful for the wisdom of the

State Senate. And it‘s a privilege to be here with each of

you, and to have the chance to work with an outstanding
organization, staff and Board members, here at the ARB.

What I wanted to do was comment briefly on the
origin and the concept of the Ombudsman, provide a little
bit of my own background and activities here, and then get
out of the way, because ydu have a full room and a full
agenda before you today.

As I'm sure all of you know, the notion of the
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Ombudsman is a Scandinavian concept in origin, and it’s
generally defined these days as an individual who works -
inside a large organi;ation to help citizens and customers
résolve.their cdmplaints.

Mike Scheible said to me shortly after I arrived,
"You’re the ’Compiaiat Department. /

The 1990 améndmenta to the Clean Air Act
cdnsiderably extended the regulatory'reach of government,
and we hope its grasp as well. But taking into account the
extension of that reach, Title 5 required that tﬁe position

of Ombudsman be created and’ filled in organizations such as

"~ the Air Resources Board.

The Wilson Administration determined that this
position ahould be at the level of the gubernatorial
appointee. Personally, I began my career in public service
with the California Legislature. I served as Chief
Admlnlstratlve officer long, long ago, but not very far away
in the Callfornla State Assembly.

Since then, the bulk of my career has been on the
staff of the Coro Foundation in both Los Angeles and New
York City. And in 1591, Governor Wilson appointed me to be
Chief of the Bureau of Automotlve Repair of the State’s
Department of Consumer Affairs. As many of you know, BAR
regulates some 40,000 small and not-so-small enterprises and

retailers throughout the State of California and provides
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consumer protection in the field of automotive repair.

Not many peoplé realize it; but some 450,000
californians earn a living either':epairing cars or selling
parts to those who do. So, it’s a not insignificant part of
california’s workforce and one that faces many of the same
challenges as‘far‘as adjusting to the rapidly growing |
technology that -the balénce of our workférce.does.

The Bureau Qf'Automotive Repair also manages the
State’s Inspectién & Maintenance_program. 'And so, my tenure
there gave me a good orientatién to State and Federal |
approaches'to air qﬁality. | |

when I came to work, Chairman Dunlap outlined for

- me three of his'top priorities. First was to help simplify

and demystify the regulatory process; second was to help
encourage fuller and earlier involvement, particularly by
the small business community, in the regulatory proces§
itself, so they have the best possible chance of getting it
right the first time.

Finally, the traditional and more éonventional
role of the Ombudsman -- to advocate on beﬁalf of
individuals ensnared in the bureaucracy, and who bring any
sort of a complaint of the regulatory process, either at the
district or the State level.

It didn’t take me long to discover that ARB has

quite a number of splepdid and unbroken ombudsmanlike
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progfams and activities that need little or no fixing —=

from our compliance assistance programs, our business

- asgistance activities,'an-BOO_toll free number, a new and

'very promising still-to-be*developed electronic bulletin

bbard, the Arbus system; and a well-defined and much
recognized public workshop and heéring process.

with regard to the traditidnal complaint
department function, I spend a jot of time helping
individuals move their piece of paper from the bottqm'of a
stack to the top'of the sﬁack, sometimes in our own
organization but, as often as not, in a sistef.State.agency
or local air district. | | |

We've assisted in getting better scheduling time
at ARB hearings for parties on both sides of some
significant issues that are pefore the Board. And we've
counseled local ajir districts on strategies for
implementing, OF amending, OF changing current Staté
mandated programs.

We’ve gotten a nunber of straight answers for
out-of-state businessmen wondering how to do business here

in california who have new products to sell. .

And we spend a great deal of time simply

. connecting someone with a question to one of the many

splendid experts here at Air Resources Board.

While California, between the Air Board and our

|
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districts, has what seems to me and most others a world

class system, the best in the world, the experience of

organizations from IBM, and AT&T, and many others in the

public sector tell us that today’s world class organizétion

can become tomorrow’s dinosaur if we don’t look regularly to

stay in close touch with our customers and the changing
environments in which we do business. |

In that sense, we’re working on two initiatives
with our partﬁers at the air district level and CAPCOA.-
Flrst, we have formed a small business 3551stance working
group in response to lnterest from a number of air districts
over how they can offer more effective and useful small
business assistance programs in their districfs.

The first thing we thought we ought to do, because
there are many excellent initiatives again at the district
level, just as we found here at ARB, is take iﬁventory and
catalog those activities that are going on now before we
spend a lot of effort and needless energy reinventing wheels
that are working just fine. We’ll see what that catalog'and
an inventory effort yields before we make any further
recommendations.

The second initiative with CAPCOA is to conduct a
series of stakeholder forums around the State with the
stakeholders in California air gquality system. Those would

be the enﬁironmental community and the regulated community
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principally, although I think perhaps we might find a few
seats for the research and development community as well,
because theY're-terribly'importent to us.

Essentially, we’ll be aekiﬁg three questions at
these forums: Hew are we doing’ We expect we can predict
most of the feedback but you never know for sure and you
don’t want to take it for granted.

Second, what are the forces and factofs_from

international competition, to changing'demographics,_to

pressures en public budgets that we’'re goihg to have to
contend with in California over the next 15 years as we move
tewards attainment of Federal and State standards?

And, third, what does our system need to loock like
in five or six years from now in order to effectively adjust
to those pressures and changes that are headed towards us
and enable us to continue to be successful in our mission?

| S0, those are some of the initiatives we have
going. I could conclude by saying, I‘m especially gra£eful
to be here. I’ve spent my entire life either in public
service or preparing others for it, and I wouid add I never
had the chance to work with a finer public.servant than our
Chairman. ‘

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Thank you very much. I
appreciate your coming here this morning and giving a brief

overview.
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it
Any questions of Jim? Okay. Very good. Thank
you.

I_would like to remind those in the audience who

"would like to present testimony to the Board on any of

today'’s agenda items to please sign up with the Board

Secretary here to my left.
If you have'any written statements or wfitten
materiais; please provide 20 copies'to her.

" 'The first iﬁem on the agenda today is 95-9-1,
public hearing to‘cohsider amendments to the certification
requitements énd procedureé_for low—emission passengef cais,
liéht—duty trucks, and medium-duty vehicles. |

This item is a regulatdry review of California’s
low-emission vehicle program. The LEV program is a primary
elemen£ of California’s long-term plan for reducing air |
pollution from light- and medium-duty vehicles.

The program is significant because it requires the
implementation of advanced mobile source control strategies
which will result in cars with 75 percent fewer hydrocarbons

and 50 percent fewer oxides of nitrogen compared to cars

sold in other States.

when the Board approved the LEV regs in 1990, they
recognized the significant challenge that the new
requirements would pose to the automotive industry.

Accordingly, staff was directed to periodically
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report back to the Board on the status of the implementation
of the régulations and to propose any appropriéte regulatory
moaifications.

In May of 1ast'year, staff presented a progresé
report on the technological feasibility of low-emission and
zerb—emissioh vehicles. Today, staff will be presenting
amendments concerning the adoption of reactivity adjustment
factérs and other changes.that would further impfove
implemehtation-of the Board’s regulations.

staff will also be presenting the first iegulatory
action.relating to the mobile source element of the State
Implementation Plan. Thbse améndméhts pertain to
accelerated introduction of medium?duty ultra-low emission
vehicles. | |

| Before I ask Mr. Boyd to introduce the staff’s
presentation, I would like to affirm to the audieﬂce that

today’s hearing is a regulatory review of the low-emission

- vehicle program, and is therefore not the appropriate forum

to discuss the status or implementatioh of zero-emission
vehicles. |

The staff will be addressing amendments to that
portion of the low-emission vehicle regulations in 1996. I
would like to request, therefore, that the audience refrain
from commenting on the zero-emission vehicle program at this

time.
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13
At this point, I‘d like to ask Mr. Boyd to
introduce thé item and begih.the staff’s presentation.
' Good mOrﬁing, Mr. Boyd. |
MR. BOYﬁ: Good morning, Mr. Chairman. Let me add
the staff’s congratulafions..
| CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Thank you.
MR. BOYD: It is indeed a relief to all of us to

have you with us permahently and to have that chapter in

history behind us, I hope. So, we look forward to the

future. -

As the Chairman indicated in his opening remarks,

| we're dealing with what is a fairly significant program of

the Air Resources Board. I want to spend just a momenf to
go back in history a 1ittle bit to discuss the passage of
the low-emission vehicle/clean fuels program, which was
really a package, a synergistic package, that the Board
dealt with back in the nineties.

0f course, those historic times were preceded by
several years of workp This was a significant, complex; and
not easy task. It was predicated on the fact that, when in
1987, the staff at the Air Resourées Board took measure of
the California air quality situation -- and you know 1987
was the year that the Federal law said that we would have
clean air in the nation, Californié included —— Califormia

had already indicated to the Federal Government that we
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would do more than anyone in the world had done ever to
clean up air.

But We_could not forecast that we would meet the

 national objective of 1987, and slowiy but'surely other

people -- other States found themselves in the same

predicament.

 We began actually in 1986, lookihg at what will we

do next, and I remember discussions with Mr. Calhoun in
those days about how.could We'squeeze anything more out of
thé automobile? It’s dqwﬁ to zero practically in any event.

But nonethéless, we went to work over a couple of
years, both with the Legislature and the affeétéd
communities of California on the creation and péssage of the
Ccalifornia Clean Air Act, and on a program within the Air
Resources Board to address what had been identified as still
the major emission source -- mobile sources. And that
brought forward to ydu the low-emission vehicle and clean
fuels program. |

And I guess the rest is history. The passage of

the low-emission vehicle component of that package was

indeed a significant event; and I think that’s been shown
repeatedly in the history of perhaps not only California‘s
motor vehicle emission requlations, but maybe those types of
regulations in general.

Since the inception of the program, there’s been
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very rapld progress made and continues to be made in the

development of emission control technology
I would add that there is certain more to the

low-=emission vehicle program.than that which you seem to
read about most in the press, the ZEV component or the
electrio vehicle component. As you will récall,rit was a
large program involving a period of.years and in a
stalr—step program affectlng various classes of vehicles and
increasing clean air requlrements and emission strlngency

| So, we have the infamous "LEV Brothers" program,
the TLEVS, the LEVs, the ULEVS, aﬁd,'finally,_the ZEV.

Well, today, we want to deal with the nonelectric vehicle

‘component of that program, because this is an area in which

so much technology has been developed, for which we are
eternally grateful, 'to help us reach the goals that we need
f£o reach here in california.

and once again, our faith in the auto industry has
been repaid time and time again as they develop the
technologies that not only are meeting, but often exceeding
and in advance of deadlines, the goals that we have
established.

But I'm laying the.groundwork for the fact that
this is a very dynamic situation, and due to the dynamic
nature that this technology development has brought forth,

your staff does indeed recognize and has recognized the need

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION
3336 BRADSHAW ROAD, SUTTE 240, SACRAMENTO, CA. 95827/ (916) 362- 745




10
11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

16
to adjust regulatory requirements to keep pace with the
progress that’s being made here.

and, as- the Chairman mentioned today, we are

‘proposing new reactivity adjustment factors for natural gas,

for liquified petroleﬁm_gas, for Phase 2 reformulated
gasqline, and for so-called M85.

We are also proposing mddifications to the medium-
dﬁty vehicle requirements pursﬁént to the State | |

Implementation Plan appfoved by your Board just last

_November.

Fiﬁally, we’ll briefly summarize the numerous
amendments that are being proposed to either clarify or
siﬁplify.the existing provisions, and further facilitate
implemeﬁtation of the program that we’ve laid out for you
before.

‘Before tufning it over to the staff, I‘d like to
point that the proposal being presented to you here today is
the result of, once again, extensive discussions with
members of both the automotiveland o0il industries and other
affected public. Staff has expended, as always, a
considerable amount of energy and time in efforts to achieve
consensus with industry and with other affected parties.

and, as I hope you’ll see, their efforts héve
produced a very high level of accord. |

with that, I‘d like to introduce Annette Guerrero
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of our Mobile Source Division, who will give you the staff
presentation. Ms. Guerrero, if you would.
MS. GUERRERO: Thank you, Mr. Boyd.

Good morning, Chairman Dunlap and members of the

"~ Board.

The purpose of today’s heéringris‘threefold:
first, to conduct a third regulatory reviéw of the low-
émission vehicle regulations; second, to preéent the‘first
mobile‘source_elemént of the SIP; and, finally, to propose
new feactiﬁity'adjustment factbrs. | |

As Mr. Boyd mentioned, the Board instructed staff
to conduct periodic review of the régulations‘in order to
keep pace with the fapid progress of‘technolbgy-development.
staff has conducted.four reviews of the regulations thus
far. |

In June, 1992,'and again in May, 1994, staff
revieﬁed the progress of low-emission vehicle technology
development. In both instances, the Board found that the
program continues to be technologically feasible within the
time frames specified in the regulations.

gtaff has also conducted two regulatory reviews,
the first in November, 1991, to propbse the first reactivity
adjustment factors, and the second in January, 1993, to
propose regﬁlatory aﬁendments.- The purpose of today’s

hearing is to present the third regulatory review.
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Today, I will be dividing the discussion into

three parts. First, I will briefly discuss the proposed

technical amendmenté to the regulations,. then the medium-
duty SIP proposal; éﬁd, finally, the proposal for new |
reactivity adjustment factors.

Before I'begih staff’s presentation, however; I

would like to briefly summarize some of the key aspects of

the low-emission vehicle program.

The LEV program is the primary element of

'_California's long—term plan for reducing air pollution from

light- and medium—duty'mobile'sources, and is expected tb
significantly reduce emisSions‘of criteria pollutants.

The program'introduced four new categories of
emission standards for passenger cars, light-duty trucks,
and medium—duty vehicles. The standards are progressively
more stringent,-beginning with transitional low-emission |
vehicle, or TLEVs;, followed by low-emission vehicles, or
LEVs; ultra—loﬁ emission vehicles, or ULEVs; and, finally,-
zero-emission, or ZEVs.

This chért shows the percent reduction of the
low-emission standards compared to the current Tier 1
standard.

In order to provide manufacturers with flexibility
in complying with the emission standards, the low-emission

vehicle program incorporates a market-based approach to
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implementation through tﬁe use of a fleet—average |
requirément cOupled with a'credit—trading sYstem.

Manufacturers of'passenger carS‘and,light-duty
trucks are not‘required to certify specific percentages of

vehicles to an emission category; rather, they can certify

to any combination of low-emission vehicle categories as

long as the overall fleet-average requirément-is met.

Additional flexibility is provided'through the use

of a credit-trading system, whereby a manufacturer that

produces more low—emissioﬁ vehicles than needed to meet the
fleet average'can generate credits_which can be banked,
traded,-or sold to other manufacturers.

The requirements for medium-duty vehicles are
somewhat diféerent because lower production volumes and a
multitude of vehicle classes make a fleet-average
requirement impractical.

ﬁanufacturers of medium-duty vehicles are required
to meet certain percentage phase-in requirements; however,
they can accumulate markeﬁable emission credits by exceeding
the required percentages. This credit system also affords
manufacturers considerable compliance flexibility.

The only instance where certification of light-
duty vehicles to a specific category is required is the
mandate for zero-emission vehicles. Beginning in 1998, all

large volume manufacturers are required to produce and
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deliver for sale 2 percent of their California llght—duty
fleet as ZEVS. Thls.percentage increases to 5 percent in
2001 and to 10 percent in 2003.

Another unique element of the LEV program is

‘accounting for the reactivity of vehicle_exhaust. The most

important objective of California’s mobile source pollution
control program is to reduce ozone in the lower atmosphere,
where it is a primary ingredient of urban smog.

As you know, ozone is formed as a result of

- complex photochemical reactione of hydrocarbons with oxides

of nitrogen; or NOx, in.the etmosphere The reactlv1ty of
each of the hydrocarbons emitted from mobile sources can
vary considerably in contributing to the amount of ozone
that is created.

In order to account for the varylng reactivity of
the hydrocarbons in vehicle exhaust, whether it be from
reformulated gasoline or other clean alternative fuels, the
low—emission vehicle program expends the measurement of

exhaust mass emissions and includes a new reactivity

component to properly credit fuels and technologies which

contribute to lower ozone.

The procram establishes a nonmethane organic gas,
or NMOG, STANDARD, which, for the first time, counts the
full mass of not only nonmethane hydrocarbons, but all

oxygenated hydrocarbons, such as formaldehyde or methanol,
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contained in vehicle exhaust.

Also included is a mechanism by which the full
mass of NMOG emissions . are adjusﬁed acéording tq-théir
potential to form ozone in the atmosphere uéing a féactivity
adjustment factor, or RAF.

For example, cénsider these two vehiélés, each of
which emits the same mass of exhaust. 1In this example,
however, the red vehicleﬁproduCes a more reactive exhaust

than the green one. Thus, even though each vehicle produces

_the same mass of NMOG, more ozbne is created by the red

vehicle than from thé'greeﬁ'one.r

. The source of the increased feabtivity of the red
vehicle could be from the fuel or it could be from the
choice of emission control hardware used by the vehicle,
because both the type of fuel and typé of emissions controls
can affect reactivity of the exhaust.

In order to account for the varying reactivities
of these vehicie technology and‘fuel combinations, the
concept of reactivity adjustment was developed. That is, in
order to limit the amount of ozone created in the
atmosphere, a vehicle must minimize both reactivity and mass
éf ﬁhe exhaust. I will discuss the RAF concept in more
detail later in the presentation.

Today, the LEV program is well underway. For the

1996 model year, all large volume manufacturers have
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certified at least one engine family as a gasoline—powered
TLEV. This slide shows the models produced by the seven
large~volume manufacturers for the 1996 model year.

~staff is also pleased to note that Honda is .

‘certifying the first gaéoline—powered LEV in 1996, and will

also be producing a gasoline-powered ULEV in 1998.
In addition, our preliminary estimates indicate

that the costs ascribed to the low-emission vehicles are

well within the original estimates. Staff is encouraged by

the progress made to date. |

Now, I will turmn to £he regulatory modificatiohs
being proposed in todéy’s hearing.

There are many technical modifications being
proposed in tﬁis rulemaking which bertain to the nuts and
bolte of the regulations, which cover a broad range of -
topics.

| Some of the more substantive changes include the
removal of the M100 luminosity requirement, which would
allow the fuel to be dispensed without a luminosity
enhancing additive, revision of the laboratory NMOG emission
measurement methods to account for improved measﬁrement
techniques, updates to the assembly line and new‘vehicle
test procedures to utilize new on-board diagnostic s?stems,
and the addition of a smog index window label which

jdentifies the relative pollution of a vehicle.
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The remainder of'the proposed amendments serve to
clarify and facilitate implementation of the regulation. A
¢Omple£e list of the propoéed’technical amendmenﬁs cah be
found.in Appéndix A of the staff report.

As Mr. Bbyd mentioned, staff has had extensive
intéractions with the autombbile manufacturersrinﬁorder to
-achieve‘consensus on the proposed modifications. For this
reason, staff does not eipect extensive comments on them in
today's.heéring and, therefore,:these amendmenﬁs will not be
described further in this presehtation. However, staff can
address specific.issues which may arise during the courée of
the hearing.

The next portion of the presentation concerns the
medium-duty vehicle SIP proposal. In November, 1994, the
Board approved its State Implementation Plan, or SIP, td
meet the Federal air quality standards by 2010.

The mobile source‘element‘of the SIP, which
includes the control of light- and medium-duty vehicles, is
an integral part of the SIP strategy.

Today, staff will be proposing the first
regulatory action relating to the mobile source element of
the SIP -- Measure M3, the accelerated inﬁroduction of ULEV
standards for medium-duty vehicles.

In today’s presentation, I will first describe the

technological feasibility of staff’s proposal, followed by a
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discussion of a proposed phase—iﬁ requirements and their
effect on the SIP. And, finally, I will.cbnclude with a
éummary of'staff’s cost analyéis,

By’way of background, howeﬁer,.I would first like.
to describe the medium-duty vehicle category.
Medium-duty vehicles.are a diverse category of

vehicles, ranging from sport utility vehicles, utility vans,

'small school buses to large motor homes. This category

accounts for an appreciable share of the emission inventory,
particularly for NOx, even though it comprises less than 6
percent of the total vehicle population.

There are two classes of medium-duty vehicles --

complete vehicles and incomplete vehicles. Chassis

certified or complete vehicles are sold fully assembled.

. This class is divided into five weight categories, ranging

from O toc 14,000 pounds, and comprise approximately 70
percent of the medium—duty population.

An incomplete.medium—duty.vehicle usually consists
of a chassis and/or a cab minus the cargo container. This
allows manufacturers to build a variety of vehicle types
using only one engine configuration.

Manufacturers usually certify incomplete vehicles
using the engine dynamometer test procedure. It is
important to note the distinction between complete and

incomplete vehicles, because staff’s proposal includes the
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introduction of separate phase-in requirements for these two

classes. | :

Ereviouély, the phase-in requirements applied to
the entire medium-duty vehicle éaﬁegory and did not
distinguish between thése two classes.

‘The following'is a list of some of the emission
control strategies for gasollne vehicles that are expected

to be utlllzed by manufacturers to meet the low—em1381on

' standards. Staff expects manufacturers.w1ll develop some

alternative‘fuel'Vehicles;'however,'sinceJthey are generall?
easier £o certify to the ldw—emission standards than their
gasoline cgunterparts, they wili ﬁot bé.discussed at this
time.

In order for gasoline-powered medium-duty vehicles
to meet the low-emission standards, staff expects that
manufacturers will ufilize similar engine and emission
EOntrol systems to those used in passenger car applications
with some modifications to account for the increased weight
and load capacify of these vehicles.

gome of the strategies that staff expects
manufacturers to employ include internal engine

improvements, improved fuel control, and the use of more

efficient and durable catalyst systems.

Recent developments in palladium-only and trimetal

]

catalysts have improved both the efficiency and
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high~temperature durability of catalysts. ' This is.
31gn1flcant because thermal degradatlon of the catalyst is a

major concern for medium-duty vehlcles, which can experlence

~high exhaust temperatures under some operating conditions.

There are several other technologies that
manufacturers are currently lnvestlgatlng, which could also
provide viable alternatives to current emission control
strategies.

Unlike the light-duty category, the medium—dhty
vehicle category.also includes a significant'number of |
diesel.engines; The greatest challenge for dlesels is the
simultaneous control of NOx and partlculate matter
emissions. This is because someé of the more effective
control strategies for reducing NOx emissions tend to
increase PM emissions and vice versa.

Altheugh many emission control strategies are
still in the developmental stages, staff has identified some
key elements of NOx and PM control. These inclhdes fuel
injection and combustion chaﬁber improvements, the use of
turbochargers to increase combustion efficiency, retarding
ignition timing, fuel injection rate shaping, and exhaust
gas recirculation.

Tt is staff’s expectation that manufacturers will
be capable of achieviné LEV and ULEV emission levels with

the above-mentioned gasoline and diesel technologies.
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Wlth that background, I would now like to present
staff’s proposal under the SIP approved by the Board 1n
1994, staff proposed an accelerated phase in of ULEVs. Due
to significant manufacturlng alterations that would have
been required under the orlglnal sip proposal however,
manufacturers asked staff to consider an alternative
proposal designed to achieve essentially the same emission
reductions estimated in the original proposal.

This table shows staff’s alternative proposal.

'Essentlally, staff is propOSLng that the phase-ln -

requirements for complete vehlcles remain unchanged through

‘the 2000 model year and ramp up to the introduction of 40

percent ULEVs by the 2003 model year.

- Staff has also created separate phase- in
requirements for incomplete oOr engine-certified vehicles in
order to align with the anticipated Federal heavy-duty low
NOx requirements beginning in 2004. - '

In addition to the amended phase-in requirements,
staff is also proposing a number of modifications to the
emission standards. The most significant modification is
the reduction of LEV NOx levels to ULEV levels. beginning in
1998 for complete vehicles. |

This reduction helps to achieve the same NOX
emission reductions targeted in the original SIP proposal

without requiring 100 percent ULEVS in 2002. Other changes
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include an extension of'the_intermediafe in-use éompliance
standards, slightiy inCreasing the CO standards, and the
introduction of a new emission Category - "Super Low
Emission vehicle," or “SLEV,".which ié 50 percent bélqw the
ULEV standard. | | | |

This new‘categoryiis not required, but can be used
by manufacturers to offset deficits, because it receives
extra NMOG credits. It is anticipated thét'primafily
alternative fuel vehicies will utilize this option.

| The most significanﬁ'amendment-to the standards
for engine dynamometer~certified vehicles concerns the

proposal by the U.S. EPA. In July, 1995, the U.S. EPA,

‘along with engine manufacturers and the ARB,.issued a
_statement of principles outlining a proposal for a Federal

‘heavy-duty low NOx standard.

Even though the final Federal rule has not been
issued, staff is proposihg that the Board adopt the two
standards set forth in the statement of principles =-— one,
a 2.4 grams per'bfake horsepbwer hour NMHC plus NOx
standard; or, two, a 2.5 grams per brake horsepower'hour
NMHC plus,NOX‘standard with a .5 gram cap on NMHC.

gtaff has added language in the regulation that

the ARB will consider adoption of the Federal standard

within one year after the adoption by the U.S. EPA.

gtaff has also made adjustments to the engine
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phase-in requirements and the CO and PM standards to providé
manufacturers with more compliance flexibility.

As I mentioned earlier, staff was asked by the

- automobile manufacturers to consider an alternative SIP

propdsal because of the possible adverse effect of the

original proposal on their p:oduction'plans.

Sincé our goal was to achieve the emissién
réductions estimated in_fhe original SIP proposal =- 4'£ons,
per day reactive organic gases and 32 tons per.éay NOx -- it
was nécessary_to_ahalyze the effect of any alternative
proposai on the expected emission'réductions.

‘To do this, staff prepared an inﬁentory modgi
which reflects the unique contribution of medium-duty
vehicles to:the emission inventory.

However, in the progess of preparing the model,
staff discovered that several adjustments to the inventory
were necessary to accurately characterize the medium-duty
fleet. We discovered that the original SIP proposal
overestihated the NOxX emission reductidns that could be
achieved from 100 percent ULEVs.

~ Based 6n staff’s analysis, the actual NOxX enmission
feductions that should have been attributed to the SIP
proposal are 23.5 tons per day, while the expected reactive
orgaﬁic gas, or ROG, emission reductions did not change

appreciably from the 4 tons per day.
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Staff’s revised SIP proposal meets the revised NOx

emission reductions calculated from the SIP because of the

accelerated introduction of ULEV NOx standards in 1998;

however, it does fall short of the original 32 tons per day
reduction goal. In addition, the revieed staff proposal
falls slightly short of the original goal for ROG.

However, technolegical uncertainty precluded staff

from proposing a more aggressive phase~in of advanced ROG

‘specific technology- at this time.

 staff plans to revisit this proposal in 1998, when
additional developﬁent and evaluation of new control |
technologies will be available, and will propoee-any
apprdﬁriate revisions at that tinme.

Staff also prepared a comprehensive cost analysis
of the LEV and ULEV requirements of the medium-duty vehicle
proposal. Informationlfor this ahalysis was compiled
utilizing industry technical papers, evaluating the status
of technology developﬁent, and consulting with
manufacturers. |

| A complete description of the cost methodology is
contained Appendix F of the staff report. From the
analysis, staff estimates that compared to a Tier 1 vehicle,

the incremental costs of gasoline LEVs and ULEVs are $169

and $260, respectively.

The incremental cost of diesel LEVs and ULEVs
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compared to Tier 1 vehicles is estimated at $348 and $428,
respectively.

The cost-effectivéness of gasoline.vehicleé

relative'to Tier 1 vehicles is estimated to be less than 50

:cents per pound of pollutants reduced.

For diesel vehicles, the cost-effectiveness
relative to Tier 1 vehicles is estimated to be leséfthan
$1.50 per pound..

Both of these values compare favorably to other
motor:vehiéle control measures. |

1 would like to cthlUde'this'presentation wifh
the staff proposal for.new reactiﬁity adjustment factors.

As I mentioned earlier, the low-emission vehicle program
established a procedure which takes into account the
relative reactivity of the exhaust emissions using a
reactivity adjustmeﬁt factdr, or RAF.

Te calculate the generic reactivity adjustment
factor for low-emission vehicles opérating on a clean fuel,
such as refofmulated gasoliﬁe or natural gas, the ARB
measures the reactivity of the exhaust of low-emission
vehicles operating on that -clean fuel and divides that value
by the reactivity of the exhaust of a comparable
low-emission vehicle operating on conventional gasoline.

For example, the generic RAF for LEVs opefating on

Phone 2 reformulated gasoline is 0.94. This value is
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calculated by dividing the specific reactivity of LEVs

operating on Phase 2 gasoline, which is 2.94, by 3.13, which

is the baseline specific-feactivity of LEVs operating on

conﬁentional gasoline. Both of theée values are determined
by the ARB.

As an alternative, manufacturers may develop their
own RAFs épplicable'to a speéific engine.family if they are
able to achieve lower exhaust reactivity than the technology
pfesént in the vehicles used by the ARB. |

" | In this example, the_engine family specific RAF

was 0.88. In order to calculate the engine family specific

'RAF, one would divide the specific reactivity of that

‘vehicle, 2.75, by the baseline reactivity of 3.13 for a RAF

of 0.88.

Yourcan that the denpminator of 3.13 is the same
value that is used to establish the generic RAF, and will
remain unchanged over time.

Compliance with the emission standard is then
determined by multiplying the NMOG mass emissions of a

vehicle and fuel system by the applicable reactivity

‘adjustment factor. The result must be less than or equal to

the applicable NMOG emission standard.
In this example, the NMOG mass of a vehicle
operating on LPG is 0.1 grams per mile. Using the proposed

LPG RAF of 0.5, the emissions of this vehicle would be 0.05
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gréms per mile. This result is less than the LEV emissién
standard, so this vehiéle could be certified as an LEV.

Since 1990, the ARB has been testing vafious
vehicle-and fuel combinations. to establish generic
reaCtivity adjustment factors. To déte, the Board has
approved baseline specific reactivities -- the denomlnatof
of the RAF equation -— of 3.42 for TLEVs and 3.13 for LEVs
and ULEVs.

The Board has also approved a RAF of 0.41 for
TLEVS operating'on‘MSS, a RAF of 5.98 for TLEVs, and .94 for
LEVs operatlng on Phase 2 gasoline.

Today, staff will be propos;ng a baseline specific
reacfivity for medium-duty LEVS and ULEVs and the remaining
RAFs for Phase 2 gasoline, M85, natural gés, and LPG. |

Since 1993, staff has conducted additional testing
to establish RAFs for ligh;-duty vehicles operating on CNG
and LPG, and to establish baseline specific reactivity for
medium-duty vehicles. |

Based on the results of our testing, staff is
proposing a RAF of .43 for light-duty LEVs and ULEVs
operating on CNG, a RAF of .5 for light-duty LEVs and ULEVs
operating on LPG, and a baseline specific reactivity of 3.13
for medium-duty vehicles ope;ating on conventional gasoline.

Even though staff has been continuously testing.a

wide variety of vehicles since 1990 in order to establish
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generic RAFs, to date, only a portion of the RAFs have been

‘established.

This is_becausé staff has had difficulty in
procuring vehicles equipped with advanéed emiSSion control
technologies‘representativé of future production low=-
emissibn vehicles.

Since the absence of generic RAFs could hinderl
development of some low-emission vehicles because-
manufacturers may not be able to identify the emission
cétegory to which a vehicle could be certified,

manufacturers have requested that interim values be

established for the remaining RAF categories.

.Adopting interim values would providé.
manufacturers with sufficient leadtime to incorporate
specific low reactivity Strategies into their future
production‘vehicles.

Therefore, staff is proposing interim RAFs for the
remaining categories shown in blue in the table. These
interim values are based on data generated from limited
vehicle testing conduéted by the ARB, and would be effective
through the 2000 model year.

As production low-emission vehicles become
available, ARB staff will evaluate whether adjustments to
these genefic RAFs will be necessary. It is important to

note that should the specific reactivities of future
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production vehicles excéed the baseline estéblished by the
ARB; future RAFS could be adjuéted appropriately. This
wdﬁld énsure manufacturers.produce-vehicles that are low in
both exhaust nass and/or reactivity. Vehicles that exhibit
high specific reactivitiés would have to lower their mass
emissions accordinglf:in order to meét the low-emission
standards. |

That completes thé major pért of the presentation.
I'd now like to talk a little bit thé 15-day changes the
staff is proposiﬁg. |

| As a result of requests from automobile
manufacturers, sfaff is proposihg additional minor
modifications to the originally noticed regulatory text;
These changes include adding an intermediate in-use standard
for SLEVs and incdmplete medium—duty vehicles, increasing
the 50 degree emission multiplier for LEVs and ULEVs to 2,
and modifications to the smog index window label, which I
would like to comment on briefly.

Senate Bill 2050 is intended to base vehicle
registration fees on the pollution level of a vehicle and
its annual miles traveled. The bill directs the ARB to
develop a smog index label to identify the pollution level
of each new and used vehicle.

Although implementation of the smog index depends

on contingencies contained in the bill, the ARB staff
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concluded that implementation of the smog index label is
good idea regardless of the ultimate fate of SB 2050, since
ﬁhe label woﬁld provide conéuﬁers with a means of
identifying and purchasing the cleanast vehicles.

Accordingly, staff is proposing that the Board

‘adopt a smog index labeling requirement for new vehicles at

this time, and has petitioned the Federal Trade Commission

to approve a similar labeling program for used vehicles.

A copy of the proposed modifications is évailable

' for the public at the table located outside the hearing

room.

In conclusion, staff would like to recommend that

- the Board adoptlthe prbposed regulatory‘amendments, the

medium-duty S1P proposal, the proposed interim reactivity
adjustment factors, and the 15-day changes. |

' This cqncludes the staff presentation. The staff
would be happy to answer any quéstions the Board might have
at this time.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Thank you, Ms. Guerrero, for a
fine presentation. Any of my colleagues have any questions
of staff?

Mr. Lagarias.

MR. LAGARIAS: Thank you, Ms. Guerrero. I’d like

to just ask a few questions about the RAFs., Since the LEVs .

and the ULEVs are_requiring.substantially less mass

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION
3336 BRADSHAW ROAD, SUTTE 240, SACRAMENTO, CA 95827 / (916) 3622345




37

emissions than our present cars, doesn‘t the significance of

10

i1
12
713
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
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-~ MR. ALBU: I don’t think so. What we’re looking

at is really the ozone per mile that we need to achieve for

improved air quality. And that’s the product of the mass

and the reactivity;_

If ydu lower the mass, for example, oftentimes
reactivity will go up if you choose the wrong technology
and, therefore, you get no real -- not as much of a gain as

you expect.

' So, what we‘re doing is we're simply‘Saying'in our
‘programs, as we have in the past, that we’re trying to

control ozoné per mile and that we’'re trying to maintain the

capability that was demonstrated back in 1990 as being
feasible.

So, that’s the basis for controlling both.

MR. LAGARIAS: Well, you essentially have done
nothiﬁg about the RAFs; you’ve just suggested that the
numbers we’ve heard for the TLEVs be continued into the
ULEVs and the medium-duty vehicles. |

MR. ALBU: Well, the TLEV number is slightly
higher than the LEV and ULEV number, the reformulated
gasoline, at least.

MR. LAGARIAS: ‘Well, the CNG and LPG essentially

would be allowed to have roughly a little more twice the
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mass_emissions of Phase 2 gasoline?
'MR. ALBU: Yes.

MR. LAGARIAS: All right. Does this take into

“account evaporative losses or other losses other than

tailpipe losses?

MR. ALBU: Not at this time. We have not had the

capability to measure the evaporative reactivities until

just receﬁtly. And we can look into this in the future, but
at the preéeﬁt time, we didn’t have enough information to
suggest RAFs for évaporative emissions.

MR. LAGARIAS: ij you haven’t, i would think that
would berone of the earliest and the easiest RAF numbers to
obtain.

MR. ALBU: Well, it requires a special test
facility. And until just recently, we haven’t had that
capability to measure emissions on the high temperature
evaporative test.

MR. LAGARIAS: Steée, can .you give me any idea of
the significance of the ozone forming potential of
evaporative iosses, vis—-a-vis the losses from the tailpipe?

MR. ALBU: I’'m not sure I can at this time, Mr.
Lagarias.

MR. LAGARIAS: Maybe you can’t give me a number,
but can ydu give me a feel for it? Is it highly

significant, an order of magnitude greater perhaps, or
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nothing at all?
"Well, it seems to me, what‘I'm_cbncerned about is
we're ratcheting-down more and more on the tailpipe
emissions and maybe the evapofative emissions and the

runhing losses are much, much highér and we’re really trying

to get more and more out of one of the small leak areas.

MR. CACKETTE: Mr. Lagarias, I think, in general,

the evaporative emissions are less reactive than the exhaust

And, of courée, if you look at this table which

lists alternative fuels, there are no evaporative emissions

from the two_catégories, which is CNG and LPG.

MR. LAGARIAS: That’s what I’ve seen. All right.
Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Mr. Calhoun.

MR. CALHOUN: The reactivity adjustment factors
were controversial when they were first adopted. They will
probably always be controversial. I don’t know that.

Buﬁ I guess my question concerns the reactivity
adjustment factors as it pertains to the database on which
the interim factors were determined. Is it my understanding
that all of the interim factors are based on testing that we
did? Did you get any data from industry at allz

MR. ALBU: We did get some data for some limited

cases. But, by and large, it was mostly staff generated
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data. Industry’s somewhat reluctant to provide low-emission
vehiéles early on for the stafr to test, especially
gasoline. - | |

' In the case of natural gas and LPG, we also had
very few vehicles from the auto manufacturers, but we did
have vehicles from-ﬁonversioﬁ manufaCtureré to test.

MR. CALﬁOUN: .dkay. Thank you. _

CHAIRMAN.bUNLAP: Any other questions of staff?

Supervisor Vagim.

SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just tworquick questions on a semantical iésue,
The SLEV is lower than the ULEV. Isn’t ultra kind of the
lowest? Shouldn’t we have an SU éategory versus an S .
category? I mean, like gigantic is bigger than great?

Just as a suggestion, Mr. Chairman, maybe we ought
to call this an SU to keep the public’s simplicity versus
this -- because you could have confusion with it.

The other issue is the window index, smog index.
Wwhat is that going to look like and what does it ﬁean to the
public when they see it? And is it going to be someﬁhing
simple that everyone understands?

- MS. GUERRERO: if you’ll look on your l5-day
packet, if yoﬁ look at the very last page, or the second to
the last page, at the bottom.

SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Is that page 67
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MS. GUERRERO: Page 6.
SUPERVISOR VAGIM: I have that, the chart on the
bottom ofathe-label?: | |
| MS. GUERRERO: - That’s it, yes;
SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Okay. The higher the darker

color of the bar, the highef the index, the higher the

probability of the ~-

MS. GUERRERO: The more it pollutes.
SUPERVISOR VAGIM: The more it pollutes.. So, is
that going_tb be a super dr_an_ultra?

MS. GUERRERO: It will be able to take care of all

'of them.

MR. CACKETTE: That’s one way of getting around
fhe alphabet soup.

MR. CALHOUN: Is this something required by the
Legislature, or.is this something We':e doing?

MR. CACKETTE: Okay. There was a bill that
required us to develop the index and put it on vehicles.
That bill, however, had another objective, which was to run
this pilot progrém in San Diego and Ventura, in which
people’s cars would have this index mulﬁiplied,by their
mileage, and they would ranked.

And those who were in the highest polluting
category either drove a whole bunch or they drove a car that

was really dirty would be penalized in some way. And they’d
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have to get an annual smog check instead of a biennial smog
check. .

‘The way the bill was set up is it said, go do this
index, butﬁit made that contingent upon these two areas
running this pilot program. And the pilot progiam was.at
the discretion of the county govérnment;_

And one of the counties decided not to go ahead
with tha£ pilot program. AS'a.result, the bill £hat
authorized the specific label is -- I guess you’d say it’s
inactive now. It’'s no'longer bpérative. |

_In-dévelo?ing ﬁhe'index,,however} and
participatipg‘in getting ready for this pilot prdgram that
now looks like it may not happen, sfaff became sensitized td
the need to and ﬁhe benefits of letting people know having
an‘informed choice when they bu? a new car as to whether
it’s a clean or less clean category.

We have these categories from conventional all the
way down through the LEV Brothers’ numbers. And to try to
translate that into something that people could quickly look
at the label and say this car’s got half the pollution of
this other new car, that maybe they would make an iﬁformed
choice that would be good for air quality.

So, we became believers that the label would be a
good way of explaining the pollution potentiél of the car

and think that we should have it anyway, notwithstanding the
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problems of this piece_of legislation.

And our legal counsel advises us that we have the

legal authorlty to requlre labellng of new cars anyway Sb,_

the purpose of the changes today was to let you know and let
the audience know that we wanted to go ahead with this label
to try to prov1de information to new car buyers about the
pollutlon potential of a car, and do it notw1thstand1ng thls
pilot program that has, as of yet, to gone forward.

MR. CALHOUN: So, this means, then, that. every

_engine family would have a label that shows the specific

emission factor.

MR. CACKETTE: Right. It would have this bar on

it. And all of the bars —- it would have two fEétures. The

reason for putting the 0 to 10 is to let people know that
new cars are élean; they‘re not dirty, like a 1986 car,
which of course -~ like a '66 car would be a 10 on this
scale. |

And then, second of all, within the choices you
have, cars can range from essentially zero index to 1. And
it gives them the ability to see that one car is cleaner
than the other. So, they might go in and have two models
which have two different engine families in them; one’s a
hundred horsepower and one’s 120 horsepower. Some people
will buy the horsepower, some people will buy the MPG, the

mileage that’s on the label now. And some people, we think,
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will choose the car with the lowest smog index, which they

don’t have that information availablé to them in an

understandable way rlght now.

But we ‘also want to try to advertlse the’ lower

:cars,-yoﬂ know, now that LEVs and TLEVs are coming into the

_fleet, we want to try to put that information out to the

public. And thlS is the way of turning the alphabet soup,

as I said that we’ve got with all these LEV names, into

" something that people can understand.

MR. CALHOUN: What kind of reaction are you
getting from the auto_manufa¢turers'regarding this'prograﬁ?

MR. CACKETTE: - You;ll heér that in a little while.

(Laughter.) |

MR. CACKETTE: If you want me to summarize what
know, I’11 be glad to. I don’t mean to be flip, but. . .

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Tom, why don’t wé wait on that
£ill we hear. We have ample repreéentation from industry.

7 Don’t bait the staff, Mr. Calhoun.

{Laughter.)

.MR. CALHOUN: I won’t anticipate what the
testimony is.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Supervisor Vagim, you had
another question?

MR. JENNINGS: One point to add on that,

particularly in light of Mr. Lagarias‘’ comments, is that the
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smog index takes into account both exhaust and evaporatlve
emissions, s© it gives the whole plcture.'

MR. LAGARIAS: But I just heard they don‘t have a
reactivity'figure for tne evaporatlvexem1551ons.

MR. CACKETTE: well this index is simplified to
come off the emission standard that you certify to. So, the
reactivity is taken 1nto account in determlnlng Wthh
category you’re in -- LEV, TLEV, or ULEV, for example. And
then, once you’ve certlfled to that standard, thls index
trlggers off that. standard |

So, every ULEV would be the same -- have the ‘same
index if it meets the new evap standards.

MR. LAGARIAS:  But my question was, how
significant are the emissions based on reactivity of the
tailpipe compared to the evaporative emissions?

MR. CACKETTE: Right now, that would not be
included. It would go off the mass of the mass standard,
which is reactivity adjusted for evaporative emissions; and
the tailpipe standard, which is reactivity adjusted.

But the consumer’s not going to see that. They're
just going to see one number that represents the evap and
exhaust.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Since we have the new capacity,
as you mentioned, Mr. Albu, you know, to be able to acquire

this number, what’s the time frame when you’ll be able to do -
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this analysis, where we’ll have a more complete picture?
MR. LAGARIAS: That’s the reactivity 6f the
evaporative emissions? |
CHAIRMAN DUNLAP; Right, the evap;

MR. ALBU: I would think within a couple years, we

-would_have -

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Okay.

MR. ALBU: -- a pretty good idea of what the

various fuels’ characteristics would be like in terms of.

reactivity. /
| _ CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: And this could be féctored into
tﬁe labeling -- | |

MR. ALBU: Sure.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: -=- at thaf time?

MR. ALBU: Sure.

CHATRMAN DUNLAP: All right.

Supervisor Vagim.

SUPERVISOR'VAGIM:. Thank you. One question. Is
this going to be relative to the fuel that they use? If
they go fuel up in Reno, will the fuel have a higher index
than if they fuel in California?

At no time Qas RFG involved in this?

MR. CACKETTE: Well, it’s based on the fuel that
the vehicle will cerfify to. So, in this case --

SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Anticipating it.
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MR. CACKETTE: Right. So, it’s a California RFG,

which would lead you to meet a LEV standard, and then your

rindex is that number.

SUPERVISOR VAGIM: So, it won't'bé confusing,
then, if éomeone takes that car out of State and moves out
of Staté that the =--

MR.'CACKETTE; Well, the purpose of the index is
simply a buying guide fdr new.car buyers. We believe. it

will influence their choice towards cleaner cars when they

"buy_them. oOnce that’s done with, I don’t think they’ll be--

| SUPERVISOR VAGIM: And there hasn’t been any
Federal -- Féderal discussion or standardization, so there
is some common denominator if they move oﬁt of the State,
that the car sold in that State, using another -- or even
with California equipment -- using another fuel may have
another smog index?

MR. CACKETTE: Well, the value of 1 is -- Tier 1,
which is the national standard, there would be technically a
difference,rbecause we have cleaner gasoline than those |
other places. But I think EPA would do it the same way. If
they trigger off the standard to what it’s certified, that
says that car’s not supposed to emit more than X-grams per
mile, and that has an index of .8. And so, they would be
consistent at the point where we have some cars that are

like Federal cars.
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SUPERVISOR VAGIM: I_f they use -=-

MR. CACKETTE: It wc.ld not be something that
would be ah_épple'and an orange index for cars that are sold
in Nevada versus here, for examplé.

SUPERVISOR VAGIM: But it is fuel dependent in a
sehse,'becauée you’re anticipating RFG to make £his window:
sticker ééy what it says.

| MR. CACKETTE: Yes. .

SUPERVISOR VAGIM: | Is that correct?

_MR.VCACKETTEQ But the fuel dependency really is
juét in what staﬁdar& you meet. And then- once yéu meet that
standard, that determines the index. 'So, to some exteﬁtﬂ
the.index is -- that’s taken care of ahead of timé.‘ The
index just reflects the end result.

SUPERVISOR VAGIM: 1Its potential to poliute or —-

MR. CACKETTE: Right. |

SUPERVISOR VAGIM: -- not pollute is really =--

MR. CACKETTE: Is a reactivity adjusted number.

SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Right. The other issue is,
since we would begin and let the genié’out of the bottle on
this one, how about fhe used-car market'during biennial
inspections? Would there be a factorial that you could hand
the consumer and say this is your smog index, or, as it gets
higher and higher, it goes up the ladder, and at the end it

says "Crush," or something like that?
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(Ldughter.)
SUPERVISOR VAGIM: But we are beginning a public
awareness'of:a-new index for this. 'Would.it be wise,.then,

to maybe at least offer to the_uéed-car'market something --

at least at the point of sale when you’re doing smog checks?

MR. CACKETTE: Yes. We’ve already petitioned the

Federal Trade:Commission thét deals with thefbuyer's guide

.for'used cars, and we're working to try to get the label put

on the used car label, which wé don't have the direct
regulatory authority.

But we have a parallel effort, because we think =-

" that’s why we put on this one. We showed the whole range of

0 to iO, where new cars are all going to be 1 or less,
begausé we want people to understand that used cars will be
higher and make them think about this label when they go to
buy a used one.

SUPERVISOR VAGIM: feah, and --

MR. CACKETTE: And we’ll get that on the car.

SUPERVISOR VAGIM: -- there will be people looking
for that.

MR. CACKETTE: Because theére, the cars might'be
labeled 3, 6, 8, for exémple, depending on their emission
standards.

SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Very good. Any other questions
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of staff? Okay.
We’ll move on to the —-=- sure, Ms. Edgerton.

MS. EDGERTON: I’d just like to comment that I

appreciate this proposal very much, because it’‘s always gobd

when we can do things to eﬁcourage people to voluntarily
make choices that redﬁc;'emissions rather than tell them
that they have to do things by regulatibn;

. 8o, it’s quite consistent with our effort to
harness people*s desirés to do thé right thing anyway, to
have_tﬁis indei. | | |

| So, thank you;-

CHATRMAN DUNLAP: Very well. why don’t we move
into the witness list.. I/11 try to call you_three at a
time. We have the benefit —- and I thank those witness for
providing us with written comments. We’ve had a chance to
peruse that. Try not to cover word for word your written
comments, please.

br. Klimisch, AAMA, followed by Michael Berube
from Chrysler, and Al Weverstad from G.

Good morning, Dick.

DR. KLIMISCH: Good morning, Mr. Chairman.
Congratulations. Good morning, Board members.

I'm Dick Klimisch from the American Automobile
Manufacturers, whose members are Chrysler, Ford, and General

Motors. We appreciate the opportunity to testify today.
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The first paragraph.talks about the incredible
improvements ﬁhat we've already had in air quality and
vehicle emissions reductioné.. Wé're very proud of that.
And you caﬁ read that. o |

Thesé.gains have not come without a price. The
automobile indusfrylhas spent billions of dollars developing
clean air soiutions, and California is also spénding-
hundreds of millions of dollars every year on clean éir
projects. | |

‘and the source of all this funding, obviously, are

~ the citizens and our customers. CARB and the auto industry

share the common responsibility of providing the cleanest
air at the.lowest prices. Basiéally, we must exercise
fiscal responsibility. And we all, I think, know that none
of this is going to work if the consumer doesn’t buy in.
That'’s crucial to us, but we believe it’s crucial to you and
for air quality in California.

I+’s this fiscal responsibility that brings ué
here today. We, like you, ére genuinely concerned wiﬁh
providing a quality product at a reasonable brice and
safeguarding the air we preathe.

In the past, we’ve used these hearings to voice
our concern and sometimes our opposition to proposed
changes. Today, however, we are pleased to inform you that,

through the cooperative effort between the CARB staff and
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our industry, America’‘s automobile manufacturers support the
majority of the changes proposbd.

| - We believe thesesbhaﬁges will heip in fhe
iﬁ?lementatibn of the LEV program, ieéding'tb further
improvements in California'srair quality, while balancing
¢Qst.' aAnd we are even more pleased by the process that was
involved here.. .
 Léét year, CARB staff_proposed changes to the SIP

which, in our opinion, phased in modifications to the MDV

standards in a manner that presented some cost and

feasibility issues. We testified to this effect, and we

‘agreed that more could be done then to improve medium-duty

vehicle emissions relative to current levels, and we
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 dialogue between the
industry and the staff. Throughout the process, CARB staff
and the industry worked closely to find solutions to a very
complex problem, which balance feasibility and cost. -

As a result, far in advance of today’s hearing,

consensus between the industiry and CARB was reached on most
issues —-- we're very pléased about that -- including the

california assembly line and new vehicle compliance test
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procedures. |
iJust for the record, we would like to note a few
remalnlng issues that we have ‘concern.

Regardlng the react1v1ty adjustment factor, AAMA

is concerned about the staff report’s inference that it may
be appropriate in the future to increase RAFs if the actual

emission control systems do not reduce reactivity to the

extent forecast by the staff.

Such a change would improperly 1ncrease the
stringency of the standards, potentlally requlrlng unique
vehlcle hardware and_careful reevaluation of leadtime,
feasibility, and cost-effectiveness.

We would also point out that one fuel which may be
employed in the near future in Callfornla, E85 -~ 85 percent
ethanol -- is missing from the RAF table because the staff
lacked sufficient data. AAMA has now provided the staff
with data to fill this void from the auto/oil program, and
it suggests an E85 RAF of .69. We ask the Board to add this
fuel to the RAF table.

I’'m sure you’re not surprised -- we still deon’t
endorse the cost estimates that the staff is doing. We
believe they’re too optimistic.

In stark contrast to the systematic and
cooperative dialogue which led to a reasonable resolution of

most of the issues included in today’s rulemaking, the
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staff, in proposing.the smog index rule, did so without
wofkshops and without adequate discussion.

| | AAMA still objects to implementing a smog index
iabel that'applies to new vehicles only, rather than to all
vehicles as was_inﬁended by Senate Bill 2050,

Further, we strongly object to the late change
proposed by the'staff today; which would remove the
statutory triggers, particulérly the.one requiring two
districts to allocate funds td:condﬁct_pilot programs
ﬁtilizing the"smog indices and the market-based iﬁcentive
program. | |

The 1abéling program alone fdr only the neﬁest and
cleanest vehicles, without any assurande that.it will-leéd
to the piloting of fangible market-based programs, is vastly
different and less beneficial than the program outlined in
the Senate bill.

aAnd we disagree with the assertion that the Board
can reiy on general authQrity in this area, when Senate Bill
2050 specifically conditions that authority.

We have discussed these issues with the staff and
believe the staff understands our positioﬁ. staff and AAMA
have agreed to continue dialogue on these issues. Although
we'‘re nbt able to resolve everything to the satisfaction of
all of us, we believe the systematic-and cooperative process

used for most of today’s issues best serves the citizens of
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California, your constituents and our customers, and we are
pleased to_have'been part of it.
| . We_hope that this rulemaking pfocess'serves as ' a

model for the future. |

- CHAIRMAN DUNLAf: Thank you. Any questions by the
Board? | |

Yes, Superﬁisor Siiva.

SUPERVISOR SILVAf Yes. Dr. Klimisch, I have a

concern. It’s along the fiscal responsibility that you

mentioned in our letter and your report. I‘m concerned with

the impact to the consumer. And:I know that in California,'
it Seemé like we pay more taxes and more fees than other
parts of the country for the use of an automobile.

| what impact do you see, the most costly scenario
of the road that we’re headed down?

DR. KLIMISCH:. Yeah. I quess. I don’t have an
exact -- exact fiqures for that. We're certaih that the
elasticity is going to be about one. But I don’t know what
the percentage change is going to be in the cost here.

1’d defer to my members companies, or we’ll have
to get back to you on thét. But I don’t know what that
number is at this point. |

SUPERVISOR SILVA: Okay. Thank you.

DR. KLIMISCH: I‘m not allowed to talk about it.

We haven’t reached agreement. Sorry about that.
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- DR. KLIMISCH: Thank_you.
MR. LAGARIAS:  Mr. C.airman?
CHAIRMAﬁ DUNLAP: Yes, Mr. Legarias. .
MR. LAGARIAS: You’ve suggested for E85 a RAF of
.69 be consmdered due to the auto/OLl studies. lIn the
auto/011 studies, have the confirmed or challenged the RAF
numbers that we have for Phase 2 gasoline and for the other
fuels? _
DR. KLIMISCH: T don’t think so. I think they‘re
fairly conéistent. | | o
VMR; LAGARIAS: Because that would make the E85
nﬁmber more attractive.
DR. KLIMISCH: I don".t believe so. And if I'm
wrong, I'm sure one of my colleagues will tell you that.
MR. LAGARIAS: Thank you
CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Ms. Edgerton. Thank you for
coming.

It’s my understanding that the Senate Bill was not

passed on the smog index.

DR. KLIMISCH: Weli, I thought 2050 passed.
There’s another bill that’s trying to adjust this —-
920-something. 1It’s trying to get‘some other counties, as I
understand. 1 thought 2050 was passed;

MS. EDGERTON: Well, let me just check. What'’s

been actually signed into law? Maybe you could clarify
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._that.

MR. KENNY: SB 2050 was actually signed into law.

MS. EDGERTON: Okay. _

MR. KENNY: And SB 2050 did provide for conditions
for the specific smog index requirements in that bill to go
into effect. We are aware of the.fact that those parti¢ular
conditions have not been satisfied. |

_ So, we would basidally.propose_the.smog index
could.bé implémented through the general authority thét
exists in the Health.&_Safety Code_under 43200, That
particular prbvision provides.that there are labeling
authorities provided‘torthe Board. And thoée'labeling
authorities are specifically directed for consumer
information.

So, to that extent, we believe that particular
section is applicable and can be relied upon. -

MS; EDGERTON: Thank you.

DR. KLIMISCH: There is another bill that hasn’t
been passed yet.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Okay. Very good. Thank you.

MR. CALHOUN: Mr. Chairman?

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Yes, Mr. Calhoun.

MR. CALHOUN: One comment in this regard. The
ideé of labeling a particular vehicle in order to show its

emission level is nothing new. It’s been bounced around and
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kicked around for a long time. -It’s certainly has been
discussed in the Legislature for at least ten years. And
so, I guess theY’ve made some prbgfess in térms_of trying'to
get a bill out. 2050 has, in faét, passed.

But I‘ve always, in the past, the comments I've

heard say nothing more than -- there’s no value added to it.

That’s one of the reasons why it was not, I believe,
successful in getting through the Legislature.

'But maybe Ms. Edgerton’s corredt.; Maybe some

- people will buy a car based on emission levels. I don’t

know thét.

DR. KLIMISCH: We?re no£ against this cdhsﬁmer
information. I guess our real concern is that some of the
differences between used cars and new cafs, the consumer’'s
really not getting the full story here.

CHATIRMAN DUNLAP: Okay. I appreciate it, Dr.
Klimisch, thank you.

Michael Berube} Chrysléf; Al Weverstad, GM;
followed by Michael Schwarz from Ford.

Good morning.

‘MR. BERUBE: Good morning. Michael‘Bérube from
Chrysler Corporation. Chrysler is a member of the American
Automobile Manufacturers Association, and fully supports
their comments just presenﬁed by Dr. Klimisch.

I'd like to begin my comments by emphasizing that
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Chrysler has been before this Board and at workshops a

number of times since 1990, talking about the LEV program.

‘We’ve said in the past that we view the LEV progfam’s as a

major technological challenge of controlling emissions,

while also maintaining acceptable vehicle performance and

cost.

I'd like to tell you today that that position

| hasn’t changed. We view that we really still are at the

1nfancy of 1mplement1ng the LEV program. - And Chrysler Stlll '

views that program as a 51gn1f1cant technologlcal challenge
and. cost challenge. Our engineers, who I talk with
regularly, are pushing the frontier on new technologies, on
new vehicle calibrations. These are technologies we simply
don't have experience with yet in use out in the field.

Having said all of this, Chrysler does recognize
the enique air quality situation here in California. We are
working hard and committed in trying to achieve the goals of
that LEV program.

We are encouraged with our progress to date,
although I should note that we have not certified an LEV
gasoline package yet, and ULEVs certainly pose even greater
cost challenges and techﬁical challenges. |

Ultimately, when we look at what the success will
be, I think what we have to lock at is what will happen when

we have vehicles with 50 and 100,000 miles out on the road,
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and have we proved out their in-use emissions, their OBD

systems, their enhanced evaporftive'systems, their cold CoO,

their 50 degree LEV requirements, and we could go on with

the other emission requirements.

I mention all of this, not because I‘m coming here
today to object to the changes that have been proposed to
the Board on the LEV program, but because I want to support
the process that was used today and used over the past
months to arrive at today.

Chryslér talks a lot about process and focuses on
process; 1'd like to comment that we.sﬁpport the
cooperative process that has led to today’s hearing.

Through the dialogue that we have had with staff, we
certainly have not agreed on all issues, but we’ve been
encouraged by the attempt to achieve emissions control at a
minimum cost and customer impact.

And because the LEV program is pushing us to the
technological limit and pushing our engineering resources,
this cooperative process is absolutely imperative for—

success. It will be many years now before we know whether

we have success, and we must continue this type of process.

We look forward to ongoing dialogue with the Board
and with the staff.
I would like to point out one issue in particular

where I hope we do have a significant amount of ongoing
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dialogue, and that is the issue of RAFs. We‘ve had some

discussioh about that already today.

Chrysler does_notlSupport the staff’s report’s
statement that future RAFs should be.increaséd'to a value
'greater than 1.0 if early LEVs cannot.achieve the Staff’s
.projection of best case specific réactivity. Such a change
would be equlvalent to 1ncrea81ng the strlngency of all LEV
standards and would llkely requlre new vehicle hardware.

To.baiclear, Chrysler supports the 1ntent of RAF

to link vehicle fuel to emission standards -- we support

“that -- such as what is being with; the new CNG and LPG RAfs

- that are belng proposed today

What we are objectlng to is expanding the use of
RAFs to push new vehicle hardware. Pushing the frontier --
as i said, we are trying to do at Chrysler -- means trying
new approaches and accepting new risks, we are doing that.
But piling on more risk by changing RAFs at this time may
have the effect of stalling new technology, since. there is a
1imit to the risk that can be taken by any manufacturer. |

It’s our position that any increase in the
stringency of the LEV program and the standards requires
significant study of the‘ieadtime, the cost,_and the -
technological feasibility. |

We feel that any such increase in stringency would

be premature until experience is gained in the field in-use.
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I guess I'd also like to make a brief comment on-

'the smog label issue. I spoke earlier about process. I

~guess it concérns me a little bit about the process of the

last minute change on the smog label. This is sbmething

‘that wasn't initially_brought‘up at workshops.

It was something in the initial staff report,
although what is proposed today and what was handed in the

15-day notice is different even from discussions we had with

staff as of last Friday. We’ll certainly go back and take a |

look at what’s being propoéed. Although, I guess, the last
minute changé does concern me, and.it's qﬁite in'contfast to
the other process we’ve had. |

A few, maybe off-the-cuff comments are looking at
the label format, some COINCErn over whether that double bar
will be confusing to coﬁsumers, and whether the wording goes
along with it.

It’s also worth pointing out that regulations
today already require that a vehicie be labeled if it is a
low-emission vehicle as defined by the statutes. It has to
say, this is a certified to low-emission vehicle, |

In addition, the vehicle emission control label

~ required in all cars goes further and say this is a

transitional low-emission vehicle. This is a LEV. This is
a ULEV.

There are actually a number of different places on
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the vehicle that you can find ail that information today.
Those are only on new vehicles.. So, I.thiqk we do need to
take a_lobk at the intent. |

Clearly what'’s beihg proposed today is now
something different than whét Wés in SB 2050 and needs to be
reviewed in an independent light. |

| CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Thank you.' Ms. Edgerton.

MS. EDGERTON: I wanted to follow up, Mr. Berube,

on that certification label.

| It’'s ﬁy_understanding, though,‘that?s just'when

people.golin.to puréhase a car. That doesn’t stay on there
in that window where it says it’s a TLEV, does it?

MR. BERUBE: The vehicle emission éontrol
information label is permanent on the car.

MS. EDGERTON: Where is that?

MR. BERUBE: But that’s under the hood.  The
other label would be =-- the other low-emission vehicle label
is the same'type of requirement as being proposed for this-

new smog index label. It would not necessarily be a

 permanent label on the vehicle.

MS. EDGERTON: The ones that I see when I go to
car -— I’m just tryiﬁg to understand what we’re talking
about. The ones that I see are, when you go to buy your new
car, on the sticker, on the window.

MR. BERUBE: Typically, yeah.
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MS. EDGERTON: And then, it’s taken off after you

‘buy it so you can look through :the window..

MR. BERUBE: Correct. Thatfs-thé same authority
gnd‘same statutory section as what’s being proposed today by
the.staff, I believe}_under the smog index label.

MS. EDGERTON: 'Buﬁ you don’t end up with a car
that'’s driving around where anybody -- any family éan go to
a gfocéry store and they-can_see that their next door
heighbof has a car that'pollutes more than theirs?

Mk..BERUBE: Not unless they put the hood and look.
at it. o o - |

MS. EDGERTON: Yeah, right. Thank you.

,CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Okay. Very good. Thank.you.

Mr. Weverstad, GM; Michael Schwarz, Ford; and then
Tim Cafmichael,'Coalition for Clean Air.

| sir, did I butcher your name?

MR. WEVERSTAD: . No, you did an excellent job.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Tgank yoﬁ. I’'ve been worried.

MR. WEVERSTAD: You did as good a job as my mother
would.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Okay.

(Laughter.)

MR. WEVERSTAD: Good morning. My name is Al
Weverstad, and I am manager of the vehicle emission

activities at General Motors, environment and energy staff.
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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 suppbrt the comments of the
American Automobile Manufacturers Association and tﬁe Ehgine
Mapufacturers Association, andlincbrporate them by
reference. |

The regulatory'dhanges-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

associations, 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’sS medium-duty truck measure. This
alternative, which is being proposed by your staff today,
will provide equivalent emission benefits to the November
SIP, but at much lower cost.

Thus, we urge the Board to adopt the staff
proposal in lieu of the No&ember SIP measure.

The brevity of my comments do not reflect on the
importance of the regulations being considered here today.
These regulations, which affect the nonmandate portions of
the LEV program, will cover most of our future production,

and will provide the overwhelﬁing portion of the emission
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reductions projected in the SIP.

Clearly, a smooth implementation of this portion

of the LEV programn is critical. - That is why a regulatory

structure that fac111tates a smooth implementation, such as
interim in-use standards, is so important. And we support
the improvements to the interim in-~use standards beiné
proposed by the staff

Another area that is very 1mportant to the LEV
program is the reactivity adjustment factors, or RAFs.

Because emissions are determlned by multlplylng the NMOG

mass by the RAF, the RAF, thus, is part of the standard.

GM commends the staff for proposing the RAFs for
almost all of the different fuel and vehicle categories

through the 2000 model year. And we support AAMA's pronosed

‘ethanol RAF of .69. This will provide us with the certainty

we need in developing systems to meet the future LEV program
standards durlng this timeframe.

However, GM is troubled with several statements in
the staff report that infer that the 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.
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Thus, GM recommends.that the RAFé proposed by the
staff through the 2000 model year be extended through the

2003 model year, and that any changes to RAFs be considered

as part of thegpoét—2003 LEV program rulemaking.

In closing,'I would like to emphasize again that

'GM is very encouraged by the process leading up to this

hearing. The open dialogue between industry and staff
resulted in the vast majority of issues being resolved.

1 would now be happy to answer any gquestions. 'And

I do have a written copy of the comments I’‘ve given, and

1711 provide to whoever would like it.

CHATRMAN DUNLAP: The Board Secretary would be

fine. Any questions from my colleagues-on_the Board?

‘Lynne, Ms. Edgerton?

MR. LAGARIAS: Mr. Weverstad, is your program with
the Geo Prizms -- I think it is -- where you piant a tree
for everyone that buys them still ongoing? |

MR. WEVERSTAD: I believe so. That is through our
marketing arm. But, yes, I thiﬁk that’s still on.

MS. EDGERTON: and if I understand that correctly,
I mean that’s an effort to point out to people that these

cars are cleaner, and that GM is doing its best to help

clean up the environment?

MR. WEVERSTAD: Yes, it is. 1It’s an effort to

show that we’re part of the environment, and trying to do
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our share.

MS. EDGERTON: And j*'srinvolved in == I've beeﬁ
very impreésed with it.‘ It’s all involved in environmental
education,-and the kids go out there and help learn that you

all are planting the trees. And they understand the

relationship of the trees to the whole atmosphere.

1 just want to compliment you on that program. I
think prdviding that kind of coﬁnection,.information, and
incentive is-very_géode

| Thank yoﬁ. |
MR. WEVERSTAD: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Any other gquestions? Very good.

Thank you.

Mr. Schwarz from Ford; Tim Carmichaei, Coalition
for Clean Air; and bill Van Amburg from CALSTART.

MR. SCHWARZ: Good morning.

Congratulations to the Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Thank you.

MR. SCHWARZ: I’'m Mike Schwarz, Executive Engineer

with the Ford Motor Company for Vehicle, Environmental, and

Energy Planning.

I also chair the industry group at AAMA, the
California Liaison Panel.

Ford is a member of AAMA and the Ehgine

Manufacturers Association, and we support the statements
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made by those associations.
The AAMA statement that you heard identified

several open issues which we believe deserve the Board’s

- careful attention. But I don’‘t want you to lose sight of

the major achievement of the staff in ironing out numerous

once contentious issues through a thorough technically based

process over the last 10 months or so.

This process is a class example of how progressive
management,-be it government or indﬁstry, needs to operate
in order to get the optimum out of its human resources. A

progressive manager knows that he needs to surround hlmself

or herself with good people, competent, creative problem

solvers, and then give these people latitude.—- or that
nineties’ word, "empower" them -- to work with affected
parties to derive the optimum solution.

In this case, this classic model was followed by
both government and industry. And, as a result, technically
justified solutions were determined which achieve emission
reductions equivalent to those of the placeholder measures
that were placed in the SIP.

I’d like to commend the staff, spe01flcally it’s
key members -—-= Annette Guerrero, Steve Albu, Bob Cross --
for their openmindedness and determination. And I really
have to single it out. I can’t say enough about the

leadership role played by Bob Cross. I know you have him on
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the hot seat on the EV issue chairing all these forums.
But there are numerous times where he two groups were
esséntially at loggerheads. There just‘wasn't a way to
agree, and things were breaking down,' |
And he was able to refocus thihgs on the overall

objectives and get.us back on track. So, my compliments to

the staff, and I think it should be a prototype for the

future on how we derive regulatioms. .

and I‘1l be glad to answer questions. |

CHAIRMAN,DUNLAP: Thank you'fbr_your kiﬁd words.
I think their peﬁformance evaiuations should be due later
today, don’t you think? '

(Laughter.)

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Well said. We appreciate you
standing up for the staff.

SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: Ii's nice to hear that.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: No questions. Thank you.

Mr. Carmichael, Mr. Van Amburg, and then Paul
Wuebben from the South Coast Air District.

Gooa morning.

MR. CARMICHAEL: Good morning. ILet me begin by
saying that the Coalition for Clean Air‘’s pleased to be
addressing the Air Resources, and especially the recently
confirmed Chairman. As many of you know, we testified in

support of Mr. Dunlap’s nomination, and we’d like to extend
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our congratulations.

Members of the Air Resources Board, the Coalition

for Clean Air appre01ates the opportunity to be here. Our
comments today relate specifically to the medlum—duty
vehicle revised SIP proposal. The Coalition for Clean Air
does not support the proposed changes to the medium-duty
vehicle regulatidns; -

The California Air Resources Board is

'internationally-régarded as the preeminent leader in

developlng and 1mplement1ng the kind of technology—forc1ng

programs essentlal to cleaning Callfornla s air and critical

to meeting the Federal health-based air quality standards.

The proposed'changes before you today are not in
keeping with CARB’s record qf implémenting technology
forcing programs necessary to clean California‘’s air. The
Coalition for CleanlAir believes that the proposed changes
are as bad for California’s economy as they are for our
environment and{ in fact, would take Californié in the wrong
direction.

If california really wants to be the home of new
industries, advanced technology, and long-term job
opportunities, these proposed changes should be rejected.

There are three major problems with the proposed
changes: First, CARB staff identifies a shortfall in NOx

emission reductions in excess of 8 tons per day relative to
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the reductions included in the State Implementation Plan.
wWhile a shortfall ha< been identified, the

proposed chaﬁges 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 should be shrinking.

our second, and perhaps greater concérn; relates
to the proposed rélaxation of the particulate 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.

While I'm sure that you're awére of these health
studies, I wou;d like to mention just a few: |

Loma Linda University conducted a 10-year study,
which found that women living in areas of high total
suspended particulates experienced a 37 percent increased
risk of cancer.

In March of this year, Harvard~School of Public
Health, the American Cancer Society, Harvard Medical School,
and Brigham Young University released the results of the
largest study ever conducted on the health effects of

particulate matter.
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The study found that people living in the nation’'s
most polluted cities are up to 17 percent more likely to die
prematurely than those 11V1ng in our cleanest cities. .

 Earlier thlS year, Callfornla s EPA, Cal-EPA,
released.the results of its own study, which locked the

effects of particulate matter in Riverside and San'

_ Bernardlno Countles. This study found that mlCrOSCOPlC
 part1c1es of air pollutlon cause an estimated 275 premature
‘deaths each year.

The growing number of health studies which condemn

particulate air pollution make it clear that if the Air

Resources Board isrto'make:any change to the particulate

emission standard, that change should be to strengthén it,
not weakeﬁ it.

our third major concérn relates to what appears to
be a change in the philosophy behind California’s air
quality regulationé. The Coalition believes that the-Air
Resources 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
8IP proposal, which was submitted to the U.S. EPA last
November. Unfortunately, the delays incorporated in the

proposed changes before you today, coupled with the
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relaxatlon of the standards for carbon monox1de and

particulate matter, are des1gned to accommodate +he

_ prolonged use of gasoline and diesel.

While we are aware that the proposed changes

suggest adding a super low emission, SLEV, category, for

_medium—duty vehicles, it is unlikely that the auto and

engine manufacturers will pursue this level if a weakened
regulatlon allows them to achieve medium-duty ultra low
em1531on levels with gasoline or diesel

The proposed changes are effectively taking awayl
the carrot which has driven technology advancement for ‘the
first half of this decade. '

In closing, the Coalltion for Clean Air strongly"
urges that you reject the proposed changes for the
medium-duty vehicle SIP proposal. At a minimum, the Air
Resources Board should delay action on this item 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 replacement neasures be applied to mobile rather
than stationary sources.

Given the serious health implications of
Ccalifornia’s air quality problemns, california cannot afford

to delay or relax our air quality regulations.
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Thank you very much.
CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Thank you. Any questions of Mr.
Carmichael? Ms. Edgerton.:
| MS. EDGERTON: Thank you. I want to thank you for
coming. |

. If course, I agree that -- and I'm sure everyone

‘on thls Board agrees that =-- or at 1east I would assume that

everyone does —-- that we do not want the black box to be
increasing. obviously, we’re trying to shrink the black
box. - | N

My difficulty, Mr. Carmiehael, is that the
principles of chemistry don’t appear to be under'this
Board’s control. And from what I -- I’'m not a scientist,
but from what I understand of the principles of chemistry
with respect to some of these emissions reductions, result
in getting some increases -—= small increases in particulate
matter at the same time that you get enormous decreases in
NOx.

My understanding from talking with the staff it
+hat the ratio of NOx reductions to PM1O increases a hundred
to one, and that’s my understandlng

Given that that’s the case, what should the Board
do? Should we do nothlng and not reduce the NOx, because it
might increase a little bit of the PM? Or should we go

ahead with the technology we have and reduce the NOx
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51gn1flcantly, and keep'working on the smeller_PM10?

It's the principles cI chemistry. that seem to be
boxinorus'in here a little bit, at least-that’s ny
understanding.

MR. CARMIcﬁAEL: okay. I-think there’s two
important points. The first one. is related to what
technology do we have? Here we are in the middle of 1995,
and there is already one -- and we believe several in

research and development'—— vehicle in the medium~duty that

_w1ll match the proposal that you. submitted last November to,

the U.S. EPA. They will match the emissions reductlon
levels, the exlstlng program |

The second p01nt is that the fuel -- the problem

- fuel in mobile sources is diesel fuel. That is where the

majority, if not all, mobile source particulate pollution is

coming from.

So, to change a regulation to accommodate the
dirtiest fuel that we use in mobile sources makee no sense
to us. I mean, if the goal is to truly clean California's-
air, then we should be moving to stop using that fuel rather
than prolonging the use of that fuel.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Mr. Cackette, could I ask you to
comment on that characterization?

MR. CACKETTE: Well, first, I'd like to confirm

what Ms. Edgerton said. In all of these kind of
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technological forcing areas, you have to make eome choices.
And in looklng at thlS regulatlon apd the technology

available, we saw the opportunlty for very large reductlons
in NOX emissions. And those NOx emissions help with ozone
in the sﬁmmertime, but they also reduce ambient partieulate,
the same ambient pollutant that a testlfler commented on
have these adverse health effects. And so, this regulatlon
will reduce ambient partidulate.

| Uhfortunately,-diesel engines:have a tradeoff.
When you control NOX, you increase partlculate, and the

vehicle manufacturers, in controlllng NOx, will also have to

deal with the fact that the particulate matter s going to go

back up, and it’s going to have to be brought back down to
the existing .1 standard.

In this situation, we just belief that in order to
realize the NOx reductions, and the benefit of ozone and
particulate of those NOx reductions, that we had to relax
this one standard just in this one category of medium-duty
trucks back up to where all the other diesels are, which is

a .1 standard. 2And I point out that .1 standard is roughly

'a 90 percent in particulate matter from uncontrolled engines

and engines that meet, vehicles that meet that standard are
essentially smoke free.
So, it’s not like we’re letting this vehicle go

back to some, you know, smoke-belching mode of operation
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like it may have had in the past.

'But it was a trade. We had fo make that.  We
tried to make the one that we thought was bestrfor air
quality. |

. CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Okay. Thank you. Appreciate
YOur time. | |

We’ll take a'moﬁent for our court reporter. I;d 
ask at this juncture, though, that Mr. Van Amburg come
forward. Mr. Wuebben, wait.in the wings. And Mr. Hoekman
from Chevron, Kent Hoekman from Chevron would be after Mr.
Wuebben. | |

(Thereupoﬂ, theré was a briefrpause in the

proceedings to allow the reporter to replenish

her paper.)

CHAiRMAN DUNLAP: Good to see you, Bill.

MR. VAN AMBURG: Good to see you, Mr. Chairman.
Congratulations. You've heard that enough today.

| 1711 try and keep this session shorter than your
confirmation. |

CHAIRMAN_DUNLAP: Okay.

MR. VAN AMBURG: I want to first of all just
congratulate staff. These are tough choices that have to be
made. There are a lot of balancing acts that have to be
made.

I actually think the smog index for the windows of
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vehicles is an éxceilent.idea.‘ Wwe certainly salute CARB and
staff for that idea, aﬁd I think it should move forward.
Maybe something that would make it easier for consumers is
to put something'onrit where you can éompare olderxr vehiéles

or different classes of vehicles to vehicles you’re going to

be buying as opposed to just seeing the number there kind of

in a vacuumn.

So, if that’s an adjustment, I would recommend it

- might be that. It’‘s a great idea.

One thing we just wanted to point out here today,
if I can go to the next slide, there are tough choices to be

made. CARB staff is doing the best job that it can to try

and do that.

But if there are some concerns that we would like
to point out, it’s that we have a tremendous air pollution
problem in this State. We’re only dealing righ£ now with
half of it what we've identified with pollﬁtion control
measures. And thét includes the entire LEV program, that
aggressive program, the 10 percent ZEVs that you have put
forward; all of that still only déals with half the
pollution we know that’s out there.

If we can go to the next slide.

The other half, obviously, everybody talks about
this black box. And it’s not to make fun of it, but

essentially, today we have added another 10 tons per day to
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the black box. And the question is, where does that come

from down the road? Who will .t be applied to? And we

would like to suggest and enoourage'that maybe it does

continue to apply to this class of vehicle as new

_ technologles do come along, and as the staff and the CARB

Board reassess thlS over the next couple years.
If I can ‘go to the next sllde.
Just another way of visualizing this is the

tremendous problem certalnly in the South Coast, our prlmary

'problem. The flrst column is where we were in 1990.  The

second column, almost as high, is where we’ll be in 2010
with all of the programs we’ve enacted.

fhe third column is where we need too be to meet
the health~based air stendards. We’ve got a long ways to
go. Ten tons a day may not seem like a lot, but we’'ve
continued to add to what we’re not solving at this moment.

I just want to go through a couple very gquickly
things that you have done with technology forcing and these
tough, aggressive standards. You have mangled my slide,
first of all.

(Laughter.)

MR. VAN AMBURG: What I wanted to point out wes a
new industry that seems to be'slightly skewed there.

" CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: This was the key slide.

MR. VAN AMBURG: This was the key slide. We can't
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go on.

and industry that has frankly grown tremendously,

" spurred in great part by the tough, aggressive standards

that have been'set by CARB; an induétry that’s more than
tripled in size in the last three years. 7

and if I can show the next slide, an industry.that
is_deaiing with a number of different areas aéross the board
of where the emissions control from the mbbile_seétor will

come from -~ not just from electrics,_not-just from natural -

gas, a technology that’s reélly-comiﬁg inﬁo the fore right

now, but also hybrid electrics, which I don’t think anybedy

on the CARB staff thought would move as far along as it has;

And it has been driven againlby.your technology foréihg.
A Next slide, pleaée. |
| Heaﬁy—duty NGVs and also medium-duty NGVs are

proving out to be very clean. It also happens to be a very
economic niche, and it’s a niche that’s also being forced by
energy policy act requirements in some way for fleet
operators. That’s something that should be considered,
because the technology in this area is substantially
imprbving and moving along.

If I can have the next slide. :

Also, some of the concerns'about natural gas
vehicles for many people ‘is in infrastructure. But those

are being answered as well. We’re working on a number of
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technology projects to lower the cost of compressed natural

gas refueling. And there are a number of innovative

- approaches, such as mobile tank trailers that can be taken -

out}'precompressed gas to lower the cost and get-multiple
sites out more quickly.

There are also an awful lot of heévy and medium-
duty electric and hybrid electric vehicles. This bus just
rolled out. It’s going to be §perating in Santa Barbara.

We rolled it out two weeks ago. And at the end of last
week,_the same bus, number two in the sefies, rolled out at .
Yosemite National Park,-wherefthey'nowrhave a 35-foot all-
electric bus, two of them operating.

In éompressed natural gas and electrié hybrids,‘
now, these are vehicles —-- the one on the left is operating
now. There’s three of them. It meets.a one-gram per brake
horsepower hour standard right now for its NOx emissions.
And that is not as clean as we expect them to go very
quickly, because we’ll be putting tufbo alternators aboard
that bus. It éhould be substantially below that.

These technologies are not pie in the sky; they’re -
coming along. Now, this may be pie in the sky -- as a
commuter in L.A., I actually would like cne of these.

(Laughter at picture of tank.)

But one of the reasons that we’re seeing so much

development in hybrids is because the military is so
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interested. They’re pushing obviously heavier duty than
probably we need for commute cars, but the same technology

base is helping.rapidly-improve_hybrids that.we’re going to

" be seeing in heavy-duty and medium-duty areas, éspecially in

the_on—board systems proViding power.
 And there are also medium-duty vehicles like this
step van. There are several companies building these --

what I call Fed Ex size delivery vans —-- that are pure

_ eleqtriC'and can be hybrid electric, very clean vehicles -

that can be .used in the medium-duty segment énd lower the
oveféll fleet average; _

So, I just Qanted to leave you with the'thought
that, while you’re dealing with some very tough things that
you have to weigh and fully understandable; don’t forget
that you have seen a lot of things happen that maybe you
didn’t think would be happening.

| This is just a very short list of what has
happened because of the LEV program over the past five
years. I think we probably can do better, and I would
encourage you to find a way to take that 10 tons and still
keep it within the medium-duty vehicle area, and simply try
and find a way to encourage other cleaner fuels within that
arena to make up the difference.

Thank you.

CHATRMAN DUNLAP: Any questions of Mr. Van Amburg?
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Very well. Thank you for a fine presentation.
Mr. Wuebben, Mr. Hoeknan, and Melissa Sherlock

from Unocal. Good morning.

MR. WUEBBEN: Good morning, Mr. Wuebben. And I'm

very happy to join that chorus of congratulation, being the

first one I think to hire you into the field of air

pollution about 10 or 12 yearS‘agd.

But, congratulations; great achievement. .

I'm here this morning, of course, representing the -

South.Coast Air Quality Mahagement_Distribt. 2And we’d like

to refer to basically three issues in today’s rulemaking -~

the reactivity adjustment factors, the medium-duty

standards, and the methanol luminosity.

In general, we're very impressed with fhe degree
of technical proficiency that your staff has applied to a
wide range of complex issues. . I reallyrwant to genuinely
compliment them in that.effort. |

We’re also, as I menticned in my written cémments,
very supportive of the reasonable and appropriate amendments
to the reactivity adjustment factors. We're'aiso in support
of the proposél by the American Automobile Manufacturers
Association to extend to the year 2003 the application of
those reactivity adjustment factors. I think that that
provides both regulatory flexibility and fuel flexibility in

the case of providing alternative fuel diversity.
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Another important area that I think has been very

useful for your staff to identify has been the 90331b111ty

" t+hat these baseline reactivity factors that are used to

specify,uof ceurse, the ozone.ﬁer mile of your baseline
Phase 2 gaeoline, thet those may in fact'end up in use being
higher than what was orlglnally ant1c1pated and that we
think that it is wise, as suggested by the staff, to
contlnue to obtain more 1n-use data on that 1ssue. “

And we thlnk that that’s obv10usly going to be'
important as we move forward in these higher technology:
vehicles. | o

We also think that it might be relevant to

con51der, in terms of flex1blllty, to provide auto

manufacturers some limited flexibility to actually

substitute theilr own baselinelreactivity factors if they do
a very high degree of rigorous testing of individual engine
families. And we think that that concept might have some
relevance to provide yet even more flexibility'for
introduction of some of these lower emitting alternative
fuels.

Another point just to reference that, yoﬁ might
note that in the data in the staff report, I think six of
the eight light-duty vehicles were actually above the 3.13
baseline RAF once they were measured in use. So, there does

seem to be some preliminary data that suggests that some
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adjustment mlght be approprlate. And we would suggest that
kind of flex1b111ty if you want to con51der that.

Another area, of course, has_to do with the'
medium-duty vehicles. 2And, as you Well:know, the light-duty .
Chrysler ﬁLEV was the first ULEV —- in fact, I believe still
today the oniy ultra low emission vehicle as a natural gas
vehicle. -
| ~ We’re concerned that you not go beyond the -

leniency that you're proposing for in-use Nox standards . and

limit that to no more-than say'the three years that are

reflected in the staff report.

Probably the most lmportant area in the medium-
duty is the particulate issue. And I think to address Ms.
Edgerton’s point, that when she notes that there is
principles of chemistry involved, I think what’s important,
Lynne, there is that these are principles of diesel
chemistry that are involved.

If youltalk'ebout principles of alternative fuels
chemistry, there’s no question that if you look at the
natural gas certification results, goodness, those are well
below 2 grams, 1.4, 1.5 grams referencing even 1 gram NOX
levels and,lat the same time, levels of particulate that are
.02, far below —-- 80 percent lower than this tenth of a gram
level.

And why is that significant? Your own Cal-EPA, as
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you know, has issued a report that has what I believe is the
51ngle—most profound data point 1n air pollutlon that has
been found thlS decade, namely, that in San Bernardino and
Riverside Counties -- just in those two counties in Southern

Callfornla we 275 people can be attributed to hav1ng died

because of thelr exposure to partlculate.'

The equivalent of an Oklahoma Clty bomblng each

year should not be a satisfactory status quo, and that’s why

-~ we would suggest that that proposal to maintain a tenth of a

gram forever be seriously reevaluated. And that's why we

: would suggest that perhaps in another year, 12 months, you

request the staff to bring back some additional optlons for
lowerlng that standard.

Because we’'re convinced that the growth'of

technology, particularly in alternative fuels, they’re

certifying_engines faster than the manufacturers ever

imagined.

Hercules, Caterpillar, Cummins, Detroit Diesel,
they’ve even given us, as a district, emission reduction
credit authority based on certifying to these lower
standards.

So, proposing -- I think it’s just really
important in this instance to have this revisited within a
fairly short period, because your actions can and are

effectuating real alternative fuel engine development. And
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_to keep that momentum forward, I think a reassessment would

be. appropriate.
One last point, Perhaps it might be a misnomer to
call a tenth of a gram diesel truck an ultra low emission

vehicle. So, I just caution that, when we start using these

phrases, let’s not forget, you know, what the entire picture

is.

Lasfly, justﬁreal quickly, you might remember
about ‘a year ago, I stood before you and urged some
addltlonal flex1b111ty for lum1n081ty requlrements,_becausé

of concerns about operatlon of M100 buses and even fuel

'cells, and we‘re trylng to permit some fuel cell related

- M100s. We have a fuel cell bus, for example, that would -

fall subject to that rule.

and so, we’re are very much éupportive of the
prudent recommendation to eliminate that luminosity
reqﬁirement.

So, with that, I appreciate this opportunity and,
obviously, I'm happy to answer any questions.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Mr. Lagarias.

MR. LAGARIAS: Mr. Wuebben, a little concerned
abouf your analysis of the health effects and comparing them
t6 the Oklahoma bombing. I don’t think we talk about
particulates knocking 275 people off the streets. We're

really talking about maybe shortening the lives of some
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people rather than -- and not give the impression thét |
they’re just absdlﬁtely kiiled by these'things;

MR. WUEBBEN: Well, I didn’t mean to overstate the
éomparison, Mr..Lagarias.‘ And,I.certainly didn't méan any
disrespect. All I was pointing out is that it’s é very -
large number, and I don’t believe that in mortality
statistics we’ve everrseen anywhere néar that level of
mortality impact associéted with air pollution.

-And -at léast from the experts I’ve talked to, fhat_
number was quite a'surprise,.given the magnitude, you know; o
of the population'size. - |

. MR. LAGARIAS: Well, don’t forget this mortality
is not a documented figure, But an estimated projection
based on pbpulation and other figures.

We’re concerned. We’re aware there are health
effects, but how they’re presented is also of concern to us
as well.

MR. WUEBBEN: Sure.

MR. LAGARIAS: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Good pbint. Any other
questions? Yes, Mr. Calhoun.

MR. CALHOUN: Mr. Wuebben, you mentioned something
to the effect that manufacturers should be allowed to
determine their own RAFs or something of that nature?

MR. WUERBEN: Well, I know at least from some of
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the written correspondence of the auto manufacturers, that
there was some recommendation at.léast that be considered;
that if there was a véry rigorous amount of testing, and you
had a very solid base for an individual engine'famiiy,'that
there be some flexibility to develop theif own baseline
reactivity. | | |

MR. CALHQUN:. I think that’s already allowed in
the regulation. _

MR. WUEBBENE Not the baseiine. I think that the
3.13 is a fixed value,'and thatfs basically --

MR. CALHOUN: That’s what the baseline —-

MR. WUEBBEN: -- generic. To my knowledge —- I
think the staff.could correcf me, but my understanding is
that right now they don’t have that flexibility.

MR. ALBU: I think there may bé some confusion on
the part of Mr. Wuebben. We used the baseline speéific
reactivity as a fixed value for time. And vehicle
manufacturers can indeed demonstrate with their line of
vehicles that, if they do have lower specific reactivity

than our baseline, they could get credit for that on an

individual family basis.

So, yes, they have that capability already.
MR. WUEBBEN: =o, the 3.13 can be adjusted; is
that what you’re saying?

MR. ALBU: There’s no reason to adjust it.
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MR. WUEBBEN: Oh.

MR. -‘ALBU: It’'s a fixed guide, and that’s the

: baseline by which you determine the value. 'You have to have

thét present to make the individual engiﬁe family specific
value in the first place; otherwise, you couldn’t do it.

MR. WUEBBEN: - Well, I guess what I was
undérsﬁanding was that there’s baseline gasoline RAF
specific reactivity, and then there’s also reactivity
adjustment faétofs, which werelapplied to the alternatiﬁe
fuels. |

| MR. ALBU: I don’t think you’re undérstanding is
quitercorrect. We can discuss it later.

MR. WUEBBEN: Well, I thought I had read that
recommendation. But I‘ll accept that.

MR. CALHOUN: That’s fine.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Very good. Thank you.

'MR. WUEBBEN: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Ken Hoekman, Chevron; Melissa
Sherlock, Unocal; Glenn Keller, Enéine Manufacturers
Association.

If I May, sir, and for those that follow you, in
thelinterest of time,lso that we're redundant,'if there’s
any new perspectives you could share, I’d appreciate it'if
you’d focus in that area.

Thank you.
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MR. HOEKMAN:. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and other
Board members. My name is Kern Hoekman. I work for Chevron
Research and Technology Compahy; and I'm here today
representing WSPA.

_WSPA'appfeciateslthe'opportﬁnity to comment on
CARB's préposed amendmehts to low-emission vehicle
regulations dated August 11, 1995,-and on the supportihg_air.
modeling report dated June 22, 1995. |

- WSPA has long maintained that CARB’s approach for
calcﬁlatiﬁg énd"applying reactivity adjustmeht factors is
flawed, and dould have a detrimental effect on air quality.
The principal flaw is in the notion that any'single
reactivity scale can be appliéd uniformly under all urban
atmospheric conditions._ ‘
| Tt is true that different NMOG species contribute
to urban ozone formation to different extepts.' 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 detefmining the actual reactivity
cf a particular épecies in a real urban situation.

Stated simply, the reactivity of ahy NMOG species
is not a constant, but is a complex variable whiéh depends

upon many other factors.
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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 own

air modeling work conducting in support of’the proposed RAFs
for CNG and LPG fueled LEVs. |

In this Qork, exhaust emiséiohs from the
alternative fuel vehicleé were adjusted upward in accordance
with the proposed RAFs, and the résulting ozone impacts were
assessed. If these RAFs were_correct, the increased .
emissions from.the alte:native_fuel vehicles_should lead td
the'same'bzone impacts as lower emissions from conventionél‘
fuel vehicles. | |

An expression used to compare these ozone impacts-
is the so-called "null test result," which is shown in
Figure 1.

And I’d like to explain what this Figure 1
illustrates. The mathematical formula which you see there
expressing the null test result has a number of terms all

called ozone "sub" something. Those ozone values are all

- model predicted ozone levels.

The ozone/afﬁ refers to the ozone that is
predicted by modeling when all vehicles are assumed to be
using an alternative fuel vehicle.

| The ozone/rfa is the ozone predicted in the same

modeling episode when all off the vehicles are assumed to be
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using baseline gasoline, which is called RFA gasoline.
Andrthe ozone/null'represents the ozone which
would be predicted in the same modeling scenario, where all
of the emissions from light-duty vehlcles are set to zero.
| So, in other words, the numerator in that

expression represents ozone contributed by vehicles

~operating on a particular alternative fuel vehicle.

The_denominator represents ozone contributed by
vehicles operating on baseline gasoline;

As can be seen from this expression, if.the RAF
adjusted alternative fuel .case and thehconventibhal Qasoliné
case pfoduced equivalent ozone impacts, the ﬁull test result
would be 1. You wpuld have the same value ih the numerator
and denominator.

Null tests results greater than 1 indicate that
alternative fuel vehicles lead to more ozone than the

conventional vehicle case, while results less than 1

‘indicate iess ozone from the alternative fuel vehicles.

Various ozone metrics can be used when computing
null test results. Since both Federal and California ozone
standar@s are based on peak ozone, WSPA maintains that the
most appropriate metric is basinwide 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
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modeling results.

Figuré 2 depicts the peak ozone null test results

~ from modeling of CNG, LPG, and RFG vehicle cases. These

results are taken directly from the CARB air modeling report

of June 22, 19895.

In this figure, you see that each fuel has three
separate modeling scenafios which were‘used. Scenarios 1
and 2 are both episodes froﬁ the 1987 from'the'1987|SCAQS
program, the Souﬁhern california Air Quality Study.

Scenario 3 is an older episode from 1982. Also,

with each episode, you’ll notice there were two different

emission inventories applied. So,:this provides sixlpoints
of . comparison for each fuel,rcomparing that fuel with
paseline gasoline. |

This figure clearly illustrates that appliéation
bf 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. |

You can see that, because the null test results re
substantially higher than one in those cases.

| To achieve equivalent ozone impacts, these

modeliﬁg results indicate that both CNG and LPG RAFs need to
be adjusted upward.

In summary, WSPA believes that CARB’s applicatifon
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of react1VLty concepts is flawed and can 1ead to worsening

of air quallty in some cases. ”he 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 attalnment of the Federal
and State ozone ‘standards more dlfflcult

To avoid this problem, WSPA urges CARB to 1ncrease
the proposed RAFs for these alternative fuel vehlcles, and
then repeat'the air modeling work to detetmine_if further
adjustments are necessary . | |

That concludes my- prepared comments. With the
Chalr s perm1581on, I would llke to elaborate on two other
points to address the expected response from CARB staff.

MR. LAGARIAS; Dr. Hoekman, before you do that --
and I would want to hear from the staff —- would you explain
to me again what you man by the ozone null level?

MR. HOEKMAN: Yes. Perhaps we should put that-
Figure 1 back up.

MR. LAGARIAS: Just explain the zero emission
vehicle case. :

MR. HOEKMAN: The null case refers to a modeling
situation in which emissions from all light-duty vehicles
are set to be zero. 1In other words, it represents the ozone
that would be produced in the absence of light-duty

vehicles.
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MR. LAGARIAS: It’s a background level; is that __.
what you‘re ﬁalking about? Background ozone level?

'MR. HOEKMAN: Yes, I.think ybu.could_cali it
backgrouﬁd; meaning it’s ozone produced from all other
sources than light-duty vehicles. |

MR. LAGARIAS: That’s a fascinating concept, and
1’d like to think about it. ‘

' But I hope the staff has had a.chance to mull it
over and can respond to.this épproach. |

MR. HOEKMAN: Mr. Légarias, this'apprdach.@f the -
null test is something that has been used in the past. We

are not objecting to that approach.

MR. LAGARIAS: Well, I know that. I'm just -- I‘d

like the staff to react to your proposal. Because, as 1

understand it, you’re suggesting that the CNG and the
natural gas have its reactivity numbers raised because of
the presence of the null, the background level?

. MR. HOEKMAN: That’s exactly right.

MR. LAGARIAS: And that applies equally to

reformulated gasoline? |

| MR. HOEKMAN: Well, you’ll notice that the null
test results for the reformulated gasoline were very close
to 1 for peak ozone, So, we are suggesting that no
adjustment is necessary for the reformulated gasoline.

MR. LAGARIAS: Tom?
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- MR. CACKETTE: Bart Croes will respond to that.
MR. CROES: Mr. Lagarias, I'm Mark Croes of the
Board’s Research Division,.and I‘ve been responsible for

guiding the development of the ‘RAF approach for the last

_five years. It’s a complex subject, so I have three

overheads I‘d like to show you.

First, we think that the RAFs have a sound
scientific basis. The RAFs are not designed to be
applicable to all atmospheric conditions,'but rather to
those where hydrocarbon control is-important.

. The null test is a check of this concept. The
Adv1sory Board for Air Quality and Fuels established by
Assembly Bill 234 recommended that all fuels be treated on a
level playing field through the use of air quallty based
performance standards. In November, ‘91, the Board |
implemented these recommendations with the adoption of RAFs
to account for differences in ozone formation potential
among fuels and vehicle technologies.

The National Academy of Sciences in their report,
"Rethinking the Ozone Problem - Urban and Regional Air
Pollution," has endorsed the Board’'s RAF approach as a valid
way to treat fuels equally.

Research on RAFs sponsored by the Board, the
Auto/0il Air Quality Improvement Program, and the Department

of Energy, has passed several tests of scientific peer
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review. Seven articlgs_favoring ARB’s approach on the
deveiopment, application, evaluation, and certéinty analysis

\of the_RAF conéept have been published to date.
| Next slide, please. |

The null test is a check of the level playing
fieidAamong different fuels over a wide range of atmospheric
emissions. _ |

-The.ﬁAF test in question by WSPA follows a
'prdtocol first‘suggested'by fhe.Reactivity'Advisory Panel in
1991. This was an ad hoc group of the public, auto
manufacturers,.ahd fuel suppliers, including WSPA members..
o Tﬁe protocol was established at the November, ‘91
Board hearing and employed again at the January, '93 Board
hearing. ‘

Thé protocol requires us to examine results from
peak ozéne as well as a meaSure that takes into account all
hours that people afe exposed to ozone levels above the
State staﬁdard. 7

our documents, including the one quoted in WSPA'S
recent letter to the Board, are quite clear on this point.
Both of these measures of ozone are important. &n air
basin's attainment status is based on peak ozone levels.

The low-emission vehicle regulations area designed to reduce
‘exposure to unhealthy levels of ozone everywhere.

However,just as in every other ozone control
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program we have, ozone will go down in some areas more than

others. This depends on where the emission reductlons occur -

~and which way the wind is blow1ng on a partlcular day

Because of this fact, we use a measure that takes
into aceount all instances of ozone levels above the
standard that impact where people live.

Cen Irhave.the‘next elide, please?

This table fills in the measﬁre of ozone exposure
ignored by WSPA in their recent'letfer. A null test result
ef 1.00 implies a level playing field. A value of 1.10

means that the RAF for a particular fuel should be adjusted

'upwards by 10 percent td'ensufe a level playing field.

The average fesults for the two measures of ozone
shown on the second line from the bottom are quite different
for CNGC and LPG fueled vehicles. This is due to the peak
ozone results shown in shading. These ozone peaks located
over Mt. Baldy in the modeling domain are less sensitive to
hydrecarbon emissions than much of the urban area. So, the
null test results are the ratios of two small numbers
resulting in a statistical noise.

The peak ozone results for the September, 1982
episodes are more statistically robust, because of the
higher response to hydrocarbon emissions from LEV vehicles.
These results fall more in line with the exposure results.

By placing less weight on the peak ozone for the
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two episodes with greater statlstlcal noise, we have

recommended no increase in the RAF for CNG rather than the 2

. percent shown in bold on the bottom line of the table.

Using the same loglc, we recommended a 10 percent
increase in the RAF for LPG. These interpretations of the

null test results are consistent with those employed at the

'1991-1993 Board hearings for RFG and MBSQ and are brotective

of air quality over the entire basin.

In summation, we feel the RAFs have a firm
_scientific basiS}.are derived using the same protocol
adopted in two earlier regulatory hearinge, place less

weight on statistically weak data, and are protective of the

entire population exposed to unhealthy levels of ozone.

Thank you.

MR. LAGARIAS: Dr. Hoekman, continue, please.

MR. HOEKMAN: Thank you.

I would like to respond to two particular points.
The first one has to do with deciding what is the relevant
metric for deciding when the null test fesult is valid. As
Mr. Croes has stated —— and I will read the wording exactly
from the CARB document —-- he has stated that both peak
levels and ozone exposure need to be considered. And that
is true. |

As it’s stated in the CARB technical support

document of September 27, 1991, the airshed model
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evaluations will demonstrate a successful reactivity scale

if two fuel vehicle combinations result in equal'one—houf

_ basin peak concentrations and equal ozone exposure. Both of

those measures are mentioned.

On the preceding page is stated another truth that

. a RAF determined so that two vehicles have equal impact on

peak ozdné, in general, will be différent from a RAF derived
so that the vehicles have equal impacts on 1ntegrated ozone.

‘'What that is saying is we have two standards, two
metrics fo be considering. Those two metrics will be |
different, depending upon atmoépheric conditions and.many
other things;

If-is the contention of WSPA that thé most
relevant metric is péak ozone, since that it what the
naﬁional ambient air quality standards and the California
air quality standards are based upon.

our position would be that we should consider
integrated ozéne or exposure levels; that’s important, also.
But we need to give at least equal weighting, if not more,
to speak levels, since'thatris what the standard is based
upon.

The second point I’‘d like to‘respond to is the
idea that the peak levels should not be given the adequate
weighting, because we’re comparing two small numbers. 1

would like to show Figure 1 again, please. Refer to Figure
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The small numbers that we are talking about or fhe

deltas, the small deltas —-- the small deltas to which we’re

. referring are the numerator and denominator in the null test
result. What we’re saying is that the difference in ozone

. on a peak basis, the difference in ozone is quite small

whether or not vehicles are included. That is true. It may
be surprising, but that is true.
Support for that is also prQVided in modeling

results from the RAuto/Oil Air Quality Improvement Research

- Program, which conducted simulations for Los Angeles

31tuatlons in the year 2010.

The conclusion from those modellng results
indicated that the contribution of light-duty vehicle
emissions to peak ozone is less £han.10 percent. So, we are
talking here about small'numbers, because that’s the
reality. We.cannot simply throw them out and say they’re
not important.- They’re small because they’re small. That
does not invalidate them. |

To add further perspectlve to that, you might say,
if we’re only talking about a 10 percent in peak ozone,
whether or not there are vehicles, then you would certalnly
expect even a smaller change in comparing one fuel to
another fuel. And that is true, too.

So, what would be the harm, you might say, in
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allowing‘a RAF, which is slighﬁly.incorrect, allowing a
slight ipcreasé in peak oéohe? It will only be 1 or 2
pércent increase in peak ozone.. |

| Well, agaih, let me refer'you to the éuto/oii,
?rogram, in which a number of reformulated gasolines were
compared and ozone modeling was conducting to assess the .
impacts froﬁ changing from one fuel to another.

The two fuels of greatest intefest wotld be
comparing fuel RFA with a.seﬁerely reformulated_gasbline,
Fuel C in the auto/oil nomenclature. | |

Fuel C comes pretty close to Phase 2 gaéoline.
The difference in peak ozone that was concluded from the
modeling between all vehicles using RFA, baseline gasoline,
and all vehicles using Fuel C was less than 3 percent.

My point is that small numbers are important
numbers, important enough to force introduction of Phase 2
gaéﬁline. "And we ought not to neglect them because they're
small. |

MR..  LAGARIAS: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Thank you. Mr. Lagarias?

MR. LAGARIAS: Well, I have to admit it’s an
interesting new concept to me, and I think peak conditions
are more significant because of the regulatory requirements.
But I wonder about -- since I‘m not well versed with this,

the ozone null level is a background level, won’t some of
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that be a contribution of automotlve emissions the day
before, or two days prev1ously, or some accumulatlon in the-
null value?

MR. HOEKMAN: In these modeling episodes,.the'
light*duty automobilee are removed entirely from the
modeiing scenario over the multiple days in which it is run.

So, we truly are looking at a case with no

- vehicles compared to a case with vehicles.

. MR. LAGARIAS: Well, I guess this isn’t smoke and

" mirrors, but it is a little dim at the present time. Thank

you.

MR. CALHOUN: It seems to me that the key issue
here is which is the most appropriate way of determining the
null test, whether it ought to be based on the peak ozone or
the population-weighted base.

And ﬁhat's kind of cpntroversial. I'm not sure
we’re going to adopt that today and what Jack was zeroing in
on. |

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Ms. Edgerton.

MS. EDGERTON: 1Is your peak the 24 hour or the,
eight hour?

MR. HOEKMAN: It’s a one—houf maximum.

MS. EDGERTON: Oﬁe-hour maximum. Where did you
say your data comes from about the 10 percent contribution

of LEVs to peak ozone?
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MR. HOEKMAN: I can cite two thiﬁgs: one in this
very set of iﬁformation from ARB, looking ét what thé peak
ozone is with or without the motor vehicles inciuded,,the
differencé is approximately 10 percent in the 1987
inventory. Notice there were two emission inventories. It
is larger. It is 20, maybe 25 percent in 2010 inventory.

| The other source is from thé'auto/oil program;

'MS. EDGERTON: Thank you. Which inventory do you
think is more appropriate, or do you think 2010 is more
appropriate to. use? | '

MR. CROES: We like to look at both inventories
jﬁst because it gives a range of conditions. | :

I'd like to clarify this 10 percent impact. It’s
the impact of the hydrocarbons only on‘ozone,peak. It
doesn’t include the impact for the CO and NOx, which also
affect ozone. |

Plus, it’s Jjust the impact of the exhaust, not the
impact 6f the evéporative emissiqns from the vehicle or the
running losses.

And for the 2010 case, it’s well into the future
when the car emissions are at very, very low levels. 850,
it’s the impact of a small part of the emissions from those
vehicles on ozone, and there are different hypothetical
situations.

For one of the episodes, the ‘82, the ozone
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impacts are much higher.
MS. EDGERTON: Thank you. Would you like to make

a response fo_the argument that_the reliance on the peak

‘ozone standard versus -- I mean emissions versus the overall

ozone concentrations and its apparent inconsistency?

MR. CROES: Well, we feel —- and this is supported

by the reactivity advisory group and health effects experi,

and she’s looked at several measures of ozone because of the

impact of the regulation affects the entire basin and

affects entire populations.

| 'We didn’t feel that we should look only ét.one
hour over Mt. Baidy; that you should look at all hours over
the entire basin. And we place less weight on the peak
ozone results because we feel, because we’re dividing a
small number by another small pumber, that you have a lot of
étatistical noise. And so, it’s not that we feel peak ozone
is not important; we just feel that the number is not
necessarily statistically valid.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAPQ Anything else?

MS. EDGERTON: I just want to see if I understand
it. 8o, you think that the peak ozone, the one-hour ozone
concentration is less valid statistically than the other --
than the ozone concentration, general concentratioﬁ?

MR. CROES: Well, what happens in some of the

modeling cases is that the peak ozone isn’t very responsive
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to the hydrocarbon emissions; and only looking at'tﬁe effect
of hydrocarbbn emissions and-rﬂt NOx and C0. So, because of"
that small impact, the numbers become less reliable.

| Hydrocarbbn control from the LEV program has its
greatest benefit in the baéin in.the_areas‘where_people
live. We feel it’s important to look at that aspect of the
problem. . |
MS. EDGERTON: So, if I understand you, the
reactivity factor, a RAF, that ‘did not take inté account the
overall ozone concentration would not beja reasonable one,

because it would not reflect the ozone producing properties

‘of that fuel.

MR. CROES: Yeah. It looks at the overall effect

‘of the_fuel —- of one fuel versus the overall effect of

another fuel.

MS. EDGERTON: So, you think it would be

jrrational to have something that excluded all except —-

MR. CROES: Yes, that was the advice involved in
this entire —-

MS. EDGERTON: So, all the experté, all that
advisory board. I just wanted to understand that. Thank
you very much.

CHATRMAN DUNLAP: Okay. Very good. Thank you for
your time. We appreciate it.

Melissa Sherlock, Glenn Keller, Dale McKinnon, and
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our concluding Greg Vlasék.

Good afternoon.

MS. SHERLdCK:' Géqd_afternoon.'

Good afternoon, Chairman Dunlép and Board members;

My name is Melissa'Sherloqk, and I‘'m a fuels
planning engineer for 76 Produéts Company, which is an
operating group of Unocal, Which vou‘re probably more
familiar with.

and I'm here today to comment just'briefly on the

proposed amendments to the low-emission vehicle regulation.

 Specifically, my comments will address_reactivity'adjustment

factors, the revised SIP proposal for medium-duty vehicles,
and the proposed amendment to the specification for M100
methanol.

First, on the reactivity factors} I just want to
say that Unocal is a member of the Wéstern States Petroleum
Association, or WSPA, and we adamantly support all the
comments that were made earlier by KentAHoekman, or just
previous to me. I have some ﬁore informétion tﬁere, but
it’s juét duplicating what Kent already discussion, and so

I’ll just pass it by, and just let you know that we

- adamantly support everything he said.

With regard to the revised SIP proposal for

medium-duty vehicles, we support the proposed changes to the

" mobile source control measures for medium~duty vehicles and
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the related regulatory to the lﬁw—émiséion vehicle
regulation. | | |

We think these changes will provide_vehiéle
manufacturers with greater'flexibility in complying with the
regulatory requirements, and we think that this flexibility
will allow them to look at a number of different vehicle
technologies to meét the emission standards father than fo
restrict them to.just a few technologies thét are likely
still in the prototype stages .of development. S -

In addition, we think that the conéepfs that are
illustrated in this proposal can be applied to the light-
duty side of the regulation and -add flexibility in achieving
the emission reductions attributable to the zero-emission
vehicle program.

We think similar revisions to the light-duty
vehicle category canrresult in a cost-effective and
practicable market and performance based system rather than
the current mandate based system.

And we urge CARB‘ﬁo look at these concepts and try
to apply them to light-duty category and explore the
potential for emission reductions that are there.

And, finally, with respect to the M100 fuel
methanol specification, we do not support the proposal to
remove the requirement for a luminosit? additive in the

specification for M100 fuel methanol.
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" Although we do agree with the staff’s technical

‘assessment that the risk of an M100 fire is low, the

technical information does not dismiss the fact that M100

fuel can ignite and catch fire. And the fact still remains

‘that if an M100 fuel does-catch fire perhaps as a result of

a vehlcle COlllSlon on a publlc hlghway, the flame w1ll be
virtually invisible and it can lead to some serious injuries
to unsuspecting accident victims and fire and rescue
respondents. |

In addition, we think that as the popularity and'
performance of MlOO vehlcles continues to evolve and the |
fuel becomes more avallable, we think it’s likely that thelr
use will expand beyond fleet applications and just further
increase potential exposure to M100 fires by untrained and
unsuspecting public members.

We don’t agree that the reduced risk of M100 fires
should be used as a basis to remove the luminosity
requiremeﬁt, and we think that requirement should remain
intact and that the requirement for fire euppression systems
be used as a substitute until a suitable luminosity additive
can be identified. |

That’s all I have.

CHAIRMANmDUNLAP: Very good. Thank you. - Any
questions?

Okay. Glenn Keller, Engine Manufacturers
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Association. Mr. Keller, we have a.cepy of your
presentatlon. Anything fou'd 1ike.to add?

MR. KELLER' I will be very brief.

EMA wants to express ltS congratulatlons to you on
your confirmation. Again, I’11l introduce myself. I'm Glenn
Kelier, Executive Director of the Engine ManufacturersA
Associetion. | |

EMA is the national association representing

- worldwide manufacturers of engines for all apnlicetions

_other than passenger cars and alrcraft.

EMA’S members produce, among other thlngs, the
engines that are used in medium-duty vehicles, both
compression ignition and spark-ignited, which under CARB’S
regulations, include those vehicles having a gross vehicle
weight rating greater than 6,000_pounds;

In that regard, our remarks will be primarily R
directed towards those aspects of the rule pertaining to the
engines which are engine dynamometer certified, and used in
the vehicle applications greater than 8500 pounds and
incomplete vehicles.

T+/11 summarize our comments into three points.
Number one, we want to let it be known to the Air Resources
Board that EMA is very appreciative of the several
opportunities that CARB staff provided EMA to cemment on

the development of the pending amendments to both the MDV
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and the heavy-duty rules.

This cooperative type of give—and—také process

among regulators and the affected industry has resulted in

stringent, yet generally workable, requirements in
California. |

This approach to developing new regUlations in
turn w1ll yield significant initial air quallty
improvements, while at the same tlme, preserving a full
array of cost—efficient and durable mldfrange power sources
in Callfornla )

I think there should be also a lot more credlt
glven to the wonderful program, "The Statement of
Principles" that was recently entered into among U.S. EPA
CARB, and the engine manufacturing industry regarding future
emission regulations for heavy duty on~highway vehicles.
This was referenced Ms., Guerrero’s summary, and the emission
requirements that are being targeted for the year 2004
represent dramatic NOx reductions of over one-half the
current levels that we’re producing today.

This SOP constitutes a true milestone in
attainment of oleaner air through reasoned regulatory
efforts. It will increase the certainty and stability’for
the heavy-duty industry, which is vital for manufacturers’
strategic busineos planning. 2nd it will also ensure

cleaner air in a manner which is both realistic for industry
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and very responsive to the genuine environmental concerns of

‘California.

We want to peint out_thaﬁ the.amendments”that we
are 1ooking at here today also account for and try to align
with those of the ?ederai_program beginning in the 2004
model year.

And we're very suppdrtive of tﬁat-qoncept.

and finally, in closing, I want to bring up the
poinﬁ that EMA greatly appreciates_and fully supports the_
specific amendments MDV rule that providé for a stair-stép'
100 percént phase—-in program for the enginé dynd certified
MDVs, and that retain a 100 pércent‘Tief.1'requirément for
engine dyno certified MDVs through the 2001 model year. |

EMA also appreciates this recent staff amendment
brought up toaay that specifically includes the permitting
of intermediafe in-use standards for engine dyno certified
MDVs and in-use ~- and ﬁhose are the LEV standard forrzooz
andl2003 model yeaﬁs of 3.2 grams per brake horsepower hour,
and fhe ULEV standard intermediate in-use factors of 2.7
applying to 1992 to 2063.

' A1l of these help in the manufacturers’ ability to
meet the standards, giving them the ﬁecessary stability in
the meantime to meet the increasingly stringent standards.

And more importantly, these amendments serve fo

avoid the prospect of certifying engines to standards
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appllcable for one year.

In concluSLOn, EMA apprec1ates this opportunlty to

work w1th CARB staff EMA looks forward to similar

'cooperatlve efforts in implementing the SOP and in achlev1ng

full harmonlzatlon of the CARB and EPA regulatory programs,
and not just the resultlng em1351on standard levels.'

Thank you, and 1’11 be happy to answer 1f there s
any questions.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Very good. Thank'yc)u. Any

'_questions7 Apprec1ate your comments about Worklng closely
.with us and U.S. EPA on that heavy—duty englne program

'It's.very important.- Thank you.

MR. KELLER: 1It’s our pleasure.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Okay. Dale McKinnon, and then |
Greg Vlasek. -

MR. Mc KINNON: 1I’d also like'to extend my
congratulations, Chairman Dunlap.

| CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Thank you.

MR. Mc KINNON: Good afternooa, my name is Dale
McKinnon, and I‘m the technical director or the
Manufacturers of Emission Controls Association, MECA for
short.

MECA’s pleased to provide these comments in
support of the Air Resources Board’s proposal to amend the

certification requirements and procedures for low-emission
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passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and mediumfduty_ﬁehicles.
MECA commends the Board for its continuing efforts
to 1mp1ement a motor vehicle em1551on control program that
will address’ Callfornla s serious air quallty problem.

MECA’s a nonprofit association of manufacturers of

emission controls for motor vehicles. Our companies are

developing and producing control equipment that can help
reduce NOx, hydrocarbens, CO, and particulate emissions from
diesel eﬁgines; but not only diesel_engines,.gasoline
powered engines, and alternative fueled motor.vehicles,

'Becauée we.haVe had on numerous_occasions the
opportunity to talk to staff and the Board on différent
technologies, we’ll keep our comments brief.

For the past two decades, Célifornia has provided
critical leadership in the development of its mobile source
emission control program. Standards adopted by the Air
Resources Board over the years has stimulated enormous
techniéal development efforts that have resulted in
important advances in engine design and control technology,
which are providing significant reductions in motor vehicle
pollution.

We believe that the proposed program will further
stimulate development, both by engine manufacturers and
those development control technologies.

A few words about gasoline powered medium—duty

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION
3336 BRADSHAW ROAD, SUITE 240, SACRAMENTO, CA 95827 / (916) 362-2345




10
11
12
13
14
15

16

17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

117

~vehicles. We concur with the staff'that significant

advances have been made in catalyst technology, in
particular, with 1mproved llght—off characterlstlcs,
increased durability and high temperature‘re31stance; We
believe that these aid the manufacturers to meet the new
éroposals.

| We alsq concur with the staff’s assessment that,
if needed, electrically heated caralysrs could be optimized

for medium—-duty applieations. This technology has evolved

‘dramatically over the past flve years, and its ‘effectiveness

and durablllty is being establlshed for possible light- duty'

vehicle appllcatlon to meet the ULEV standards. the larger

It’s not hard to imagine it being further optlmlzed
for medium—duty vehicles.

Hydrocarbon traps have reached a stage of

development to be considered a.viable candidate. As far as

diesel powered medium-duty vehicles to meet the proposed
em1351ons standards MECA members have developed and are now
manufacturing control technologies that could be used to.
help diesel powered vehicles —- diesel powered medium-duty
vehicles meet the proposed standards. For example, our
members have been and continue to work on lean NOx catalyst
technology. It shows considerable bromise for providing
significant NOx reductionrfrom diesel engines.

Also, oxidation catalysts and trap oxidizer

-
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technology can be used to control particﬂléte emissions on
these vehicles. | |

| Oxidétion catalyst tééhnolbgy has been proven
effective in reducing engine-out particulate by up to 30
percent, hydrocarbon by 30 percent, and carbon monoxide byu
30 pércent. - Trap oxidizer technology can reduce particulate
emissions by over 90 percent.

We concur with the fact that'these ﬁechnologies
wiii.be aﬁong the technology choices avaiiable to
manufacturers to meet the proposed medium-duty standards.

| Although the technologiés discussed above can be

used in conjunction with the diesel fuel currently available

~ in california, even further reductions in fuel sulfur would

enhance their performance.

In closing, we wish to reiterate our éupport for
the proposéd revisions of the low-emission vehicle program,
and to feiterate that our industry stands ready to do its
part to help ensure that the objectives of the regulatory
changes are achieved.

fhank you.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Thank you very much. Any
questions of Mr. McKinnon?

Very well. Appreciate it.

MR. Mc KINNON: Thank you.

And our final witness, Mr. Vlasek. Cood

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION
3336 BRADSHAW ROAD, SUTTE 240, SACRAMENTO, CA 95827 / (916) 3622345




R

16

11 |

12
i3
14

i5

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

119

~afterncon, Greg.

MR. VLASEK: Good afternoon, confirmedlchairman
Dunlap and members of the Boérd, Greg Vlaéek, representing
the natural gas vehicle industry today. Most of my reﬁafks
have been amply,address by Mesérs. Van Amburg, Mr. |
Carmichael, and Mr. Wuebben. You have my written comments
before you. So, I ﬁiil be b:ief. .

I have one point, one observation, and one
question of clarificétion for the assembly today..

~First,‘on the point of the NOX reduétions'in thé
mediumfduty proposed changes, we are, as you'are} concérﬁéd
about additions to the black box. In ny comments, we have
made the suggestion that the ARB consider adoption of the
SLEV standard as a failpipe standard rather than an optional
standard, and to take that into consideration in the next
set of deliberations in changes to the standard. |

As staff pointed out, there’s regrettably a dearth
of emissions data for natural gas vehicles in the medium-
'duty category. And there are certainly some issues and
characteristics of the medium-duty market that may be quite
different from the light-duty and heavy-duty markets.

The phase on the emission standard that is coming
in for light-duty NGVs.and for heavy-duty NGVs, we believe
that an éption of a -— or a phase~in of an SLEV tailpipe

standard beginning around 2002 is not an unachievable
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opportuniﬁy to get additional NOx reductions.

So, we’d ask that you would look into thét between
noﬁ'and the 1998 review of these standards.

| The bbservation I wanted to make is\related to
that, and actually occurred to mé during the staff’s
presentation thislmorning.‘

‘It’s on the approach that is engendered in this
particular rulemaking, and the eﬁchangé of NOx reductions or
acceleration of the NOx standards in exchange for CO and
particulate, relaxation of those-staﬁdards;' |

It appears, if I’m reading the situation here

correctly that the market-based approach that Ms. Guerrerc

mentioned as providiné fleXibilityrto the industry is
failing. 1It’s not working. The decision to trade off CO
and PM reductions in the medium-duty class for accelerated
NOx reductions suggests to me that none of the manufacturers
in the industry are capable of achieving those NOx
feductions without having more relaxed CO and PM standards.
And I don’t know that that’s the case.

Maybe the staff can comment on that. But it would
seem to me if the ARB and the industry is serious about
utilizing market-based incentives as an approach, that we
ought to not adjust the LEV, ULEV, and SLEV standards as we
go along to accommodate the lowest common denominator --

technological denominator as offered by the OEMs.
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But, in fact, we should enqoﬁrage trading between
the manufacturers and not penalize,thosé ménufacturers who
could meet the accelerated NOx schedule, and not require*:
rglaxation of the other standards, but in faét could meet
all the ULEV standards without any relaxation at-all.

So, I’d‘ask you to consider. that as-you look at
the_way the proposed changes are presented here £o you and

the way the industry offers solutions to our emissions

problems in the future.

The final item is a Clarification related to the

SLEV standards. There was not a lot of detail given on the

late dhanges in the SLEV, and I wanted to find out if, for
incomplete medium-duty vehicles, the SLEV standard would be
too grams or would it be a 2.4 combiﬁed standard?

The reason I'm asking this question is because
we’re working with the Legislature and the California
Trucking Association to develop some market-based incentives
that would be soﬁewhat dependent_upon this determination.

© So, with that, 1’11 turﬁ it over to the staff.

Thank you for your attention.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Do you have a response to Mr.
Vlasek’s question? |

MR. VLASEK: I don’t know if my question’s clear.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Why don’t you restate it, Greg.

MR. VLASEK: I believe that the mailout indicates

PETERS SHORTHAND REPCORTING CORPORATION
3336 BRADSHAW ROAD, SUITE 240, SACRAMENTO, CA 95827 / (916) 362-2345




i

RGP e SRR NG

5

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

122

" that the SLEV NOx standard, 2 gram per brake horsepower hour

for incomplete SLEVs —— my question is: Is, that still the
case or is.the SLEV optional standard aiso being proposed to
bé'ﬁodified to the compliaﬁce standarﬁ?' That would be 2.4,
2.5‘.

(Thereupon, Ms. Guerrerc’s answer was not

heard by the reporter beéausé her micrbphone

was not activated.)

MR, CROSS: The answer is she didn’t propose any
15-day éhange for the incompletes. ' So, it’s not changed.

MR. VLASEK: Fine;. Thank you. .

. CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: All right. Mr., Calhoun.

MR. CALHOUN: Yes. I think, Mr. Vlasek, the last
time you appeared before the Board, you were asking for
change to the regqulations so as to permit =- make-it a
little easief for the natural gas engine to certify. And
today, you seem to be objecting to also a suggestion that
some of the staff recommendations, in particular regarding
the concession being granted the industry. Would the
natural gas industry be receptive to going back and doing
the same kind of certification that the OEMs have to go
through in order to certify thése vehicles?

MR. VLASEK: I believe that’s what we were asking
for a retrofit item back in July. We were asking for

treatment similar to what the OEMs have. I’'m not quite sure
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I see the relationship.

MR. CALHOUN: The OEMs have to underge-a very
rigorous certifiCation. And I think_;* what you were esking
for is eomething to make it.a little more easy fer the
natural gas industry to certify as i recall.

| MR. VLASEK: I guess the distinction being that
that pertained specifieelly to retrofit systems or
aftermarket systems that do not benefit from the OEM
englneerlng, the calibraﬁien, and so on. It’s not'given to
them 1n advance -- it’s not afforded to them in advance.

So, what we were asklng for there 1s‘greater use
of assigned deterioration factofs and a greater length of
time to establish durability. |

I’'m not qulte certain I see how that relates to
what we’re talking about here, which is OEM certification.

MR. CALHOUN: Well, I guess the only point I was
raising, though, it seems as though yeu are opposing what
thae staff is recommending, iﬁ terms of changes regarding

the NOx and particulate standard. And yet, in the past,

you‘ve asked the Board make it more convenient -- maybe

that’s the wrong ﬁay to phrase it but -- for the natural gas
industry to certify its vehicles. And you can go buy a
vehicle from the OEM that is equipped with natural gas
certification. But yet the OEMs have to go through a

rigorous certification process initially. And it .seems to
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me as though you’re asking for -- you did ask for
concessions. But yet today,.when'the sfaff is proposing
something that makes it a littlé mére convenient for somé of

the other -- some of the other OEMs, that you’re oppdsing

_that.

MR. VLASEK: I guess the‘difference is =-- what I'm
asking the staff and the Board'to‘réfleCt on today is the
change in the actual standards; how do‘you prove whether or -
not you’re meeting those stanﬁards over 50,000 miles or
100,0007miles, or 120, or 180,000 miles? I see that as a
different mattér,'franklj. | | -

- But Qhat you’re doing today has implications for
attainment of NOx certainly. Doesn’t get us as far as the
ﬁedium—duty category as we would all like to see. 2And I
think there are legitimate'reasons for that‘that‘the staff
has certainly considered.

I guess I'm asking you to reflecﬁ on some of the
approaches that you have offered in the past -- market
incentives being ohe —-- whether or not there’s a strong
commitment to that as an approach, and whether the changes
proposed today are really fully warranted or if there aré
other options that should be looked at the next around or in
the future, rather than a relaxatioﬁ of a specific tailpipe
standard, if there might not be another way to do it that

preserves ~-- that achieves what you want to do with NOx and
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not at the expense of particulate matter, which I fhink we
all recognize is an important'and serious pollutant that
needs to be controlled —— and CO for that matter.

I don’t see how you certify or how you prove it

"over the long run as being the same issue.

MR. CALHOUN: Thank you.

' CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Thank you, Greg, I appreciate
your.time.

 Ms. Edgerton? We;ve lost our witness.

MS. EDGERTON: That’s all right. I jusf wanted to
make a comment . | | |

I thought that Supervisor Vagim had a good point
about poséible confusion between ULEV and super ULEV -~

i

super LEV and ULEV. It made sense to me. super LEV --

SULEV.  Are you concerned about that at all?

MR. VLASEK: No.

MS. EDGERTON: No.

(Laughter.)

MS. EDGERTON: I guess you guys get it. But I
find it confusing. .

And I’d just like to comment that I think that
your presentation of an opportunity to possibly phase in a
super ULEV standard, additional super ULEV standard is
welcome, and we take a look at it.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Very well. Thank you.
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Well, thet concludes the public testimony on this
item. For the record, I’d like the staff to briefly, very
briefly, to summarize those_wfitten comments the Board has
received on this item, or from individuals who were'uneble
to'join us today. Nissan had a letter, correct?

MR. ALBU;i Nissan had some comments regardinglthe
light-duty vehicle class. We previded some interimrin—use
phase-ln for that class, and they had some very detailed
comments about the numbers that we actually achleved in that
phase -in process.

We .did that w1th AAMA in detall, “and lesan feels

that there S some dlSCOHtlHUltY from ‘98 to ’99, and they

would also like to see the in-use compliance extended
another three years.
We feel that the agreement we have with AAMA

teflects a'compromise already, and there’s good balance

between in-use compliance and meeting the standard in a

timely manner.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: We elso'had one I believe from
the SOCAL Gas Company. I see my friend Lauren Dunlap is
here. Do you wish to say anything? We have the written
comments. Do you want to summarize those?

MR. ALBU: It looks like the gas company’s
comments reflect those of the last witness. I don’t see

anything in particular that’s different.
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_CﬁAIRMAN DUNLAP: Similar to Mr. Viasek’s
comments? |
MR; ALBU: Yes.
CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Okay.' Vefy good.'*hnytﬁing
eise? ' .
I think that’s it. All right. Does the staff
have any'fﬁrther comments, Mr. Boyd? | |
MR. BOYD: I believe staff has no further
comments, Mr. Chairman.

'CHATRMAN DUNLAP: All right. Thank you. I will

‘now officially close theé record on this égenda item.

However, the record will be reopenéd when the 15—day_notice
of public availability is issued.

Written or oral comments received after the this
hearing date but before the 15-day notice is issued will not
be accepted as part of the official record on this agenda
item.

When the reéord is reopened for a-lS—déy comment
period, the public may submit written comments on the
proposed changes which will be considered and responded to
in the final statement of reasons for the regulatory acti&n.

| Just a:reminder to my colleagues on the Board of -
our poliéy concerning ex parte communications. Again, whilé
we may communicate off the record without outside persons

regarding Board rulemaking, we must disclose the names of
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our contacts and the nature of the'contents on the record.

And this requirement, of course, applies

specifically to communications which take place after_notice

of the Board hearing has been published.

Are thefe any communications on this jtem which
need to be disclosed?

Ms. Edgerton.

MS. EDGERTON: Yes, I spoke withuAndy Hirsch‘of
the Ges Company, aﬁd he eesentially-made the points that
Greg mede_here-today; |

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP;;¥?e;y good. Anything else? All
right. We have before us a Board resolution. Why don’t we
take a few moments to review it.. i

while we’re reviewing that, I’d like to say a word
to those that came today and that testified. I appreciate
your time, and effort, and energy you put into responding to
this issue. I know it’s a complex issue at several levels
to deal with. And it was difficult, I know, to kind of
track and eift through. There were several items tossed
into this. But I appreciate it. 'Again, I want to recognize
those who commented.

The Boatd hae before it Resolution No. 95-40,
which contains the staff recommendations. Do I have a
motion and a second to adopt or to modify the proposal?

Mr. Lagarias.
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MR. LAGARIAS: Mr. Chairman, I move adoption of
Resolution 95-40, But I'd liké to add this Point. I think
that the issue of-readtiﬁity adjuétment.faétors, as we have
in this proposal and this time period, should stay just the
way it is. | 7 | |
But T would like the staff to continue to explore
the manner in which reactivity adjustment factors are used
for subsequent years. And I would hope you could fill me in
on this.issue that came in today.
| SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: I’11 that ﬁotion, Mr. Chair.
CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Okay. Any other discussion?
Actually, I.have a poiﬁt, I would like_to see’a time line
of when -- barticulafly with this new capacity that you
have, when you’re going to be able to deal with those other
emission éources, the evap, I guess, characterization? |
You mentioned a time frame, Mr. Albu, earlier. If
you could just give us some communication back on that, I’d
appreciate it.
MR. CALHOUN: Yes. I guess I'd like you to
elaborate a little bit more about -- we have a little bit of
difference here between the staff and WSPA on the

appropriateness of using the peak reading as opposed to

Fusing your weighting. And that hasn‘t been resolved,I don’t

think. I guess I’d like to have some indication that the

staff will get together with the WSPA representative to see
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if you can resolve this, and bring it back to the Board

“sometime.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Okay.

MR. CALHOUN: if it'é appfopriéte.

MR. LAGARIAS: I agfee with that, but I think the
point I wanted to make is I wanted to make sure,thaf we have
numbers'that the automobile mahﬁfacturers andVSuppliers can

work with in this time period. That’s why I didn’t want to

indicate that this thing is in Limbo.

_CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Well, bn that point, what I
guess —- Mr. Kenny, I'm going to need some cOunsel.from yoﬁ_f’
abouf how to have a meéniﬁgful diséussion in lieu of the |
action before us. .Could you offer any suggestions?

MR. KENNY: I’m not sure I quite follow the
question. You‘re asking me, can the Board entertain some
discussion with regard to avdirection toﬁard the staff on
the issue of the disagreement between WSPA and the staff.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Yes, having some meeting to try
to strive for resolution without impacting the regulatory
action today.

MR. KENNY: It would not impéct the regulatory
action. Essentially, it’s our understanding from the
comments of Mr. Lagarias and Mr. Calhoun that you-would like:
further investigation into the issue.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Okay. Joe, does that work for
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you? - Direct the staff to sit down and meet with the

parties? . Okay.

- MS. EDGERTON: ng.'Kenny, it;s my.understanding
that in passing this reéolution for purposes of today,.we
are accepting as reasonable and rational'the approach of the
staff, and we’'ve considered all  the approaches, and we are
accepting this for purposes of tdday as an appropriate basis
for determihing RAFs. |

* MR. KENNY: Ms. Edgerton, that’s correct. If, in
féct, there was some modificatioﬁ or some changé ﬁhatlwas'
géing:to be arrived at as a result of discussion,'iﬁ.would
have to be brought back to you as a regulatory modification.

| MR. CALHOUN: It could not be included as part of
the 15-day nétice?

MR. KENNY: The difficulty with that at this point
is. that we don’t have sufficient resolution to be able to
put that into the 15-day notice at this point in time.

The other difficﬁlty is that some of the
disagreements between ourselves and WSPA on this issue have
been very longstanding and, in fact; have resulted in court
actions. We’ve gone as far as the California Supreme Court.

I don’t see a resolution happening within the time
frame that you’re referring to. I think in terms of
continued discussions on this matter, that can occur. But I

don’t really see how we can resolve this in a very short
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time frame. _

MR. BOYD: Mr. Chairman, in keeping with what both
Mr. Lagarias and Mr. Calhoun said, this is an evolving
écience, and we’re the locus of the activity. And I think
Some very goéd points were brought up. And if it’s the
sentimeht of the Board that we pursue that, we certainly
will. And with regard to Mr. Calhoun’s concerns, I think

it’s all been said, but I want to recap that we -— when the

. Board gives us a request, we fulfill that‘reqﬁest. We’ll

continue to discuss with WéPA their concerns about
reactivity adjustmént factors.

Aﬁd, as state&rbefore, thefe's five years of
history here, and’quite-a'bii of diéagreement; We alwajs
strive to resolve that, and we’ll continue our dialogue as
expressed today.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Okay. Does-that satisfy you,
Mr. Calhoun? '

MR. CALHOUN: Fine.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Mr. Lagarias?

'Very well. Any other discussion? We have a
motion and a second. If there isn’t any, I’'ll ask the Board
Secretary, I’ll ask the Board Secretary to call the roll.

MS. HUTCHENS: Boston?

DR. BOSTON: Yes.

MS. HUTCHENS: Calhoun?
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MR. CALHOUN: Aye.

MS. HUTCHENS: Edgertonf

MS. EDGERTON: Aye. .

MS. HUTCHENS: Hilligoss?.'

MAYOR HILLIGOSS: Aye.

MS. HUTCHENS: Lagarias?

MR. LAGARIAS: - Aye.

| MS. HUTCHENS: Parnell?

‘MR. PARNELL: Aye.

MS. HUTCHENS: Riordan?

SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: Aye.

MS. HUTCHENS: Roberts?

SUPERVISOR ROBERTS: Aye.

MS. HUTCHENS: Silva?

SUPERVISOR SILVA: Aye.

MS. HUTCHENS: Vagim?

SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Aye.

MS. HUTCHENS: Chairman Dunlap?

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Aye.

MS. HUTCHENS: Passes 11-0.

CHAIRMAN DUNLAP: Very well. Thank you. At this
juncture, I would like to propose -- not propose —— I will
direct that we take an hour off for lunch. We’ll reconvene
about 20 till 2:00. |

(Thereupon, the luncheon recess was taken.)
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