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THE WHITE HOUSE

" WASHINGTON

June 14, 1975
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MEMORANDUM FOR JIM CANNON

FROM: MIKE DUVAL

SUBJECT: AUTO EMISSIONS
R

Attached is the auto emission package.

Tab A - Draft memo to the President and draft
Message to Congress.

Tab B -~ Draft Fact Sheet

Tab C - Q and A format which OMB is preparing as
a possible cover for the Fact ‘Sheet.

If the Pre51dent 1ntends to raise this issue at Tuesday s -
Leadership meeting, I recommend that Tab A go to him Monday
at 4:00 p.m. This means we should send it to the senioxr
White House staff, plus Zarb, Coleman and Welnberger, for
their comments and votes first thing Monday morning. I
recommend that any copy-taken outside the Whlte House
complex be hand—carrled. E

I will be available (reachable by the White House Operators)
tomorrow except during church - 10-11:30 a.m.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

DECISION
WASHINGTON Sy

June 14, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: ' JIM CANNON
SUBJECT: : AUTO EMISSIONS
BACKGROUND

Just prior to your departure for Western Europe, you made
two decisions concerning auto emissions.

1. Send to Congress a detailed statement of the environ-
mental, energy, health and cost trade-offs concerning
automobile emissions, but hold off making a specific
recommendation for legislation until after committee
hearings have been completed (this has not yet been
implemented) ; and

2. On the substance of the issue, you indicated a pref-
erence for a five-year extension of the current emis-
sion standards.

The House Health and Environment Subcommittee (Rogers) and
the Senate Environmental Pollution Subcommittee (Muskie) have
both concluded their hearings on the auto emissions question,
and neither committee reopened hearings after the recess to
consider the trade-off between environment and energy. Both
subcommittees are in the process of marking up an auto emis-
sions bill and apparently will not consider the impact of
auto emissions on fuel efficiency.

As you know, the House has included in the Ullman energy bill,
a provision requiring a 50% improvement in automobile effi-
ciencies by model year 1980, enforced by a relatively mild
tax on automobiles which do not meet the goal.



ISSUES FOR DECISION

The purpose of this memorandum is to present two issues for
your decision.

A. Should you now transmit to Congress a statement on
the auto emissions issue, along with legislative
recommendations?

B. If so, what form should it take?
If the auto emissions issue is to be discussed at your meeting
with the Leadership on Tuesday, I recommend that you hold off

any final decision on these two questions until after the
meeting.

DISCUSSION

1. Should;ypu transmit a Message on auto emissions, along
with legislative recommendation, to continue the present
standards for five years?

Arguments in Favor

It appears clear that neither the Senate nor the House
will hold hearings at the subcommittee or committee

level (as we had urged) on the difficult trade-offs
involved between environment and energy. In both

cases, they have discussed the health impact, and to

a lesser extent, cost. Nevertheless, both committees
appear headed towards recommending much tighter emis- ;
sion standards. We understand that the Rogers Committee
may recommend :

-

The Muskie Committee, according to our information, is
likely to recommend that we adhere to the 1978 statu-
tory standards.

If final Congressional action is anywhere near these
positions,, it will seriously jeopardize your energy

goal of a 40% improvement in auto efficiency by 1980.
Furthermore, such a decision raises substantial health
guestions concerning the emission of sulfuric acid mist.
(See Tab A for draft Presidential Message which develops
these arguments in some detail. This has not yet been
reviewed by the speechwriters.) :

Tf you are to have any influence on the auto emission
1oglslatlon, it appears that now is the time to present
vour views to Congress. Submission at this time of a
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Statement of Facts only, without a legislative recom-
mendation, probably would not be viable because it

would raise more questions than it would answer. If

the committees are not going to hold additional hearings,
in which they consider the energy impact of their emis-
sion decisions, there would be no forum to debate your
Statement of Facts. Furthermore, Administration spokes-
men could expect to be barraged with questions as to
where you come out on the issue, and we could not make-
the response that you wanted to wait until additional
"evidence was heard by Congress. As a practical matter,

a statement by you, along with a specific recommendation,
is probably necessary if we are to have any influence

on the final outcome.

- You must also consider the potential adverse political
impact if Congress does not provide legislative relief
from the stricter standards and, as a result, injuries
occur because -of the sulfuric acid mist or other toxic
pollutants which may result from pollution devices which
the automobile manufacturers adopt to meet the strlct
standards.

Arguments Against

EPA's John Quarles (Russ Train is out of the country).,
argues that you should endorse the Train announcement

of March 5, which would impose a set of standards which
are strlcter than the existing levels, but less strict
than your!"modlfled California"” proposal in January.

In essence, EPA is reraising the issue you decided
prior to going to Europe. They argue that Congress

is more likely to respond to the Administration recom-
mendation if you and Train are together. However, Frank
Zarb, Jim Lynn, and others, feel strongly that the Train
position will prevent us from achieving our energy ob-
jectives.

We must consider how you are perceived by environmenta-
lists and those who support their objectives. The
Hathaway nomination, your strip mine veto, and position
on the utilities bill have resulted in substantial criti-
cism of your policies from environmentalists. There is
no doubt that your decision on the auto emission question
will be extremely controversial -- perhaps eclipsing the
strip mine veto. Therefore, you may wish to separate
yourself from this decision as much as possible by just
issuing a generalized Statement of Facts and leaving
specific recommsndations up to other Administration
ofiicials.
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If you decide to send a Message to Congress with
specific recommendations, what form should it take?

This issue really raises two questions.

First, should you issue a statemant personally, or

'should this be done by a subordinate?

Arguments That You Should Issue the Statement

This subject is of enormous importance to all -Americans,
as it touches their lives directly on a familiar issue.
It involves the trade-off between conflicting national
objectives, none of which fall under the sole responsi-
bility of a subordinate official within your Adminis-
tration. In short, this is exactly the type of inter-

‘related decision involving many trade-offs which should

be made by the President.

Arguments Against a Presidential Message

This is going to be a controversial decision, regardless
of which way you come down. This matter involves a
great deal of technical data and conclusions, much of
which is in controversy, and much of the subject matter
is simply unknown. Therefore, any Statement of Facts
and conclusions are bound to be attacked as to thelr
accuracy.

| . : .
Second, i& you decide to send a Message, should it be
brief or detailed?

Arguments for a Detailed Message

If you issue a Message on this subject, the attack is
likely to follow the line taken on your position con- )
cerning strip mining. Your position will be characterized
as a cave-in to Detroit, based in part on bad information
from your advisers. The best way to meet this is by
showing the Members of Congress and the Press, the steps
you went through and analysis you have made in reaching
your decision. This is an extremely complex subject,

but an understanding of the facts does lead logically

to the conclusion you have made. The reaction to your
statement should be one of recognition that you have

gone through all the complex data and analysis and

were driven to your decision on the basis of a detailed
substantative review.
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This is similar to your energy decision and involves

a massive amount of conflicting and highly technical
information which must be developed into a policy
decision involving the balancing -of conflicting
national objectives. You should seek to make the
point that you did not duck the complexities of this ..
issue, but got into it personally and reached your own
conclusion based on the best information available.

Arguments for a Brief Message Followed by Detailed
Backup Information Released by Another Administration
Official

Some will argue that, as President, you should not get
into the details of a highly technical and scientific
subject, especially when there is little agreement among
the experts on the facts involved. Others should be
reguired to defend the specifics, and you just take

the higher road by issuing a Message based on final .
conclusions.

There is a great deal of conflicting scientific informa-
tion, including a recent study under the aegis of the
National Academy of Scientists, which concludes that
stricter standards should be adopted than you have
proposed. If you issue a detailed statement in this
area, you will be taking on many in the scientific
community who feel we should go to the statutory
standards.

DECISION
1. Transmit Message to Congress with Statement of Facts
- and legislation freezing the current standards for

five years.

Recommend: Cannon, Lynn

Approve Disapprove
- AR5 & L s’ 7:14_..-... At g e e

Transmit Message without recommended legislation.

Recommend: EPA—{OQuartes)

Approve Disapprove .
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Transmit package as Presidential Message.

Recommend:

Approve Disapprove

Transmit from the appropriate Cabinet official.

Recommend:
Approve * Disapprove
. Use detailed format. | _ : : %
Recommend :
Approve Disapprove

- Use summéry Message with details issued by the appro-

priate subordinate official.

Recommend :

Approve i Disapprove




DRAFT - L /MASTER
6/11/75 g
1:00 p.m.

»

gsssAge TO <ixpers

Four and a half months ago, I sent to Congress m&-pro—
posed Energy Independence Act of 1975. As a part of that
comprehensive legislative proposal, I recommended that thev
Congress modify the élean Air Act of 1970, conﬁerniné emis—
. sions ffom automobiles. I proposed strict pollution levels
which would still permit this‘Naﬁion to achieve one of my
energy goals, which is a 40% improﬁement in automobile fuel
efficiency within four years. ‘ : v
Since that time, information has been disclosed coﬁcerning
potential health hazards from automobile pollution control
devicés. In response to the serious issueé raised.by even
the possibility;of any such hazard;, I ordéreé a mééar?réview
of the questions raised within the Executive Branch. I asked
ny advisers to consider the vérious impacts Qf.a fahge'of:
emission élternatives on pﬁbliC‘health, eneréy.goals,.consumer_»
prices and environmental objectives. s Moy s ' '?
This review has now been cémplefeé; We haVe'sdrveYed'thié'
entireisubjecf matter, with many scientists and other'éxperts,
and find regrettably little agreeméﬁt on the data or-conclusiqns.
.;nere is, howevpr, cgeneral agreement that we really cannot
Wit precisiear whnieh )
predict whaig adverse impacts are llkely to result lf we move
to stricter automobile pollution standards. ‘Most of the experts
'also agree that there is an interrelationship between the
levels of pollutants emitted by our cars and their fuel effi-

ciency and cost to the consumer.



It isbrelatively easy to state the problem. As the
auvtomobile manufacturers ére'required by goverhment regula-—-
tion to remove eé%gggﬂ pollutants from the car;s exhaust,
other pollutants with potentlally serious health implications
are belng produced. S@?o—e£~¥—é dev1ces whlch would help to
correct some air pollution problems result in the creation or

-

aggravgfion of others. Some of these same-deviées result in
se=sows reductions in the automobile's fuel efficiency. The .
result of government—mandated;changes to our automébiles éogld
then be a=¥2§é£;;;=e& 1ncreasefln LQZS&&H§§?Zg, without
substantial environmental benefits and with possible risk to
the Nation's health. | : .

" As a result of.actions aiready taken,‘we are well on the
road to'cleaniﬁg the Natioﬁ;s air. A major part 6f our task

is behind us but, unfortunately, it was also the easiest part.

!
4!

We have now reached the point  where -the further inc;emeﬂtal
progress we all want can only be achieved wse»y slowly, and at
hiahev MmosT ‘ B, e ¢ e i §
Qeeat cost, under amy of the possibilities reviewed. The
relatively short distance remaining is a very rough road indeed.
I therefore urge Congress to consider how Federal laws
mandating automobile fuel efficiency and emission control might
work against each other, and how, cumulatively, they will impact

on other national objectives such as public health and maintaining

& strong economy.
o]
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In view of all of these considerations, I have decided
that éwea the position my'Administrationvhas alreadf taken
in the Energy Independence Act must be revised. We Qimply
cannot afford to be wrong, oi hesitant, where such serious
issues are at stake. I have concluded that we shoqld maintain
the current automobile emiséion sténdards for fiﬁelfeérs. This
. athiiawe #
will enable us to e»sa+n the following objectives: =
* Maintain strict control over the potehtial adverse | 0 s
health impacts of automobile emission deﬁicé;_by
retaining current controls on known health hazérds,
such as carbon mono?ide and hydrocarbons}\without the
risk of increasing imperfectly understboé but po&gntially

dangerous other pollutants.

-

1

* Achieve at least a 40% incréase in automobile-fuei
;efficienc§ by 1980. |
* Achieve élmost all the environmental objectives we
would have achieved by going to the;stricter‘standards
I proposed in January. ';“' T ol '_ .
. Minimize the inflationary impact of Federal regglationS"i -
-- on the cost of aufomobile; to consumers.
5 reéognize'that this position modifies the auto emission
standards-contained in my proposed Energy Independence Act
of 1975 which I transmitted to Congress on January 30. However,
as pointed out in recent geéstimony during Congressional hearings,
the Ad#inistrator of the Environmental Pro?ection Administration‘

has already noted that it is nccessary to adjust the strict

cmission standards that I proposed. Administrator Train con-
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cluded after hearings conducted by EPA that sulfuric acid
mist is emitted from cars equipped with a catalytic cénverter,
st b 9
which &3 new cars have in order to meet the EPA emission
Tha £ &»_u:u's reater ’
standards. DIMir—Tr=+n and the Secretary of Health, Education

and Welfare, concluded that this is a potentially serious

- health hazard.

Evidence brought out at the EPA hearings and by govern-—

. levels o6f €rpssions Lram,
"ment reports, shows that}current catalytic mufflers oo

emit sufficient sulfuric acid so as to constitute any

immediate danger;. However, if the auto emission standards
are further lowered, as would be required if no change ié
made in the current law, then a different catalytic muffler
ié 1ike1y.to have to be uséd. Thaé device would produce
substantially m?re sulfuric acid, and other possibly déngeipusv.

emissions as well. This would pose.a health risk which my

advisers conclude we should not accept. »

The Nation ﬁeeds a long-term automobile'fuél»ahd pollution
poli9§ so that we can begin to build cars which will meet
' responsible energy and environmental standards. By getting
on with £he job of replcing the current fleet, with these new
cars, we will be making substantial progress towards our goals
éf better fuel efficiency, less pollution and economic recovery.
Nothing could be more intolerable than delay and continuing
conflict bétween Federal energy and envircnmental policies and
léwv. Such delays will only contribute to further economic -

disruption and c¢ontinuing unacceptable levels of unemploymrent.
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Furthermore, lack of a comprehénsive snd balanced policy
would allow one objective to go fsrward only at tﬁe éxpense
of other crrtical national goals.

It may very well be that additionsl government standards,
such as regulating the sulfuric acid emissions, will be
regui red in future years. This is something which I have
. specifically directed the EPA and other government aééncies.to.
work on closely with the appropriate committees of Congress.

However, it is clear that we cannot dusk-our responsibility ‘
to make dec151ons now that establish realistic ground rules.
We cannot afford to” 1gnore the éﬁgizzgﬁgroblem, but our responss:f
must be more than s;mply another government decree, setting
aposher standard, that could create ﬁzzsesuaai'another problem. 
Wé have a positive obligation ts ensuré that the steps we -
take today dq'noﬁ aggravate this potentially serisds heaith.

hazard.

.-

Our review demonstrates the dlfflculty of thlS declslon and_17

the ;nterrelatlonshlps-1nvolved. I would llke to briefly dls—.::
‘cuss some of the important background that went into thls_:rz
difficult decision- . | 'y

At the outsét, I think it is important to note tﬁat ﬁost
of our current difficulties were not foreseeable-when the
‘Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970 set rigid standards and dead-
lines for the reduction of hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide and

oxides of nitrogen. It has proved impossible to meet the

original requirements, and the changes provided for the in
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the Act have already besen made. But the 1978 Statutory
Standards still remain in the law, and will go into effect
unless Congress acts. , e

The Executive Branch review considered £he implicati;ns
of a broad range of alternative automobile emission require-

ments which could be applied over the next five years. The

following chart illustrates the alternatives considered:

Emissions in grams per mile

HE- L aBe " NOX
Retain the statutory standards _ &Ly
for 1978 models 0.41 3.4 e 0.4
Energy Independence Act proposal e M . it 2
covering 1977-81 models - - ' 0.9 9.0 e 5 4
EPA's March 5 conclusions ; ' N,
- for 1977-79 models ‘ 1.5 15.0 4 2.0
- for 1980-81| models : «9 S.0 2.0
.Continue standards applicable to ' Sk '
1975-76 models through 1977-81" 1.5 15.0 S Bk
Adopt Canadian 1975-76 standards Tt o i : :
for 1977-81 models | 2.0 25.0° 3.1
Réimpose standards applicable -
-to 1973-74 models through ' i ,
1977-81 - 3.0 28.0 P T R

I have chosen the middle road of continuing the 1975-76
standards for the following reasons:
The principle reason for my recommendation regarding hydro-

calbona and carbon monoxide is that there are unknown but

potentially serious health effects assoc1ated with sulfuric
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acid emittsd from catalytic_ catalyst equipéed vehicles, and
this praoblem may be exaséerated by the use of the more sophis-
ticated catalysts necessary to reach the leveis of stricter
standards. In the absence of better data and agreement among
the experts, any such-potantially serious health effects must
take precedent over the known but very small health éffects

" that might result from the[slighﬁ]changes between my current
Fhe sraratTery sramalnceds’ i

recommendations andmy proposal of January 3@

Second, I have concluded that the nitrogen_gxide'standard
should be retalned at the current level because of the probable
S‘-{f-u P—JC,I"\NT-

magsx fuel economy loss which would result from-a tlghter

standard. In addltlon, a stricter NOX standard may require

the -use of air injected catalyst systems, th.ch also ws'-z‘&-g"’ i =

increase sulfurlc acid emissions. These potential results
are not halance%.by the benefits of the very small change in
the air quality and the imperceptible 1mpact on health that >

<

could result ‘from a tighter NOX standard. 0 ‘
bnprsvad oamidsnt nin guiclBy ).
" Third, the marginal benefits]in a few metropolitan areas

which result from tighter -nationwide standards are very small.

Based on the information now available, thbsé benefits do

not appear to justify the additional consumer and energy costs,
L£romnr CaToalysT - qa-nc.rnf-ed € rassdng

not to mtntlon the potenéial ‘health dangeg{ Furthermore, the

standards I have proposed would preserve our options to adopt
technological approaches to pollution control that are cheaper
in terms of cqst and fuel requitements. These alternatives

would not be available if we have to adopt technology to reach

$ A TC Oy

sttmséer standards now.



]

8
There are as many myths about auto pollution as there are
generally accepted facts. The following are some of the
significant factors which I considered as I reached my éeci~
sion in this matter. |
1. Existing controls on automobile ehissions have produced
significant benefits and will continue to do so in~

. those areas that have:auto-related-pollution praoblems. -

Lower pollutant levels in these areas can reduce .

adverse health effects and reduce smog and other

esthetically unpleasant atmospheric conditions.

Autoﬁobile related pollutants are a problem in a
number of metropolitan areas, but the majorlty of the i

country does not have thlS problem. Nevertheless,

“the strict auto emission standards currently in the

y to all parts of the country.- Thus consumers

law app
A everywhere must pay the cost of cleanlng up ‘a few'
heavily polluted cities. These added costs for pollutlon gt

control show up not only in the initial prlce tag of

the car, but in maintenance.costs and lower gasollne

mileage as well.

Considerable progress has already been made on auto-
mobile emissions since the 1970 Clean Air Act Amenderents
were enacted into law. In the case of hydrocarbons

and carbon monoxide, the current standards reflect
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-an_83% reduction below pre-control levels. In
the case of oxides of nitfogen, it is éenerally
believed that stationary sourceéncontribute more

to this problem than automobiles, and there has

been a 12% reduction already, compared to uncon-

trolied levels.

@
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Importantly, it makes very little difference in terms

of air quality based on hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide
and oxides of nitrogen'which altofnative, among the
ranges I considered, is ultimately selected over the
next five_years. This is because of the progfess that
has alreody been made in controlling these pollutants .
from automobiles, and because the auﬁomobile is not

the principle source of the pollutants involved. The
contribufions of HC, CO and NOX from automobiles wiil
continue to decline as more and more cars meeting
exiéting standards replace older models. 1In the case
of.carbon monoxide, concentrations in'metropolitan areas
around the country have been decllnlng.steadlly- 'Hydfo—
»carbon emissions, which are a major 1ngred1ent of the
photocheTlcal oxidents which produce what is commonly
called smog, have also been declining, but less rapldly
than carbon monoxide. This is because automoblle exhaust.
emissions account for only abont 25% of_ﬁhe'hydfocnrbons

in the atmosphere. —— T L

=

-~ R

— -

In the case of oxides of nitrogen, three metropolitnn
-areas in the country experience concentrations which
exceed National air quality standards. This numbor

may increase to nine or ten in the next decade, but that
growth will be due primnrily to stationory sources --—

not the automobile.
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Significatnly, if our energy cénservation steps
result in less driving by Americans, the benefit§
in texrms of auto pollution céuld"fafAexceed aﬁyﬁhing

obtainable by a tightening of standards.

Controlling automobile pollutants is a technologically
complex problem. The fact is that steps taken to
reduce certain pollutants result in'creéting or

increasing‘other pollutants. For example, controls

*

to reduc;{Ei?rocarboﬁé)tend to increase emissiéns of

(oxide nitrggeﬂ}w——aeé—éhe—;exa;se—éa—e%ee—érue\ The

sulfuric acid mist is another example of unforeseen

consequences, and if the toughef 1978 standarés.aréh

imposed along with the sulfuric acid standérd, we mé}"'
end up with an anti-polldtién'device which, ﬁnder -
abnormal conditidné,_couid emit such ﬁoxié éoliuténps--
as hydrogen sulfide, carbon diéulfatg énd'hydfogeﬁ~

cyanide.

Concerning the sulfuric acid mist problem, it is clear

that thege is a diVergence-of‘opinion'amohg_the_écientific
community: There is, however, general aéregment'tﬁat
there could be an adverse and potentially serious health'
'impact because of the sulfuric acid mist that is emitted
from catalyst equipped cars. The seriousness of thiSQ
problem will depend on the amount of emissions per caf,

the extent to which they disperse or concentrate in areas

vhich could impact on the public, and whether or not there

is a threshold below which sulfuric acid is not injurious
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While there is uncertainty in this area, the
Administrator of EPA and'theuSecr?tary 6f HEW have
made it clear to me tha£ they believe theré is a
potential for a significant health risk that cannot
be éismiéé%%&%éégg%%formation now available. This
assessment led the Adminisﬁrator oL EPA to:conciude
on March 5, that‘hfdrocarbons and carbon ﬁonoxidé
standards should not be tightened at this time 5ecause
g
tighter standards would likely force the use of rew

catalysts which will increase the amount of sulfuric

acid emitted.

- One of the reasons for concern in this area is the-.
lack of knowledge of just what kind of technological
devices will be realistically available for automobile

i : y
' i . *
manufacturers to use in meeting stricter standards.

i

Oﬁr current testing shows that more sulfuric acid mist
is emitted f;om catalytic equipped cars.éold in California;
. which are designed to meet the tougher ppllutidn‘standaréé
which exist in that State compared to -the rest of the
country. lThus we know that there is a‘stroﬁg possibilify

that as the pollution standards are made tougher, our

"sulfuric acid problem may substantially increase.

Our auto emission laws have had a significant negative
impact on fuel economy. Emission controls applied -
to automobiles between the years 1968 and 1974 caused

a vexy significant reduction in miles per gallon of
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)gasoline- The use of the‘catalytic mufflers on
1975 caxs parmitted -engine adjuétments which helped
régain somz of this.loss in gasoline mileage. The
hicher levels of polluticn created by the retuﬁed :

engine (which gets better mileage) are captured and

changed chemically by the catalytic mufflers.

However, there continue to be some offsets in this

area. Cars which must meet the tighter enission
standards applied in California generélly get lower

rnileage than similar models produced for other States.

An .additional impact on petroleum demands comes from -

the need to use .unleaded gasoline for catélyst équipped- o

cars. The production of unleaded gasoline-iééﬁifes !
changes in the refinery process which slightly increases
the quantity of crude oil required tb produce each

Qallon of gasoline at the required octane leve;-.:;;' L o

-[Insert impact on cost to consumer paragraph.] s

Maintaining the current automobiie emissioh stanQaf&s
will opan up a range of technological- alternatives | e
available to meet pollution and fuelAefficiency‘requiré—_
ments.. For example, the so-called étratified charge and
diesel engines, "leam-burn" technoiogies"and other |
internal combusﬁion engine ﬁodifications will bg

possible. Under the stricter 1978 statutory standards,
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) 2alternatives te—the-catetytie—maftiex will be

eliminated.

Other technical information was brought to my attention as
I reached n; automobile emissions decision. In addition to
a .Statement of Facts, whlch I am raklng publlc today, I have
Mr,—hci’-&é(

Sexed my key advisers in this area to consult with the appro-
prlate members of Congress, particularly the s=bcommittees now
considering legislation in this field. They will be available

to discuss these complex and 1nte*related 1ssues and to prov1d°

all the destailed information avallable to the Executlve Branch-

I urge thé Congress-to carefully consider all the issue involved
in the potentlal conflict that one natlonal objective, attalnlng

‘cloan air, might have on our efforts to reach other goals.

Ex
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EMBARGOED FOR RELEASE

UNTIL 1:00 P.M. EDT June , 1975

Office of the White House Press Secretary
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THE WHITE HOUSE

FACT SHEET

The President today recommended legislation to the Congress which
would amend the Clean Air Act by extending the current automobile
enission standards from 1977 until 1981.

While this action will have no significant impact on our attempt
to achieve the objectives of the Clean Air Act, the proposed
modifications are necessary to (1) avoid certain recently
recognized potential health risks associated with the catalytic
converter and (2) permit substantially greater fLel efficiencies
over the next five years.

" Background

This proposal supercedes Section 503, Title V, of the President's
Energy Independence Act:of 1375 which he sent to Congress on
January 30, 1975. At that time, the President proposed emission
standards based on a modlLlcatlon of the current Pallfornla
standards. -

After submitting the Energy Independence Act to the Congress, the
Environmental Protection Agency held public hearings related to
five-year emission levels. The hearings established that the
catalytic converter, used to meet the HC and CO standards for-
1275 and 1976 model year vehicles, produces sulfuric acid in
amounts that can pose a significant publlc health rlsk !
In add;tlon, be%;use of the technology likely to be used to
achieve thes° tighter standards, automobile emissions of sulfuric
acid may double if the more stringent HC and CO standards
proposed in the Energy Independence Act are imposed for 1977
and subsequent years.

’ rgv;onJ
Accordingly, the President_directed an lnteragency!}ask force
to undertake a major reviegfof the public health, energy and
consumer cost 1mpllcatlons of several widely dlscussed levels
of autcomobile emission standards. :

The President's decision is based upon this review. Some of
the more significant considerations which led to the President's
recozmendation are containred in his statement released today.
23citional information on LhOSQ considerations is outlined below.

<EE,,__‘*—~—-—-4 The Interagency Reviewr gl
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e range of alternative cutomobile emission reguirements which
=t be applied to 1977 through 1981 mocdel automobiles.
~ifically, the following standards, applicable to hydrocarbons
‘C), carbon noncxzide (CO) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) emissions,
v2 been considered:

jie
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> review by Executive Branch agencies considered the implications




Emissions in grams per mile

HC co. - oy

Retain statutory standards which _ _

will apply to 1978 models 0.41 3.4 0.4
Energy Independence Act proposal '

covering 1977-81 models 0.9 8.0 . 3.1

5 U
Ié%izggdmﬁs March 5 conclusions ]

- for 1977-79 models 1:59 ‘ 15.86 2.0

- for 1980-81 models 9 9.0 2.0 l
Continue standards applicable to '

1975-76 models for 1977-81 $:5 15.0 N 8
Adopt Canadian 1975-76 standards . - )

for 1977-81 models 2:0 25.0 3.1
Reimpese standards applicable to [y

1973-74 models for 1977-81 3.0 ‘ 28.0 _ 3.1

Based upon this review, the following conclusions were reached:

1. - Controls on automobiles nacessary to meet the current standards
have reduced ambient concentration levels in those areas that
have auto-related HC and CO problems; and have reduced the

rate at which NOX concentrations have increased.

e s a4 b metua 0 e B

2. Through the year 1985, tighter or looser standards, in the
range being considered, for HC, CO and NOX will make little
difference in the air quality in those areas that have an
auto-related pollution problem, although many parts of the . -
country have no auto-related pollution problem. BT S

3. Present data are rnot sufficient to make specific calculations :
- or final judgments on what sulfuric acid emission levels
would be safe from a public health perspective. However,
- i1t is known that sulfuric acid emissions could prove to be
i a significant public health risk and that emissions could
; double if standards more stringent than the 1975 interim
standards are adopted.

4. Further mandated reductions in emissions from internal com- -
bustion engines may have the effect of increasing or :
creating pollutants other than CO, HC and NOX.

5. Auto emission standards have had an impact on fuel economy
" and, there:ore, on our nation's total petroleum demands
and reliance on foreign sources. Standards tighter than the
1975 interim will result in higher initial car costs and
higher operating costs.




6. The basic philosophy and approach to future auto emission
" controls need to be reconsidered in light of current
conditions.

(a) Significantly tighter standards at this time may
preclude continued development of some technologies.

(b) Actions to reduce auto emissions must take into i
account other sources of the same pollutant.

7. Prompt Congressional action is needed on auto emission
standards in order to establish a five vear emission
program which is compatible with a strict fuel efficiency

prograim.

DISCUSSION

l1.! Controls on automobiles necessary to meet the current standards
have reduced ambient concentration levels in those areas that
have auto-related HC and CO problems; and have reduced the

rate at which NOX concentrations have increased.

2.1 Many parts of the country have no auto-related pollution problem.
Through the vear 1985, tighter or looser standards for HC, CO :
and NOX in the range being considered, will make little difference
in the air guality in those areas that have an auto-related .
pollution problem. :

s
-

The Clean Air Act has imposed increasingly more stringent automobile
emission limitations. 1973-74 vehicles produce apout 65 percent
less HC and CO than uncontrol (pre-1968) vehicles. 1975 vehicles,
meeting the current standards, produce 83 percent less HC and CO and
11 percent less' NOX than uncontrolled vehicles. The existing law,
howevér, requires that these automobiles emissions be reduced even:
further beginning with model year 1977 for NOX and model year 1978
for HC and CO.

The'attached tables show the direction and magnitude of change
in ambient concentration levels for HC, CO, and NOX which would.-
result from adopting standards which are less (or more) stringent
than those proposed in the Energy Independence Act, The ambient
standards are used as criteria because they are the health-
related pollutant limits in each air qguality region, toward -
which reductions in both -automobile and stationary emissions
contribute. Thus the levels shown are the result of mobile and
stationary source emissions. Three points should be noted:

= Flrst thougn the tables assume that the statutorxy standards
will be in force after the 1981 model year, if any of the
options were kept throuch model year 19906, the concentration
levcls for eacl egion would change very little anda the

conclusiens reached remain basically ths same.

<
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-  Second, because the concentration lovels are projected through
modeling techniques marginal changes in the concentration levels,
whetlher increases or decrcases, are often within the range of
statistical error. :




- Third, the estimates of total auto pollution emitted are based
on historical growth rates for vehicle miles traveled and auto
fuel economy. No compensation has been assumed for the higher
cost of gasoline and the higher price of standard automobiles -
both of which have already affected total pollutants through
reductions in vehicle miles traveled and through changes in the
mix of new cars on the road in favor of smaller cars which emit
less pollutants per mile. The auto-caused ambient pollution.
levels are therefore likely to be overstated in 1981 - 1985.

Hydrocarpons

Out of the thirty regions considered to have an HC problem,
twenty are projected to exceed the ambient standard in 1985,
regardless of the automobile emission level chosen. More
importantly, all ocf the regions prOJected to have concentration
levels below the ambient standard in 1985 at the statutory
vehicle limitation level are also projected to be below the
ambient standard if any of the other less stringent automobile
emission standards shown is chosen instead.

Only 25 percent of total hydrocarbon emissions are generated by
automobile exhaust. Therefore, hydrocarbon ambient air concen-
trations tend to be much less sensitive than carbon monox1de to
the level of vehicle em1551on control.

Attachment 1 shows the llmlted differential impact that
vehicle hydrocarbon limitations more stringent than the 1975.
(Interim) standard would have on ambient air quality by 1985 in
those areas considered to have a hydrocarbon problem. The . -
measure of air quality is photocnenical oxidants to which hydro~ - ----
carbons ‘are converted and in which form HC most adversely affects
air quality. : - o Wl
- E p ) :

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide levels in the atmosphere are much more sensitive
to changes in automobile emission controls than either HC or NOX.
Unlike those pollutants, the growth of statlonary sources over
the next ten years will have little effect on CO alr quality.

Attachment 2 shows 1285 projected concentration levels for twenty-
six problem regions for each of the alternatives presented. The
most important ‘conclusion is that air quality is improving rapidly
and will continue to improve until 1985 under all of the emission
control options presented. This is because older uncontrolled

" cars are being replaced by newer controlled cars. The asterisked
regions are those which would still exceed the ambient standard if
an autoiobile CO standard were adopted that was less stringent than
either the statutory stendard or the one proposed in ‘the Energy
independence Act. '



-

First, there is only a limited difference in ambient concen-—-
tration levels for all of the standards presented, but the
difference is particularly small when comparing the statutory
standard (3.4 grams/mile) with either the Energy Independence
Act proposal (9.0 grams/mile), EPA's recommended standard (15
grams/mile until 1979 and 9.0 grams/mile from 1979 to 1981),
or the current standard (15 grams/mile) extended until 1981.
By ‘1585, the average ambient levels for this pollutant will
have been reduced about 70 percent below 1970 levels regard- {
"less of which option is chosen.

Second, the choice of option will not 51gn1f1cantly affect any
single area's ability to achieve or maintain the ambient standara
by 1985. When comparing all the alternatives (except the 1974

or Canadian Standards), those areas below the ambient standard

in 1985 will be below it regardless of the automobile emission
standard chosen, with the sole exception of Denver.. The adoption
of the Canadian Standard would mean that only two additional areas
(Portland, Oregon and Puget Sound) would still be above the
eambient standard in 1985 by a marginal amount.

Kitrogen Oxides

Federal Government and independent scientists predict that a

steady increase in ambient nitrogen dioxide concentrations will

occur in metropolitan areas over the next ten years regardless

of the auto emission limit chosen. This is because statiocnary

sources emit most NOX pollution and the technology for control- :
ling stationary sources is very limited. Attachment 3(B) shows T
the average percentage- increases in NO2 ambient- concentration - -
levels that will occur for each of the auto emission alterratives !
studied (3.1, 2.0 and 0.4 grams/mile) under varylng assumptions ; -
about the auto standard after 1981. -

1
% i

When comparing the 2.0 and 3.1 auto emission alternatlves, Chart"
3(B) shows that as long as the 2.0 NOX standard were implemented -
after 1981, no significant difference in the predicted increases :
of NO2 concentration levels would occur in either 1980 or 1985,

as a result of maintaining the 3.1 grams/mile standard through

the 1981 model year (columns 2 and 3). - -

Though the statutory standard woculd have a significant effect on.

the overall predicted increase, the differential effect of a more
stringent automobile standard than currently in force on the ambient
concentration levels in those areas with nitrogen dioxide problems
is much less pronounced. This is shown in Attachment 3(A), which
displays ambient pYOJeCted concentration levels in the ten problem
arzas for 1985 under various automobile emission standards.

Viich the excéption of San Francisco, by 1335 all ten regions are
;::;;yted to have concentration levels above the ambient stendard

if zither the 3.1 or 2.0 grams per mile limitation is placed on
coomobiles through the year 1990 (coluvmrs 1 and 3). San Francisca
v 1L remain below the standard if the nore stringent emission
i;i:;tJon is adopted and, in fact, California has the more stringant
iritation in force as a State regulation.
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It should also be noted that regardless of whether the 3.1 or
the 2.0 limitation is imposed through 1981, and even if the
statutory standard (.4) is imposed after 1981, only one addi-
tional region (Phoenix) would be brought into compliance with
the ambient standard (columns 4 and 5). In fact, implem=2nting
the statutory standard in 1978 would result in only two addi-
tional areas (Phoenix and Baltimore) meeting the standard
(coluan 6] -

It is thus clear that the projected increases in nitrogen dioxide .

cannot be stopped without major technological innovations in
stationary source control. Therefore, regardless of how stringent
the automobile standard, the future concentration levels in major
metropolitan areas will primarily be a function of stationary
source emissions.
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3. With present data expects generallf/agree that standards
which are tighter or looser than .those currently in force
would have minimal differential“impacts—-especially for
HC and CO. However, present data are not sulficient to
make svecific calculations on final judgements on what
sulfuric acid emission levels would be safe from a public
perspective. It is only known that sullfuric acid emissions
could prove to be a significant public health risk and
that emissions could double if standards nore stringent
than the 1975 interim standards are adopted.

L, Further mandated reductions in emissions from internal
combustion engines may have the effect of increasing
existing pollutants or creating other pollutants.

Based upon existing air quality data, there are no measurable
h=2alth risks associated with the application of HC and CO
emission standards (within the range of options presented)
which are less stringent than those in the Energy Independence
Act or the statutory standards.

The application of the 3.1 NOX level will not greatly increase
health risks nationwide. With an ambient air quality standard
of 100 ug/m3 health data suggests that the level at which people
would have an increased risk for excess respiratory disease is
200 ug/m3. Los Angeles is the only area which is expected to
approach the 200 ug/m3 level by 1985, and California has the
lower 2.0 grams/mile level in effect as a State regulation.

Though ambient carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon concentration
levels are not significantly affected by the range of automobile
emmission standards presented, the concentrations of sulfuric
acid are affected. e

Gasoline contains sulfur which, after combustion, is released
as sulfur dioxide. In the process of removing other pollutants .
the catalytic converter changes some of the sulfur dioxide into
sulfuric %cid mist , .

L 2

Current estimates indicate that with existing automobile emmission
technology, emission standards for hydrocarbons and carbon = .
monoxide of .9 and 9.0, will require the use of an air-injected
oxldatiaon catalyst. This catalyst results in a doubling of
sulfuric acid emissions. Though there are several catalytic

and non-catalytic technologies which can potentially meet the
stricter HC, CO and NOX emission limitation without significant
sulfuric ac1d emissions, there is little production potential

for using those systems in the near fterm.{&

inile all scientists agree that sulfuric acid is a toxic and
potentially dangerous pollutant, there is still disagreement on
the quantities of emissions needed to pose a health risk and on
how long it would take for the buildup in concentration levels
to oceur. :

ihzjor studies by gevernment and industry have already begun in
orcer to resolve some of these uncertainties. Much of the un-—
known about sulfuric acid results from our current inability to
precisely measure how much sulfuric aclid is being emitted by
vehicles and our inability to precisely measure how much emitted
sulfuric acid is being concentrated in the breazthing zone.




To improve vehicle measurements, EPA is developing a new test. . .
driving cycle which will more accurately reflect emission of
sulfuric acid and is Jolntly working with private industries on
the relationship of catalysts and other control options to sulfuric
acid. To improve our knowledje of the dispesition of sulfuric
acid once enitted intc the air, EPA has instituted a long run
trend study on one major highwzy and has jcinted with State
governnent agencies to measure roadside concentratlons on other
highiwzys as well. EPA is also working with the Statp agencies
to determine the change in sulfuric acid emissions = catalyst
equipred vehicles age and accumulate mileage.

.
Until these and other studies zre completed no final judgementsi
on the potential health impeacts of sulfuric acid emissions can
be nmade. However, recent information presented in EPA's
"Estimated Public Health Impacu as a Result of Eguipping Lig ht
Duty liotor Vehicles With Oxidation Catalysts" (Jﬁnuary 30,
1975) suggested the following estimates of the years in whlch
sulfuric acid emission levels from automobiles could pose a
serious threat to public health. L A -

Model Year 1/ in which
Sulfuric Acid could pose
a serious hez2lth problem

~ Average "Adverse
lMeteorological Meteorclogical
Standard Conditions ~ Conditions 2/
1975 Interim Standards - 1981 1979
1975 California Standards ‘ :
In 49 States ’ 1979 . 1977
In California 3/ . -1978 1977

<

1/ The daka assumes that there are no emissions of sulfates

+« from sfationary sources, and that 70 percent and 90 percent
of the fleet in 1975 and 1976 respectlve y will utilize
catalysts. : ;

2/ Adverse meteorological conditions would occur in large
metropolitan areas on an average, of 6~7 days a year.

3/ The -dates for reaching a critical problem are earlier in’
Callfornla than the remaining 49 States because California
utilizes higher sulfur gasoline.

In interpreting the preceding table the following factors should
be noted. Data available tec date do not take into account
"packground" emissions of sulfates from stationary sources, e.g.,
coal-fired generating plants. r“hnr'ef(:ﬂ"e:, the table represents

only the potential health eflfects of emissions from mobile

sources. The extent to which sulfate emissions from Sb“ulO?ZrJ
scurses add te The potentiazl h2alth rlsk assctiated with sullurit
acid enicsions ~“ron avtomobilez is not knoyn at this tive,. Eous
ever, o2&t health gnalyses trezt staticnary and mobile emissions of
sulfztes indepcndently. This is prinarily because (1) the particls
size of sulfates from statlonary sources ic much larger than
sulfurie acld mist and is not sbsorbed as ueep]y into the
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respiratory system; (2) the toxicity of sulfate emlssions
from-stationary sources is generally much less than sulfuric
acid; and (3) emissions from stationary sources do not occur
in the breathing zone as do automobile emissions.
Sho"+,Térm,ﬁctionSWAvailable for ‘Localized ‘Sulfu-ic’ACid Prollenms,

.

.

Under certain adverse meteorological conditions localized

sulfuric.acid problems could occur. " There are two short-tern
actions available to offset this possibility. While possibily
feasible, both have drawbacks,

— Gasoline blending ~ catalyst equipped vehicles could be
provided with lead-free low-sulfur fuel. This would reduce
emissions of sulfuric acid, but would impose 2n allocation
problem on the industry. Refiners have also indicated that
sufficient quantities would nrot be available to neet wide-
spread problems beyond 1977 or 1978. h

iy ~ Desulfurization of @il - technically possible at this time.
e } Desulfurization would require substantial addifional capital
> investment, at a time .when refiners are attempting to expznd
s domestic capacity. It would also require an increase in crude
\ 0il consumption due to additional refining. Increases in

the price of gasoline would occur, Nationwide, the capitzl
cost of desulfurization would range between $2 and $4 billion,
crude oil consumption would increase .5 percent and the price
of vasollne would increase by 1 to 2 cents per gallon.

It is generally agreed that reducing NOX emissions will result

in an increase in the emissions of HC from engines. To reduce .
that increment manufacturers may increase the use of the air-

~injected oxidation catalyst -— even to meet the Federal Interim
HC and CO standards. If this were the case, then nearly twice
as much sulfuric acid would be generated as projevted At tThis
fime 1t is not known definitely whether manufacturers could
achleve reductions of the HC increment through the use of engine
modifications or modified catalyst equipment instead of the.
air-injected catalysts in 1977 78, However, if the HC and CO :

wstandards are also lowered after model year 1978 there is a

\high probability that the air-injection catalyst would be re-~ -
tained throughout the entire period. %

»

¥
< here are other anecdota@ problems with the converters such as
N potential fire hazards, hydrogen sulfide emissions and the
creation of other potentially hazardous compounds, but none of
* )g\ these has been proven a significant risk.
§

Mandated reductions in the automcbile emission standard will
also narrow the choice of technological options tc abate the-
three regulated pollutants. For example, if a sulfuric acid
standard were set for model year 1979, implementation of the
statutory andards for HC, CO and iI0X in 19/8 would, in

s

S
- essence, ictate the use of either g "dual" or "three-way" cztalyst
technologies on most vehicles, WVWhile these catalysts have prconise
as abzatenment ‘ebhHOLo rdem they eve s¢ill in the earlj stazges orn
development and their prﬁnature nlementation could possibily
have advarse health effects far in excess of the benefits of

redvcing HC, CO and ROX.




Based on existing data, the dual catalyst system appears to be the
most promising technology for meeting the statutory emission
standards. However, its ability to limit sulfuric acid emissions
to low concentrations, and thus meet a sulfuric acid standard, is
still in question since an integral component of the dual catalyst
system is an oxidation catalyst like those currently in use for
1975 model vehicles. Sulfuric acid emissions would increase if,
to meet the statutory HC and CO standards, an air-injected
oxidation catalyst were used.

If the statutory standards are in effect in 1978, along with a ‘
sulfuric acid standard in 1979, then it appears that the most

likely technology to be used is the three-way catalyst -—- a single -
retrofit device that simultaneously abates HC, CO and NOX. & suéhtr

Eowever, to achieve these simultaneous reductions, extensive .
redesicn and control of the carburetion system must be undertaken
tecause the three-way catalyst must be operated at stoichiometric
(no excess air) conditions. In fact, the permitted margin of error
is so narrow {on the order of + 0.25 percent of the exact air to
fuel ratio needed, as compared to normal production variations of

+ 7 to 19 percent) that the use of an oxygen sensor and a feedback
system are required to regulate the air mixture for either a
carburetor or fuel-injection process.

When operating at the stoichiometric conditions, sulfate emissions .
would be no greater than emissions from non-catalyst cars.

However, if wvariations from that condition occur, severe adverse
health effects may be generated. Three-way catalysts applied to
exhausts from engines operated outside the carburetion design

limits (variations greater than + 0.25 percent from stoichiometric)
have a potential for emitting dangerous quantities of such toxic
pollutants as hydrogen sulfide, carbonly disulfide, carbon e
disulfide and hydrogen cyanide. '

on the total emissions from three-way catalysts and no firm judgment
can be made on |whether or not such emissions will occur in normal
use, or in what quantities they will occur. However, they must be )
treated as potential rlsks until there is firm evidence that
demonstrates otherwise. ' The development of this technology has not
progressed to the stage where firm conclusions on their long run
health impacts are possible. E

It should be exphasizad that only the most preliminary data exists

The long run durability of this technology is also unproven at this
time and several more years of testing and development seem needed

-before full scale introduction of three—way catalysts should be

undertaken regardless of the emission standard mandated.
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It seems clear, that given the limited health benefits derived
from instituting the statutory standards (see #2 above)  and
given the unknown but potentially adverse health effects of
introducing a technology which has not been thoroughly tested,
the wiser choice is to avoid forcing either of these catalyst
technologies into mass production at this time.

5. Buto emission standards have had an impact on fuel economy
and, therefore, on our Nation's total petroleum demands
and reliance on foreign sources.

-

The options presented will have differential fuel. economy .'
impacts. A recent Columbia University study indicates that

the fuel economy penalty caused by reducing NOX will be even

larger than the one used in the table below.

-

Inmpact on 40 percent fuel economy goal

Shortfall (-)
or excess (+)
% over over President's

N ‘ : 1974 goal
Altexnatives
f'.Energy Independence Act . 40% .
. EPA ‘Recommendation . 36% - - 4%
; 1975 standards thru 1981 46% A + 6%
L_?anadian and 1974 Standards thru 1981 40% +10%
Statutory Standards after 1977 30% - —10% ”
Alternaéives* . Barrels per day (in 1280)
Statutory Standards after 1977 - . 208,000 (loss)
*Energy Independence Act " 85, 000 (loss)
EPA Recommendation X : - 137,000 (loss)
1975 Standards thru 1981 ' = o i
Canadian and 1974 Standards thru 1981 . 27,000 (gain)

* Base is 1975 model year automobiles meeting 1975 interim-
emission standards.

Energy implications for lowering NOX to 2.0 grams/mile

a
v

It is generally agreed that a reduction in the NOX emission
levels from 3.1 to 2.0 grams/mile will require a variety of
engine modifications. It is estim#=d that these modifications
. will cause a fuel economy penalty of 3~4 percent on the average
in 1980. 1If a 3 percent fuel penalty .is assumed, an additional
reguirement of 85,000 bzrrels of oil per day will occur nation-
wid=a in 1980.

nis estimated fuel penalty figure is the subject of debate,

ever, on two grounds. First, it has been argued that fuel
penalties in 1980 assume that certain advanced engine tech-
nologies will be introduced over the next five years. However,
these advanced technologies would not be available in the first
two years. Therefore, at the year of introduction, initial fuel
penalty resulting from lower NOX emission standards would beé
substantially greater. A range of between 5 and 7 percent,
i.e., trom 120,000 to 150,000 barrcls per day 1is estimated, if
the 2.0 grams/mile standard were adopted.
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The second argument revolves around the very sensitive relation-
ship that exists between fuel economy and NOX emissions at more
stringent NOX standards than currently required. For a given
level of HC emissions a dramatic drop in fuel economy is required
to meet a NOX standard below 2.0 grams/mile. Because of mass
productive variations, to ensure that emission standards are

met, manufacturers must design their emission systems well

below the Federal standards -- about 23 percent lower. Thus,

to meet a 3.1 gram/mile limitation, vehicles are designed to
achieve 2.4 grams/mile and to achieve a 2.0 level, vehicles are
designed to emit not more than 1.3 to 1.5 grams/mile. (To meet
the statutory .4 grams/mile vehicles would have to be designed

to meet about .3 grams/mile.) Thus, designing vehicles to meet
even the 2.0 standard places the fuel economy loss well within
the sensitive range at which fuel economy begins to drop most
rapidly. Attachment 4(A) illustrates the general relationship
between fuel economy and NOX emissions for all spark ignition E
engines while 4 (B) shows the situation for a spec1f1c class

of V-8 engines.

§ Enerqgy implications of HC and CO standards tighter than
; those currently in force.

Assuming a 3.1 gram/mile NOX standard, a fuel economy penalty

of 3 to 5 percent is associated with emission standards for
hydroca rbons and carbon monoxide of .9 and 9.0 grams/mile when
compared to extending the current standards of 1.5 and 15

(1 e., 85 barrels of oil per day in 1980). Retention of the

1.5 (CO) and 15 (HC) levels until 1979 would avoid most of the
penalty. Retention of the current standards through 1981 would
allow continued fuel economy improvements as would the adoptlon
~of the Canadian standards. sl : g
}

-

Energy implications of the statutory standards for <
HC, CO, and NOX

* A - [.

With either the dual or‘3-way catalyst, a single retrofit system

is used to abate all three’ regulated pollutants. Thus, at the-
'statutory standards the energy impacts are not measured separately
for NOX and HC/CO. On the average, the adoption of the statutory
standard in 1978 would result in a fuel penalty of about 7% by
1980 over 1975 vehicles. This would mean an energy loss of 208, 000
barrels of oil per day in 1980.

Attachment 5 shows the specific fuel economy losses (or gains)
associated with each of the options presented (and the antici-—
pated costs) with respect to model year 1974.
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Standards tighter than the 1975 interim will result in
higher initial car costs and higher operating cost due
to associated fuel penalties. :

The options presented will impose varying cost burdens on the
consumer. Also, separate costs are associated with actions

on NOX and actions on HC and CO, except for meeting the statu—
tory standards with a dual or 3-way catalyst system.

imposed. Estimates range from $10-25 for front-end costs per
vehicle and from $0-25 in operating costs over 50,000 miles. In-
addition, the consumers will pay the costs of increased fuel
consumption associated with this lower standard, which rough
estimates place at $1.7 million per day, or over 600 million

NOX:
Consumers will face sticker price and operating cost 1ncreases
over the 1975 model vehicles if a 2.0 gram/mile limitation is

' docllars per year.
éi( HC and CO:
The costs of adopting the more stringent hydrocarbon and carbon

' monoxide standards (.92 and 9.0) as proposed in the Energy
f Independence Act is estimated to be $50 per vehicle over 1975
( automobiles. This would represent the additional costs of using
| the air-injected oxidation catalyst. Additional operating
costs which would result from the increased consumption of gaso-
line that maintaining this option implies are estimated at $1.7
, million per day, or over 600 million dollars per year.-

Adoptlon of the statutory standards would result in a stlcker
| price increase of $230 to $270 per vehicle over 1975 model cars.
'\ This would represent the average costs of using a mix of the
dual.sm 3—way catalyst system§, Operating costs resultlng from
thecassoc1ated fuel penalties of this alternative would roughly
bg\¥f million per day or over $1.5 billion per year.

6. The basic¢ philosophy and approach to future auto emission
controls needs to be reconsidered in'light of current
conditions.

While the choice of emission standards must represent a balance
among public health, air quality, esthetic, energy and cost
considerztions, the problems currently confronting the Nation
are different from those prevailing in 1970 when the Clean Air
Lct was passed. Inflation, unemployment, and the added cost and
reduced availability of energy call for reassessment ocf the
iative weights accorded to various factors other than measures
nQCsssary to health. The high cost and fuel penalties caused by
Zurther tightening of the standards; and the emergence of the
sulfuric acid problem, compared to the marginal improvement in
7iC, CO and NOX air gquality also call for careful reconsideration.
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(a) Significantly tighter standards at this time may
preclude continued development of some technologies.

There is substantial evidence that by model year 19 1 new
"lean-burn” or "stratified charge" engines would permit meeting
the lower (2.0) NOX standard. However, standards more stringent
than 2.0 would preclude introduction of those technolcgies. 1In
fact, unless application of the current statutory NOX standard
(.4 grams/mile) is delayed through at least 1990, the industry
will not (and cannot) shift to a lean-burn or stratified charge
engine, as far as can be foreseen. :

(b) Actions to reduce auto emissions must take into i
account other sources of the same pollutant. ] {

Only 25 percent of total HC emissions are generated by auto-
mobiles. Therefore, HC ambient air concentrations tend to be
much less sensitive to the level of vehicle emission control
than is carbon monoxide. .

The projected increases in NOX cannot be stopped without major
techpologlcal innovations in stationary source control. There-
fore, regardless of how stringent an automobile standard is
gpplled, the future concentration levels in major metropolitan’
?reas will primarily be a function of stationary source emissions.
‘ .
éo levels in the atmosphere are much more sensitive to changes

in automobile emission controls than either HC or NOX. Unlike
ﬁhose pollutants, the growth of stationary sources over the

next ten years all have little effect onnCO air quality.

[}

7. Prompt congressional action is needed on auto emission
i standards. ‘ i

<

In Qrder to m%et deadlines for emission testing and certlflcatlon
of 1977 model cars, the- ‘automobile industry will need to know
1977 emission standards by. early August so that there will be
.tlme to complete designing and engineering, build prototypes,
.conplete emissions testing such as 50,000 endurance tests, and
finally to produce new cars in adequaterquantity to meet the
demand from the American public. ¥
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‘Attachment 1

Predicted Ambient Oxidant Concentration Levels in 1985
(In parts per million)
Ambient Standard = .08 ppn*

HC Automobile Fmission Standard

1974 and Current EPA's Energy
Canadian Stds Recom— " Independ- Statutory
Standards through mended ence Act Stds Base
Recion . through 1981 1981 Stds Proposal 1977-1930 1911-73
Birmingham - .12 12 A1 1L .11 22
Mobile-Pensacola .04 .04 .04 .04 .04 I § ¢
Clark-Monave w13 - 2 od.7 . 2 w2 22
Pnoenix—-Tucson .16 .16 =16 .16 = .16 el
Los Angeles .43 b2 42 4l &1 .62
Sacramento Valley .21 .20 .20 L .20 =25
San Diego .20 .20 .20 .19 12 34
San Francisco 23 «23 23 «23 «23 ) .30
San Joaquin BB « 21 : <21 21 21 .26
S.E. Desert .32 : -32 32 «32 - .32 .28
Denver = X7 . =lb .16 .16 .16 .28
NY-NJ-Conn. .14 .13 <13 .13 -13 .26
Pniladelphia =10 =10 .10 .10 s w10 - »20
National Capital ° +26 .26 + 23 i : il L .33
Cincinnati ) 2 1L w1 - el . wilide 10 L7
Indianapolis .08 .08 .08 .08 .08 .14
S. Lou.-S.E. Texas .20 : .20 - »19 : 19 <19 <32
Boston | TR | O .10 .10 .10 .10 - |
Toledo & .07 .07 " .07 .07 R |
El Paso-Las Cruces .06 .06 05 205 .05 e L
Genessee~-Finger ) : 5 :

Lakes 5 .08 .08 .08 .08 .07 15
Dayton .13 + 1.2 . L2 «12 .12 . .18
Portland, Oregon .08 . .08 .08 - - .08 "~ .08 i w14
S.W. Penn. : .12 12 N Y «11 , «11 w21,
Austin-Waco ' .07 .07 .07 07 - .07 R |
Corpus—Christi 14 14 .14 I «A% | .19
Dallas-Ft. Worth - 05 .05 05 .05 .04 .13
Houston—-Galveston = 27 .27 v .26 .32
San Antonio « 07 .07 .07 +07 .06 .15

Puget Sound .08 _ .08 .08 L8 .08 .16

* Tne projected concentration levels assume the continuance of historic grwoth rates in the
central business districts in each region.

B




Attachment 2

Predicted Ambient Carbon }Monoxide Concentration Levels in 1985
(In parts per million) ,
Ambient standard = 9 ppm

CO Automobile Emission Standard

1974 and Current EPA's Evnergy
: Canadian Stds Recon- Independ-  Statutory i
| Standards . through mended ence Act - Stds Bade
Region through 1981 1981 Stds Proposal  1977-1990 . 1971-73
Birmingnan 6 5 5 5 4 . i8
North Alaska 11 11 11 11 S .-35
Clark—Mohave 6 6 5 5 _ - 7 i5
Paoenix-Tucson 16 14 14 13 12 42
Los Angeles 13 12 i1 AR 10 41
Sacramento Valley 7 6 6 6 5 22
San Diego ) 5 5 5 4 15
*t ozn Francisco 6 6 6 6 b 18
San Joaquia 4 3 3 3 3 13
Denver® 11 11 9 9 8 33
Hartford-New . 3 :
Haven . 9 9 : 7 7 7 27
NY=-NJ-Conn. 15 13 3 - 13 11 Fra 51
Philadelphia 9 : 8 - 8 8 8 . 32
Fational Capital 7 6 6 6 6 20
E. Washington- : ' £
* N. Idano : 7 7 6 6 6 18
Cnhicago (7 6 6 5 5 % 23
Indianapolis ; 5 4 4 4 : 4 15
Kansas City L f 6 5 5 5 G 15
Baltimore 7 7 7 7 6 18
Boston : 6 5 5 > 4 18
Mipneapolis—

St.. Paul 2 8 8 7 7 22
Central New York 5 4 4 4 3 15
Portland, Oregon** 10 8 8 8 7 26
S.W. Penn. 7 6 6 6 5 22
Waszten Front 15 13 13 ‘ 13 11 41
Puget Scund##* ; 10 8 8 8 7 24

®.5ulds not neet the ambient standard in 1985 if the Current Interim, 1974 or Canadian CO

standard for venicles were adopted through 1981

amnient standard under all options except the 1974 or Canadian vehicle
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Attachmént 3

Chart A displays ambient comcentration levels in 1985 for NO2 in the ten problem regions
under various MUN auto-emission standards. For example, column 1 shows that if a 3.0
gr/mile auto-OX standard were in force from 1977 to 1990, Philadelphia's ambient NO2
concentration levels in 1985 are predicted to be 121 ug/m3. Column 5 shows that if an
NOA standard of 2.0 gr/mile were adopted for the 1977-1981 period, followed by: the
statutory (.&4) standard until 1990, then Philadelphia's ambient NO2 level in 1985 is
predicted to be 113 ug/m3.

Caart B shows the average percentage increases in NO2 concentration levels for 2ll ten
regions for each alternative NOX level. For example, coluwn 2 shows that if the NOX
exission level were 3.1 gr/=mile from 1977-1981 and 2.0 gr/mile from 1982-1990, the

102 ceacentration levels are predicted to increase by 16% in 1980 and by 267 in 1985.
Coluzn 3 shows taat if the NOX standard were 2.0 from 1977 to 1990, NO2 levels are pre- |
dicted to increase by 12% and 22% in 1960 and 1985 respectively. '

A. Predicted Ambient Nitrogen Dioxide Concentrations in 1985
(In micrograms per cubic meter) i
Ambient standard is 100 micrograms per cubic meter®

(NOX Emission Standard (in grams per mile)
Effective Date of Standard ]

1 (@ (3) (4) () (6)
1577-1981 Bk 3.1 2.0 3.1 " 0.4(1978)
1532-1990 8.4 2.0 ,‘2.0 N A 0.4
Rezioﬁ _
Paoenix : 111 105 —100 | 98 -9 87
Los Angeles ) 194 183 173 167 157 5™ -
San Francisco 102 9% - 92 89 - B |
Denver " d 135 - 129 185 123 '~_ 117 112
NY-NJ-Conn. | | 44 139 136 132 129 124 -
Pailadelphia 121 119 n7 1s 113 109
National Capital 116 111 - 107 © 105 oL ‘96.
Caicago 152 148 145 - 143 139 134
Baltimore . 116 112 109 107 103 99
Wasaten Froat 137 131 126 121 115 108

B. Increzses in Concentration Levels in 1980 and 1985
Aelane per- 1980 16 16 | 12 % . 12 6
Eingii“iiifiiy 1985 32 26 22 19 14 8
CORCIRLTALIINS '
*...- projected cuvacentratiorn levels assume the continuance of hisLorié ﬁrowth rates for
tae coentrel business districts in each region
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Attachment 4a

MAXIMUM FUEL ECONORY POTENTIAL VERSUS EMISSIONS
FOR 12380 ENGINES UNDER OPTIMAL CONTROL

| - CURRENT e g
MPG* ~ AVERAGE ENGINE
»—_'___9._._..:3—-5_ j HC<p
DECREASING |
HYDROCARBONS
| ¢
i
|
{
!,,...,M 1
|
FUEL |
ECONOMY i
MPG |
|
[
| [ :
’ | N l
* — DENOTES OPTIMUM - I F
FUEL ECONOMY POINT |
FOR ANY ENGINE . ‘ - .4 ;
: :/ NO%
; = S
OXIDES OF NITROGEN — NOy, . E

NOTE: 1. CURVE SHAPES ARE REPRESENTATIVE OF MOST ALL
SPARK IGNMITION ENGINES.

2, STATUTORY NO, STANDARD IS BELOW THE "KNEE"
FOR ALL ENGIIIES CAPABLE OF LLARGE SCALE PRO-
DUCTION THROUGH THE nID 1230°s’

3. THE OPTINAUM-L.PG™ AND RESULTIMG MOy AND HC®
ARE SIGHIFICANTLY GREATER THAN THE ENGIMNE
OUT PERFORMANCE OF 1975 CARS.
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.Attachment 4B -

FUEL-ECONOMY-NOX EMISSION TRADE OFF

]
i
A A ‘ ‘
Miles/Gallon Design standard
' on auvtonobiles
14 +— for a perfor-
) mance standard
of 3.1 gr/mile.
: ’..‘,;'—35""1“ SRR 2‘ O '
. s
e
X 4 Design standards
BA 5//;4 o . : on automobiles
‘ s for e perfor-
! mance standard
. of 2.0 gr/mile.
;W 1.4 -
4 . .
/ /’g pemcne 1,23 |
. 74 P , X S
4’" .f.. : .
114 ok
= ].1 Hc Gr/Mile
1+
l l l l
g | | I [
0 -1 14 2 24 3 4
NOx Gr/hiile

- e
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1980 New Car Fuel Economy and Cost
Versus Emission Standards

Attachment 5

P o e

Emiscsion Standards
Ffor 1977-1981

Cost Per New Car

For Emission Controls
Compared to 1974 Cars

New Car Average Fuel LEconomy

in 1980

Uncertainty Range in %
Over 1974 Due to

% Over Engine
Cost Uncertainty MPG 1974 Technolozy Sales Miwx
1. Statutory Standards after 1977
(three-way catalyst ox :
dual catalyst) $350 * - $215-8450 18.0 307 =47 to + 8% ~4% to +77
2, Bast -~ ° 1542.0 or
..:',‘.9-0/301 5
" With Catalysts 120 $ 90-$150 19.6 407 ~3% to + 3%
No Catalysts 50+ $ 40-$100 18.4 317 -47% to + 87 =47 to +77%
3. EPA Proposal . '
Witn Catalysts 135 $100-3170 19.0 36% -5% to + 8% .
No Catalysts 65 % 50-8110 - 17.8 27% =47 to +127% ~47% to +77%
4, 1975 Standards
With Catalysts 95 $ 70-$8110 20.4 467 =2% tol + 27
No Catalysts 35 § 25-§ 65 192 37% ~3% to + 7% : -47 to +7%
5; Canadian cr 1974 Standards '
Viith or Without E
Catalysts 25 . $§ 5-§ 35 20.8 50% -2% %o + 17 =47 to +7%

L5 ]






QUESTION AND ANSWERS : L.

An Amendment to Title V of the Proposed
Energy Independence Act of 1975

What did the President announce today?

The President announced that he was proposing that -~
the Congress change existing law with respect to
auto emission standards so as to continue existing
1975 standards through the model year for 1981.
These standards require emission levels not greatex

than:

Hydrocarbons Carbon Monoxide .Nitrogen Oxide

4.

(Gréms/Mile)

1.5 . 15.0 ARTTENE TN

What are hydrocarbons, carbon monoxlde, and nltrogen
oxides? ! .

Hydrocarbons(HC) are o= : s e "_~?,<f.
High levels of. HC emissions can result 1n e

Carbon monoxide \CO) is j-kf>.;
High levels of CO emissions can result 1n 2o

'Nltrogen oxides (NOX) are ' ane =

High levels of NOX emissions can result in ) “

Bow do EBC, CO and NOX relate to EPA's "Ambient Air
Quality Standards"? A :

Under the Clean Aixr Act of 197 , the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) is required to promulgate




these standards prescribing the amount of HC, CO®and NOX in
such air by 19  and 19 . While most of the CO in the

air is the result of auto emissions, only 25% of HC and

% of NOX that is emitted comes from automobiles.
According1v, although the Clean Air Act of 1970 prescribes
th2 amounts of HC, CO and NOX that automobiles are

permitted to emit in various. years, there is no assurance, -
without comparable control on-stationary sources, that the
ambient air standards'for HC and NOX can be met. K

4. Isn't the Pre51dent chang;ng a recommendatlon he made
six months ago? A

Yes. On January._ , 1975, the President proposed emission
levels throughout the model year for 1981 not greater than

_Hydrocarbons Carbon Monoxide Nitrogen Oxide
(Grams/Mile) :
9 S E L

Wlthout any change, ex1st1ng law wou-1d requlre [

1977 a N 15.0 : - R0 ee
1978~ 1981 .41 "8 3.4 ] : .4
" - In January the President emphasized that a change was
necessary . 1n exlstlng law because . Lo " .

) | |

. ] ) - “ fis :
5. Why has the President modified his January proposals
for changes in the requirements?

The President has modified his January proposals because
of increasing concern with the problem of sulfuric acid.
emission. Changes in catalytic convertors required to meet th:
standards the President proposed in January have now been -
found to result in doubling the current emission rate of
sulfuric acid. While the precise effect of such increased
sulfuric acid emissions is not yet known, health
authorities are agreed that such emissions can cause

a very serious danger to .

Pending the recelpt of detailed 1nformatlon concernlng

the sulfuric emission problem, the President decided not
to increase sulfulic acid emission levels.



6. Won't the change the President has proposed prevent
communities from meeting EPA's ambient air quality
standards?

Generally speaking, the changes the President has proposed
will have very little effect on the ability of

communities to meet EPA's amblent aiy quallty air
standards.

(insert detail)
7« Isn*E it p0551b1e to develop a catalzplc convertoxr '

which does not increase sulfuric acid emissions or change tne
sulfur content in the gasoline burned?

(State-the problem of 3-way catalyst)
State prablem with gasoline blendlng and
desulfurlzatlon of 011.

8. Didn t the National Academzrof Sciences issue a report
urging retention of the statutory standards in stating
that th sulfuric acid emissions were not a problem?

, Lhe Natlonal Academy of Sciences ...

Howeveﬁ, the Abademy report .

9. Would the President's proposal have ény‘effect on
consumer costs Oor energy conservation?

Y88 oaw -

10. How much have the curreft 1975 auto emission standards

reduced pollutants from|1968, uncontrolled levels?






