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Introduction

The following is the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Response to Comments
document for the EPA and National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) Joint
Rulemaking: 2017 and Later Model Year Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission
Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards. The following document contains
verbatim excerpts of the commenter’s text followed by EPA’s responses. Citizen comments that
raised unique substantive issues are included. In addition, nearly 300,000 citizens provided
comments in support of the program and about 400 people provided testimony at three public
hearings held for the rulemaking; these comments are not listed or summarized individually, but
rather examples are provided. All of the comments and public hearing transcripts are available in
docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799 and/or NHTSA-2010-0131. The comments and responses are
organized by topic (see Table of Contents) to help the reader find comments and responses of
interest. An index of commenters and the associated docket numbers is also provided.

This is an EPA document and does not contain NHTSA’s responses to comments.
NHTSA'’s responses to comments are contained in the preamble Section 1V and the NHTSA
Final Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) for the rule.
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EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788

Consumer Reports

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788

Consumers Union

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9454-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9454-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9454-A3, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9454

Crime Victims United of California
(CVUC)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9883-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9883,
NHTSA-2010-0131-0254-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0254

CTIA - The Wireless Association

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11759-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11759-
A2, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11759

Cuenca, M.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10142-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10142

Dawid, .

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6325-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6325

Defour Group LLC

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9319-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9319

Delphi Corporation

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786

Denso International America, Inc.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9269-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9269,
NHTSA-2010-0131-0232-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0232

Detroit NAACP

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786

E100 Ethanol Group

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7173-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7173,

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787
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Eaton Corporation

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9494-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9494,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786

Ecology Center

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786

EcoMotors International, Inc.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9594-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9594-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9594

Edison Electric Institute (EEI)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9584-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9584-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9584

Edmunds.com

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787

Electric Drive Transportation
/Association

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9449-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9449

Encana Natural Gas Inc.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9585-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9585-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9585, NHTSA-2010-0131-0265-A1, NHTSA-
2010-0131-0265

Enhanced Protective Glass Automotive
/Association (EPGAA)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9301-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9301

Ennis, M.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5612-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5612

Environmental Consultants of
Michigan

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11760-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11760-
A2, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11760, NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1,
NHTSA-2010-0131-0166

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9519-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9519-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9519-A3, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9519,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788

EutecticSolutions Inc.

NHTSA-2010-0131-0270

Faria, R. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9834-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9834

Feinstein, C. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6745-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6745
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9535-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9535-A2,

Ferrari EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9535, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10037-A1,

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10037-A2, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10037

Ferrari & Maserati of Seattle

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9197-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9197-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9197

Ferrari of Houston, Texas and Ferrari
of Austin, Texas

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9230-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9230-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9230

Fisker Automotive, Inc.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9266-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9266

Ford Motor Company

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, NHTSA-2010-0131-0235-A1, NHTSA-2010-
0131-0235

Garmin International Inc.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9508-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9508,
NHTSA-2010-0131-0245-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0245

General Motors Company

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9465-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9465,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, NHTSA-2010-0131-0236-A1, NHTSA-
2010-0131-0236

Gilles, B.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8065-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8065

Gordon, Michael

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9625

Governors' Biofuels Coalition

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9570-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9570

Green, K.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1524-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1524

Growth Energy

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9540-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9540-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9540, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9505-Al,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9505-A10, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9505-
A13, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9505-A14, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-

9505-Al15, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9505-A17, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
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0799-9505-A19, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9505-A20, EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9505-A23, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9505-A24, EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9505-A3, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9505-A8, EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9505-A9, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9505

Guardian Automotive Products, Inc.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9299-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9299

Haroldson, C.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11137-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11137

Hohenstein, H.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1515-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1515

Honeywell International, Inc.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9497-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9497,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788,
NHTSA-2010-0131-0244-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0244

Honeywell Transportation Systems

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9474-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9474

Horst, R.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6353-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6353

House of Representatives, Congress of
the United States

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1221-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1221

Houston Tea Party Society

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9583

Howard, P.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10063-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11384-
Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10063, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11384

Hrin, S.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1568

Hyundai America Technical Center

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9542-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9542,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9547-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9547,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, NHTSA-2010-0131-0250-A1, NHTSA-2010-
0131-0250

ICM Inc.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9541-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9541-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9541

Institute for Energy Research (IER)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9573-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9573

Institute for Policy Integrity, New
York University School of Law

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A3, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A4,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11485-A1,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11485-A2, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11485-
A3, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11485-A4, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
11485-A5, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11485

Insurance Institute for Highway Safety
(I1HS)

NHTSA-2010-0131-0222-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0222

Integrated Consultants, Inc.

NHTSA-2010-0131-0217-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0217

International Council on Clean
Transportation (ICCT)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9364-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9364-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9364, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9365-A1,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9365, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-Al,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, NHTSA-2010-0131-0225-A1, NHTSA-2010-
0131-0225-A2, NHTSA-2010-0131-0225, NHTSA-2010-0131-0227-A1,
NHTSA-2010-0131-0227, NHTSA-2010-0131-0258-A1, NHTSA-2010-
0131-0258

Investor Network on Climate Risk
(INCR) - Ceres

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9516-Al1x, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9516

Jackson, F.W.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7113-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7113,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8041-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8041,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11785-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11785

Jaguar Land Rover North America,
LLC (JLRNA)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8102-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8102

Johnson Controls, Inc.

NHTSA-2010-0131-0253-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0253

Johnson, C.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6528-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6528

Xi
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Jordon, A. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9857-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9857
Kendall, A. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787

Kia Motors EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786

Knapp, B. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8255-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8255
Kobus, D. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1370-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1370
Kunz, R. and J. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9562-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9562
Leach, Kyle EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9626

League of Women Voters of Michigan

NHTSA-2010-0131-0198

Lennon, S.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9019-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9019

Links, W.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10348-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10348

Lipetzky, P.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8184-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8184

Magna E-Car Systems

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9263-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9263

Manufacturers of Emission Controls
/Association (MECA)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9452-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9452-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9452-A3, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9452,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786

Marks, R. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1680-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1680
Marlinghaus, E. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1581-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1581
Marshall. C EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5917-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5917-A2,

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5917

Marz, Loren C.

NHTSA-2010-0131-0213-Al1x, NHTSA-2010-0131-0213

Mass Comment Campaign (1,121)
(World Wildlife Fund)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5181_MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (1,338)
(Sierra Club-2)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11762-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11762

Mass Comment Campaign (10)
(National Wildlife Federation Action
Fund-1)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1244-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1244 MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (13,300)
(National Wildlife Federation Action
Fund-3)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9965-A1_MASSX, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9965_MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (137
(Citizens for Pennsylvania's Future
(PennFuture))

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-3114-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
3114 _MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (15)
(League of Conservation Voters)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1555-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1555 MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (15) (Sierra
Club-3)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11763-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11763

Mass Comment Campaign (195)
(Environment New Mexico-1)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9577-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9577 MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (2,120)
(Pew Environmental Group)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1247-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1247 MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (2,156)
(Environment Michigan)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9683-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9683 MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (2,851)
(Unknown Organization)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9591-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9591 MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (20) (Union
of Concerned Scientists-1)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1558-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1558 MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (20,500)
(Union of Concerned Scientists-3)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10166-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
10166-A2_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10166_MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (213)
(Environment Virginia)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9576-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-

9576_MASS
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Mass Comment Campaign (22,122)
(Unknown Organization)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9736_MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (262)
(Environment New Mexico-2)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9700-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9700_MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (27,108)
(Unknown Organization)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9596-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9596_MASS

Mass Comment campaign (3,855)
(National Wildlife Federation Action
Fund-2)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1557-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1557_MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (375)
(Union of Concerned Scientists-2)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1246-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1246_MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (39)
(Unknown Organization)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1245-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1245 _MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (39,464)
(Environmental Defense Fund (EDF))

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9590-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9590 _MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (399)
(Rhode Island Sierra Club)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11761-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11761

Mass Comment Campaign (4,505)
(Unknown Organization)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9595-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9595 _MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (45)
(Environment Minnesota)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9588-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9588 _MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (61) (The
Social Justice Group)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7406-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
7406_MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (680)
(PennEvironment)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1556-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1556 MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (8,741)
(Natural Resources Defense Council
(NRDC))

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9589-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9589 MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (80)
(Unknown Organization)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9682-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9682_MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (9,570)
(Unknown Organization)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9578-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9578 MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (927)
(Sierra Club-1)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1554-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1554 MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (99)
(Environment Texas)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9701-A1_MASS, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9701 MASS

Mass Comment Campaign (Multiple
Submitters) (Unknown Organization)

NHTSA-2010-0131-0219-A1_MASS, NHTSA-2010-0131-0219_MASS

Massachusetts Institute of Technology
(MIT)

NHTSA-2010-0131-0229-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0229

Mazda North American Operations

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787

Medinger, R.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9035-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9035

Mehrotra, Rahul

NHTSA-2010-0131-0206

Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9483-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9483

Michigan House of Representatives,
49th District

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7983-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7983

Michigan State House of
Representatives

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9175

Michigan State Senate, District 18

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5594-A1x, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5594-Al1,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5594

Miller Motorcars

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8141-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8141-A2,
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EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8141

Miller, P.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1755-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1755

Minnesota Department of Commerce

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7363-Alx, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7363

Mitsubishi Motors R&D of America,
Inc. (MRDA)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787

Moravian College

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5536-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5536

Motor & Equipment Manufacturers
IAssociation (MEMA)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9478-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9478

National Alliance of Forest Owners
(NAFO)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9481-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9481,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9534-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9534-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9534

National Association of Clean Air
Agencies (NACAA)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8084-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8084,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788

National Association of Convenience
Stores (NACS)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9543-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9543

National Association of Manufacturers
(NAM)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9538-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9538-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9538, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9587-Al,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9587

National Automobile Dealers
Association (NADA)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1308-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1308,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9575-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9575-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9575-A3, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9575-A4,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9575-A5, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9575,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, NHTSA-2010-0131-0261-A1, NHTSA-2010-
0131-0261-A2, NHTSA-2010-0131-0261-A3, NHTSA-2010-0131-0261-
A4, NHTSA-2010-0131-0261-A5, NHTSA-2010-0131-0261, NHTSA-
2010-0131-0267-Al, NHTSA-2010-0131-0267

National Caucus of Environmental
Legislators

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9443-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9443

National Corn Growers Association et
al.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9565-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9565,
NHTSA-2010-0131-0249-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0249

National Propane Gas Association
(NPGA)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9482-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9482

National Wildlife Federation (NWF)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9887-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9887-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9887, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786

Natural Resources Defense Council
(NRDC)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786

Necheles, L.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-2487-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-2487

New Jersey Senate, Third Legislative
District

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9970-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9970

New York City Council, 35th District

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9901-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9901-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9901

New York State Assembly Committee
on Government Operations

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9453-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9453-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9453

New York State Senate, 26th District

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9884-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9884

NGV America

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9461-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9461,
NHTSA-2010-0131-0234-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0234

Nissan North America, Inc.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9471-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9471,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786

Northeast States for Coordinated Air
Use Management (NESCAUM)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9476-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9476,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788

Oblong Land Conservancy

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9915-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9915
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Pacific Legal Foundation (PLF)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8108-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8108

Parker, M.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9017-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9017

Paul, M.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9027-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9027

Pearce, F.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10343-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10343

Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7821-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7821

Pennsylvania State Senate et al.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9914-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9914

Penske Corporation

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9187-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9187-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9187

Pew Charitable Trusts

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9496-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9496-A2X,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9496-A3, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9496,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788

Pittsburgh Glass Works (PGW)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9300-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9300

Plant Oil Powered Diesel Fuel
Systems, Inc.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9882-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9882,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10337-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10337-
A2, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10337, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9882-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9882-A5, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9882-A11,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9882-A12, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9882-
A13, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9882-A6, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9882-A8, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9882-A9, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9882-A3

Porsche Cars North America, Inc.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264,

(PCNA) NHTSA-2010-0131-0224-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0224
Pregibon, D. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8987-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8987
Rafter, M. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11587-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11587

Renewable Energy Long Island

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7933-Alx, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7933

Renewable Fuels Association (RFA)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9490-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9490

Ross, D.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788

Roush Industries, Inc.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7823-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7823-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7823

RVIA

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9550-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9550-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9550

SABIC Innovative Plastics US LLC

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9467-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9467,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786

Salinas, A.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7119-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7119

Securing America's Future Energy
(SAFE)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9518-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9518,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, NHTSA-2010-0131-0259-A1, NHTSA-
2010-0131-0259

Shick, R.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6215-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6215

Sierra Club, Environment America,

Safe Climate Campaign, and Clean Air

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A3, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549,

Council EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786
Slemp 111, R. L. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6314-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6314
. NHTSA-2010-0131-0240-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0240-A2, NHTSA-2010-
Smith, Frank Houston 0131-0240
Smith, G. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8438-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8438

Society of the Plastics Industry, Inc.
(SPI)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9492-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9492

South Coast AQMD

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787

St. Clair-Detroit River Sturgeon for
'Tomorrow

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-4151
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State of New York The Assembly

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10155-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10155

Statman, P.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1472-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1472

Steffanoff, N.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9335-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9335

Steyn, R. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8724-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8724

Stirling, D. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10065-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10065
Sullivan, T. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10341-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10341
Susan R. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10792-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10792

Tarazevich, Yegor

NHTSA-2010-0131-0199

'TechAmerica

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9470-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9470

Tesla Motors, Inc.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9539-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9539-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9539, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9592-A1,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9592, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787,
NHTSA-2010-0131-0260-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0260

The Catskill Center for Conservation
and Development

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9913-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9913

'Toyota Motor North America

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586

U.S. Chamber of Commerce

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9521-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9521-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9521-A3, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9521

U.S. Coalition for Advanced Diesel
Cars

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, NHTSA-2010-0131-0246-Al1, NHTSA-
2010-0131-0246

Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9713-Al,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9713-A2, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9713,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788

United Automobile Workers (UAW)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9563-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9563-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9563, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786,
NHTSA-2010-0131-0248-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0248

United States Senate

NHTSA-2010-0131-0264-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0264

United States Steel Corporation

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, NHTSA-2010-0131-0256-A1, NHTSA-
2010-0131-0256

United Steel Workers (USW)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9580-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9580-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9580

University of Michigan

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7986-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7986

Utility Air Regulatory Group (UARG)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9510-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9510

'Van Coppenolle, J. and L.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1284-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1284

'Van Voorhies, M.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1629-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1629

\Varley, R.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1948-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1948

\Vehicle Production Group LLC (VPG)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7985-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7985-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7985

VNG.Co (VNG)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7941-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7941-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7941, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11797-Al,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11797-A2, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11797-
A3, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11797, NHTSA-2010-0131-0218-A1,
NHTSA-2010-0131-0218

'Volkswagen

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1309-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1309

'Volkswagen Group of America

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569,
NHTSA-2010-0131-0247-A1, NHTSA-2010-0131-0247

'Volvo Car Corporation (VCC)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9551-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9551-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9551, NHTSA-2010-0131-0243-A1, NHTSA-
2010-0131-0243

\Weiner, L.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787
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Wenzel, T.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787

WESPAC Foundation

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9459-A1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9459

Whitefoot, K. and Skerlos, S.

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1x, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447

\Wide World Ferrari, Wide World of
Cars, LLC

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8142-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8142-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8142, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9231-Al,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9231-A2, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9231

\World Resources Institute (WRI)

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7086-Al1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7086-A2,
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7086

World Steel Association

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7766-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7766

'WorldAutoSteel

EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7174-Al, EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7174
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National Program

1. National Program

1.1. General Support for the National Program
Organizations Included in this Section

Alexandria Hyundai

Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers

Aluminum Association's Aluminum Transportation Group
American Chemistry Council (ACC)

American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE)
American Honda Motor Co., Inc

American Lung Association

American Lung Association of the Mid-Atlantic

American Medical Association of California

American Suzuki Motor Corporation

Applied Materials

Association of Global Automakers, Inc. (Global Automakers)
Aston Martin Lagonda Limited, Lotus Cars Limited and McLaren Automotive
Biery-Hamilton, Dr. G.

BlueGreen Alliance

BMW of North America, LLC

Borg Warner, Inc.

Business for Innovative Climate & Energy Policy (BICEP)
California Air Resources Board (CARB)

Capozzelli, J.

Center for Biological Diversity

CEO Pipe Organs/Golden Ponds Farm

Ceres

Chrysler Group LLC

Climate Institute

Consumer Federation of America (CFA)

Consumer Reports

Consumers Union

Delphi Corporation

Detroit NAACP

E100 Ethanol Group

Eaton Corporation

Ecology Center

EcoMotors International, Inc.

Edmunds.com

Electric Drive Transportation Association

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF)

Ferrari

Fisker Automotive, Inc.
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Ford Motor Company

General Motors Company

Growth Energy

Guardian Automotive Products, Inc.

Honeywell International, Inc.

Honeywell Transportation Systems

House of Representatives, Congress of the United States

Howard, P.

Hyundai America Technical Center

ICM Inc.

Insurance Institute for Highway Safety (1IHS)

International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT)

Investor Network on Climate Risk (INCR) — Ceres

Jaguar Land Rover North America, LLC (JLRNA)

Johnson Controls, Inc.

Kendall, A.

Kia Motors

Kobus, D.

League of Women Voters of Michigan

Magna E-Car Systems

Manufacturers of Emission Controls Association (MECA)

Marshall, C.

Marz, Loren C.

Mass Comment Campaign (1,121) (World Wildlife Fund)

Mass Comment Campaign (1,338) (Sierra Club-2)

Mass Comment Campaign (13,300) (National Wildlife Federation Action Fund-3)
Mass Comment Campaign (137 (Citizens for Pennsylvania's Future (PennFuture))
Mass Comment Campaign (15) (League of Conservation Voters)
Mass Comment Campaign (15) (Sierra Club-3)

Mass Comment Campaign (195) (Environment New Mexico-1)

Mass Comment Campaign (2,120) (Pew Environmental Group)

Mass Comment Campaign (2,156) (Environment Michigan)

Mass Comment Campaign (2,851) (Unknown Organization)

Mass Comment Campaign (20) (Union of Concerned Scientists-1)
Mass Comment Campaign (20,500) (Union of Concerned Scientists-3)
Mass Comment Campaign (213) (Environment Virginia)

Mass Comment Campaign (22,122) (Unknown Organization)

Mass Comment Campaign (262) (Environment New Mexico-2)

Mass Comment Campaign (27,108) (Unknown Organization

Mass Comment campaign (3,855) (National Wildlife Federation Action Fund-2)
Mass Comment Campaign (375) (Union of Concerned Scientists-2)
Mass Comment Campaign (39) (Unknown Organization)

Mass Comment Campaign (39,464) (Environmental Defense Fund (EDF))
Mass Comment Campaign (399) (Rhode Island Sierra Club)

Mass Comment Campaign (4,505) (Unknown Organization)

Mass Comment Campaign (45) (Environment Minnesota)
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Mass Comment Campaign (61) (The Social Justice Group)
Mass Comment Campaign (680) (PennEvironment)

Mass Comment Campaign (80) (Unknown Organization)
Mass Comment Campaign (9,570) (Unknown Organization)
Mass Comment Campaign (927) (Sierra Club-1)

Mass Comment Campaign (99) (Environment Texas)

Mass Comment Campaign (Multiple Submitters) (Unknown Organization)
Mazda North American Operations

Mehrotra, Rahul

Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC

Michigan House of Representatives, 49th District

Michigan State House of Representatives

Michigan State Senate, District 18

Miller, P.

Minnesota Department of Commerce

Mitsubishi Motors R&D of America, Inc. (MRDA)
Moravian College

Motor & Equipment Manufacturers Association (MEMA
National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA)
National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA)
National Caucus of Environmental Legislators

National Propane Gas Association (NPGA)

National Wildlife Federation (NWF)

Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)

New Jersey Senate, Third Legislative District

New York City Council, 35th District

New York State Assembly Committee on Government Operations
New York State Senate, 26th District

Nissan North America, Inc.

Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management (NESCAUM)
Oblong Land Conservancy

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
Pennsylvania State Senate et al.

Pew Charitable Trusts

Porsche Cars North America, Inc. (PCNA)

Renewable Energy Long Island

Renewable Fuels Association (RFA)

Ross, D.

Salinas, A.

Securing America's Future Energy (SAFE)

Sierra Club, Environment America, Safe Climate Campaign, and Clean Air Council
Society of the Plastics Industry, Inc. (SPI)

South Coast AQMD

State of New York The Assembly

Tarazevich, Yegor

Tesla Motors, Inc.
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The Catskill Center for Conservation and Development
Toyota Motor North America

U.S. Coalition for Advanced Diesel Cars
Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS)
United Automobile Workers (UAW)
United States Senate

United States Steel Corporation

United Steel Workers (USW)
Volkswagen Group of America

Volvo Car Corporation (VCC)

Weiner, L.

WESPAC Foundation

Whitefoot, K. and Skerlos, S.

Organization: Alexandria Hyundai

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 63.]

Along with my Hyundai colleague, | appreciate the effort on the part of all agencies in
developing feasible and harmonized national greenhouse gas and CAFE standards.

Organization: Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers

Two years ago the Alliance testified and commented in support of the model year (MY) 2012-16
greenhouse gas (GHG) and corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) rule and encouraged EPA,
NHTSA and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to continue the single National
Program beyond MY 2016. We continue to support having a single National Program and
appreciate the agencies’ efforts to pursue this goal. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.3]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 95.]

Organization: Aluminum Association's Aluminum Transportation Group

We congratulate EPA and NHTSA on the outstanding body of work reflected in the NPRM.
[NHTSA-2010-0131-0226-A1, p. 1]

In sum, we want to thank the agencies for their continued emphasis on reducing fuel
consumption and GHG emissions and commitment to size-based standards. [NHTSA-2010-
0131-0226-A1, p. 4]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 219-220.]
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We recognize that developing a comprehensive national fuel economy regulation is a formidable
task with profound consequences, and we want to sincerely congratulate the agencies on the
outstanding job. We sincerely see it as an outstanding body of work and the conclusions are
realistic, attainable and will achieve our national objectives in energy so we think it's an
outstanding job and a credit to all of the agencies and individuals who are involved. It's been a
pleasure to work with the organizations.

Organization: American Chemistry Council (ACC)

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 264-265.]

We do want to state on the record that we support the CAFE standards moving forward. We
think that they are aggressive but achievable.

The American Chemistry Council's plastics division would like commend both EPA and
NHTSA on its approach and on this proposal. We believe the proposal takes a huge step forward
in increasing fuel efficiency requirements in automobiles.

Organization: American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE)

The American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE) supports the light-duty fuel
economy and greenhouse gas rule proposed by NHTSA and the EPA for model years 2017-2025.
The proposal represents a very substantial reduction in fuel consumption and greenhouse gas
emissions relative to business as usual, as well as enormous saving at the pump for consumers.
The economic impacts of the rule will be substantial and net positive. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9528-A2, p.1]

Conclusions

Notwithstanding the multiple recommendations we have made that we believe would strengthen
the final rule, we reiterate here our strong support for the proposed standards. We believe that the
joint work done by NHTSA and the EPA, along with the California ARB, has resulted in a
proposal that is highly significant and sound, from both policy and technical perspectives. We
thank the agencies for the opportunity to provide comments and hope that our comments can
help to bring about an even better final rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.9]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 108-113.]

On behalf of ACEEE, I'm here to actively support the role of productive investments in more
energy-efficient technologies as they might positively improve the robustness of the U.S.
economy. In particular, we applaud the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, the administration more generally, and the State of
California for taking steps that will improve the fuel economy of our nation's light-duty vehicles.
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So in sum, the rule, we think, will drive further gains in gasoline vehicles and begin to pull
advanced technologies into the market. Cost-effective investments in more fuel-efficient vehicles
resulting from this rule should accelerate and optimize benefits, whether jobs, cleaner air and a
more robust economy, especially when we take recent consumer interest in fuel economy into
account.

Organization: American Honda Motor Co., Inc.

American Honda Motor Co., Inc. (“Honda”) appreciates the efforts made by EPA and NHTSA to
create the single national program to address motor vehicle greenhouse gas emissions and fuel
economy standards for model years 2017 — 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9489-A1, p. 1]

Honda supports the overarching goal of the NPRM, which is to establish a “coordinated and
harmonized approach” to implementing the Clean Air Act’s mandate that EPA regulate motor
vehicle emissions, and the mandate in the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) that
NHTSA regulate motor vehicle fuel economy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9489-A1, p. 1]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 115-116.]

This NPRM builds upon the important foundation established by the seminal greenhouse gas and
CAFE standards adopted for the '12 to '16 model years. These newly proposed standards
represent an ambitious, challenging, and dramatic set of goals for most of the automobile
industry.

These proposed regulations set forth in the NPRM when harmonized with the proposed
regulations now under consideration in California have the potential to simplify and rationalize
OEM obligations throughout the United States. Without these harmonized regulations, there is a
significant risk that OEMs would face fragmented, conflicting and burdensome regulation of fuel
economy and greenhouse gases. There's a strong likelihood that the California regulations, which
likely would be adopted by additional states, would diverge from the Federal Regulations
resulting in a patchwork of standards that differed in stringency, testing requirements, and
flexibilities throughout the country.

Organization: American Lung Association

The American Lung Association is pleased that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency seeks
to reduce these emissions from light-duty vehicles. The joint proposed Greenhouse Gas Emission
Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards will reduce carbon dioxide emissions
to 163 grams per mile while mandating an average economy of 54.5 miles per gallon in 2025.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9902-A2, p. 1]

While the proposed rule will have significant benefits, there are still areas of critical need.
Implementation of the proposed rule will benefit from improved testing and calculation of actual
vehicle emissions, reliable air quality impacts assessments of electric vehicles, and averted costs
associated with higher projected fuel costs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9902-A2, p. 2]
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The American Lung Association again thanks the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for
consideration of our comments and for the Agency’s effort to curb the impacts of air pollution.
The American Lung Association urges the Agency to promulgate the proposed rule. The true
cost of pollution from mobile sources is paid in compromised human health. As such, the
proposed rule will help to reduce those costs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9902-A2, p. 2]

Organization: American Lung Association of the Mid-Atlantic

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 80-82.]

American Lung Association of the Mid-Atlantic is pleased that the Environmental Protection
Agency and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration have jointly proposed more
stringent national standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and to increase corporate
average fuel economy.

When implemented the new standards will be remarkable achievements.

We support the proposed rule, and we encourage EPA and NHTSA to promulgate a final rule
that achieves at least the degree of reduction in air pollutants as a proposal would accomplish.

Organization: American Medical Association of California

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 44-48.]

The American Lung Association in California applauds the collaborative effort put forth by the
Obama administration, the State of California, automakers and environmental stakeholders to
develop this proposal that we believe will have a lasting impact on improving public health. The
American Lung Association in California encourages the administration to pursue strong, clean
air programs to improve the health and air of not only Californians, but all Americans.

Increasing fuel economy standards to 54.5 miles per gallon in 2025 and tightening emissions
standards to halve greenhouse gas emissions by 2025 compared to today has the potential to
transform our nation's vehicles into a cleaner, more efficient fleet that will reduce our addiction
to oil, save consumers at the pump, provide expanded choices in cleaner vehicle technologies,
and at the same time, cut harmful emissions that endanger the public's health.

The new greenhouse gas and fuel economy standards are an important milestone in the fight
against climate change, air pollution and the serious public health impacts of our petroleum
dependency and consumption.

Therefore, we urge you to implement strong rules that will withstand any attempts to undermine
these goals.

Organization: American Suzuki Motor Corporation
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Suzuki Motor Corporation (‘Suzuki') supports the concept of a harmonized national approach to
reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and improving fuel economy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9523-A1, p.1]

Organization: Applied Materials

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 198-201.]

But we are very supportive of the proposal that's being reviewed today; the NHTSA and EPA
proposal, and we applaud the Obama Administration for proposing these historic fuel economy
and greenhouse gas emission standards.

We believe that sound public policy can be a critical accelerator for industrial development, and
we think that's embodied in this current proposal.

No. 1, we do believe that sound science-based standards can drive innovation.
We think that the standards as proposed are achievable.

Lastly, again, in terms of industrial development, we're very supportive of the mile per gallon
standard and we believe it's important that there be a domestic industry in this sector as well.
And we think that while this is going to be a global effort, it's going to lead to our domestic
industry being stimulated as well.

Organization: Association of Global Automakers, Inc. (Global Automakers)

This notice of proposed rulemaking brings us another step closer to the goal of having a long
term harmonized national program. Global Automakers and its members have always endorsed a
comprehensive and harmonized national approach to reducing GHG emissions and improving
fuel economy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9466-A1, letter p. 1]

We have been working diligently with the agencies, including the California Air Resources
Board, to create a harmonized program that meets our national environmental and energy
objectives while providing manufacturers the needed flexibility and lead-time to design and build
a full range of advanced technology vehicles that consumers want to buy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9466-A1, letter p. 1]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 65.]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public
hearing on January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 49-50.]

Global Automakers and its members have always endorsed a comprehensive and harmonized
national approach to reducing GHG emissions and improving fuel economy. The alternative of
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having to comply with a patchwork of state requirements would add significant costs resulting in
higher vehicle prices, with no corresponding environmental or energy security benefits. We have
been working with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Department of Transportation’s
(DOT) National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), and California Air Resources
Board (ARB) to create a program that meets national environmental and energy objectives while
providing manufacturers the flexibility and lead-time necessary to design and build advanced
technology vehicles that will provide consumers a full range of vehicle choices. This notice of
proposed rulemaking (NPRM) brings us another step closer to the goal of having a long term,
single national program. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9466-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Aston Martin Lagonda Limited, Lotus Cars Limited and McLaren Automotive

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 117-118.]

We all fully support the EPA and NHTSA proposal.
Organization: Biery-Hamilton, Dr. G.

I strongly support the proposed new fuel efficiency and greenhouse gas standards for cars and
trucks to require cars and trucks to an average 54.5 miles per gallon by model year 2025. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9033-Al,p.1]

Together with the 'Phase One' model year 2012-2016 rule finalized in 2010, these tough new
standards would more than double America's average fuel economy and are expected to:

-- Save families an estimated $8,200 in fuel savings over the lifetime of a new vehicle by 2025,
for a total of $1.7 trillion in national fuel savings over the life of the program.

-- Reduce oil consumption by an estimated 2.2 million barrels a day by 2025 more than our daily
2010 oil imports from the entire Persian Gulf.

-- Reduce carbon dioxide pollution by over 6 billion metric tons over the life of the program
equivalent to the emissions from the United States in 2010. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9033-
Al p.1]

Generating less pollution, putting more money in consumers' wallets, easing our addiction to oil,
modernizing America’'s fleet of cars and trucks what's not to like? [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9033-Al, p.1]

I am thrilled that this dramatic and bold proposal has earned the support of automakers,
autoworkers, national security groups, environmental groups, and many other key stakeholders.
And | am proud to add my support to this important rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9033-A1,

p.1]
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I have a small child. Do you have children or grandchildren? If you love them and want them to
have a good future, you will support ANY measure to reduce the use of fossil fuels, and the
resulting CO, emissions. Furthermore, you will support policies to change our industrial farming
to reduce methane emissions, also, which change the atmosphere around the planet. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9033-Al, p.1]

Organization: BlueGreen Alliance

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 58-60.]

The BlueGreen Alliance strongly supports the light-duty vehicle standards for model year 2017
to 2025 that will raise fuel efficiency to 54.5 miles per gallon, nearly double what today's fuel
efficiency standard is and limit the greenhouses gas emissions as it's been noted to 163 grams per
mile.

We also request continuing federal programs to support these auto industry efforts in retooling to
meet the demand for cleaner, more efficient cars.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 60-61.]

This is a unique opportunity to fulfill your commitments to create American jobs, protect
consumers whether they drive a car or truck from high gas prices and to cut America's
dependence on foreign oil. Our 15 BlueGreen Alliance partners and their 15 million members are
committed to promoting the fact that green auto jobs are a win-win for all Americans, and we're
committed to raise awareness among consumers of the significance of these fuel-saving
technologies.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 37-40.]

We strongly support the proposed vehicle standards, which are a great example of how we can
achieve simultaneous progress on our economic and environmental challenges. The proposed
standard offers the opportunity to create quality manufacturing jobs, to reduce our reliance on
imported energy, to reduce our vulnerability to crude oil price volatility, to lean the air and
reduce the accumulation of heat-trapping gases in the atmosphere, and to improve our energy
security and national security.

While job creation is a paramount concern, we should not discount the other benefits that the
proposal will consider. If we are ever to make meaningful progress on our imported energy

dependency and avoid accelerated climate destabilization, we will need well-conceived policies
such as these.

Organization: BMW of North America, LLC
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BMW is committed to working constructively with both EPA and NHTSA to continue a Single
National Program for MYs 2017 through 2025 that also realizes the aggressive greenhouse gas
reductions sought by the State of California in this timeframe. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9579-
Al p.1]

The continuation of Single National Program is critical to BMW's ability to plan, design, and
build the most efficient vehicles for all of America. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9579-A1, p. 1]

BMW is committed to delivering sustainable products and supports such standards because we
think it is the right step in order to successfully address the global environmental challenge
facing all nations. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9579-A1, p. 2]

In keeping with our corporate commitment to reduce vehicle greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,
BMW commends both EPA and NHTSA for their efforts to continue to refine the program
established for MYs 2012 through 2016 that permits automakers to build a single light duty
national fleet, satisfying the requirements of each Agency program as well as those of the State
of California. We also greatly appreciate the efforts of the State of California to ensure this
outcome. A Single National Program is critical for us so we can plan, design, and build the most
efficient vehicles for all of America. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9579-A1, p. 2]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public
hearing on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 78.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 78-79.]

We commend both the EPA and the NHTSA for the efforts to continue to refine the program that
was previously established for model years 2012 to 2016.

And that program permits auto makers to build a single light-duty national fleet supplying the
requirements of each agency program as well as those of the State of California.

Achievable greenhouse gas emission reductions and commensurate fuel economy increases
depends on both designing more fuel-efficient vehicles and increasing market demand for such
vehicles. We can build the vehicles, but consumers must buy them.

A comprehensive emission reduction policy needs to consider all aspects, most importantly
consumer demand.

In conclusion, the BMW Group is committed to working constructively with EPA and NHTSA
to continue a single national program for model years 2017 to 2025.

We very much appreciate the efforts of the State of California to ensure the continuation of a
single national program going forward.

Organization: Borg Warner, Inc.
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BorgWarner would first like to commend the EPA and NHTSA for their combined efforts to
continue to harmonize these footprint-based standards and give the automotive industry some
much needed long term clarity. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9320-A1, p. 1]

As a global technology leader focused on improving fuel economy and reducing emissions,
BorgWarner has experienced what can be achieved in other parts of the world and we are eager
to help the U.S. market reach the new standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9320-A1, p. 1]

In closing, BorgWarner is supportive of the EPA’s and NHTSA’s efforts and sees the proposal as
a major step forward in our desire for energy independence and reduced CO; emissions. We urge
the EPA and NHTSA to revisit the proposed rulemaking to ensure it is purely performance
based, technology neutral and uses accurate measurement and calculation methods. The
marketplace will see the real world results, making the auto industry more stable, globally
competitive and a larger contributor to achieving our nation’s goals. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9320-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Business for Innovative Climate & Energy Policy (BICEP)

As major U.S. businesses representing nearly 500,000 American jobs and over $100 billion in
annual revenue, we are writing to voice our strong support for the proposed Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) Emissions and Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards. These standards
represent a critical opportunity to strengthen our economy by creating jobs, benefiting the U.S.
auto industry, saving consumers and businesses money on fuel, and reducing greenhouse gas
emissions. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9450-A1, p. 1]

As successful American businesses, we know the importance of recognizing and seizing
opportunities. This rulemaking is a rare opportunity to strengthen our economy, save consumers
and businesses money, create jobs, and mitigate climate risk. We urge the adoption of the
strongest possible fuel economy and GHG standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9450-A1, p. 2]

Organization: California Air Resources Board (CARB)

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 11-12.]

As you know, the results of our efforts reveal the enormous benefits of the proposed greenhouse
gas standards. Greenhouse gas emissions of 2025 models will be a third lower than those of
2016. Fuel savings will be so substantial that the total cost of owning and operating a low
greenhouse gas vehicle will be less than it is today, despite the higher initial cost of the vehicle.
And the fuel savings means money that would have gone overseas to produce petroleum will
stay in our country where it will be spent and create new jobs for Americans. This is truly a win-
win proposal that will benefit America.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing
on January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 12-13]
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As part of our effort to ensure a national program, CARB has committed to accept compliance
with the EPA greenhouse gas standards as compliance with our state standards. Once this occurs,
hopefully by this summer, CARB will hold another hearing to consider a regulatory provision to
formalize our commitment allowing compliance with EPA standards to fully satisfy the states’
regulation. This is the same process and sequence of events we followed to allow EPA's
compliance with 2012 to 2016 greenhouse gas standards to satisfy CARB standards for those
years. Our intent is clear from our proposal and it will be memorialized in a formal resolution
that would go before our board later this week.

Organization: Capozzelli, J.

The proposed fuel-efficiency and greenhouse gas standards for passenger vehicles and light
trucks are a good step in reducing dangerous global warming, increasing national security and
improving our economy. Compared to business as usual, they will prevent millions of tons of
global warming emissions, save consumers billions of dollars at the gas pump and reduce
America's dependence on dirty fossil fuels. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0221-A1, p.1]

We can no longer afford to pass up this tremendous opportunity. Setting fuel efficiency
standards, because curbing global warming pollution from our transportation sector is one of the
easiest and most effective ways to slow the quickening pace of climate change. [NHTSA-2010-
0131-0221-A1, p.1]

Please adopt the strongest possible standards and close the SUV loophole. We must reduce
carbon pollution from our cars, not increase it.

Organization: Center for Biological Diversity

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 214-216.]

We really appreciate the effort of the EPA in the sense that it should be ruled, and it's a laudable
effort.

Organization: CEO Pipe Organs/Golden Ponds Farm

| support the proposed rule to increase fuel economy for new passenger vehicles to an average of
54.5 miles per gallon by 2025, which will allow cars and light trucks to drive farther on a gallon
of gas and reduce USA dependence on imported oil. The price of gas is once again squeezing the
budgets of USA families, who already are forced to cut back in other areas just to pay for basic
transportation needs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9229-A1, p.1]

This spring, you set a goal of reducing oil imports by one-third this decade, and in November
you proposed fuel efficiency standards that will effectively double current requirements. |
commend your efforts. I believe it is important to increase USA investment in fuel efficient
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technologies, save consumers money at the pump, help this country break its dependence on
foreign oil, and protect the global environment. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9229-A1, p.1]

Do not let these standards be watered down. Protect and finalize the new fuel efficiency rules.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9229-A1, p.1]

Organization: Ceres

As a national coalition of investors, environmental organizations and other public interest groups
working with companies to address sustainability challenges such as global climate change, we
are writing to voice our strong support for the proposed Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions and
Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9475-Al, p.
1]

In sum, independent, credible analysis shows that the proposed standards will both benefit the
auto industry, especially the Detroit 3, and create jobs. In addition, the proposed standards will
spur innovation, reduce both our dependence on oil and climate risk, and save businesses and
consumers money. Accordingly, we urge the adoption of the strongest standards possible. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9475-A1, p. 2]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public
hearing on January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 74-76.]

Organization: Chrysler Group LLC

Chrysler strongly supports a single, harmonized national greenhouse gas and fuel economy
performance standard (“National Program”) that allows manufacturers to build “a single fleet of
U.S. vehicles that [will] satisfy all requirements under both programs as well as under
California’s [greenhouse gas] program, helping to reduce costs and regulatory complexity while
providing significant energy and environmental benefits.” In its letter of support for the proposed
2017-2025 model year (“MY”) National Program, Chrysler committed to the proposed standards
as substantially described in the agencies’ August 2011 Supplemental Notice of Intent. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 1]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 52-53.]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public
hearing on January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 25.]

This rulemaking builds upon the landmark Federal greenhouse gas and CAFE program for model
year (“MY?”) 2012-2016 light-duty vehicles, referred to as the “National Program”. Chrysler has
long supported both the original National Program and this extension to it. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 5]
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[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 51.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 57-60.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 24-25.]

Chrysler recognizes the benefit for the country of continuing the national program to address fuel
economy and greenhouse gases. EPA and NHTSA began this program in 2009 with standards for
model years 2012 through '16, and now the agencies are continuing for model years 2017
through "25.

Chrysler supports the goals of the program.

The foundation principles are: (1) strong performance requirements, (2) a midterm review to
assess customer acceptance, and (3) a broad use of incentives to encourage technology
innovations and early integration into production vehicles.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 52-53.]

However, Chrysler fully supports the goals of this program. Sergio Marchionne, our CEO is also
the CEO of Fiat, which is the industry's fuel economy leader in Europe. He understands and
endorses these commitments and is determined to pursue the product actions necessary for
Chrysler to meet these 2017 and beyond goals.

Chrysler will support the final rules if they reflect the commitments and the foundational
principles of the framework agreement. These foundational principles are one, strong
performance requirements; two, a mid-term review to assess customer acceptance; and, three, the
broad use of incentives to encourage technology innovations and early integration into
production vehicles.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 55.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 62.]

In conclusion, I reiterate Chrysler's support for a single harmonized national standard for fuel
economy and greenhouse gas emissions.

Organization: Climate Institute
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I am writing in support of the strong fuel-efficiency and carbon pollution standards for new cars
and trucks. Having been the scientist whose brief Justice Stevens cited in his majority opinion in
Massachusetts et al. v. EPA to justify granting standing, | would reiterate that the damages
occurring now and projected in the future as a result of greenhouse gas emissions are significant
and the risk of much more severe conditions ahead is very great. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
7944-A1, p. 1]

As my brief also made clear, the transport sector is a key contributor to CO, emissions and they
must be reduced. Greatly increasing the mileage standards is a critical step and | urge you to
move forward. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7944-A1, p.1]

Organization: Consumer Federation of America (CFA)

A LANDMARK POLICY SUPPORTED BY AN UNPRECEDENTED CONSENSUS

Seven Presidents have declared the goal of reducing U.S. dependence on oil, but little progress
has been made. Statements at the public hearings held by the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on the recently
proposed auto standards for 2017-2025 indicate a remarkable shift in the policy landscape with
the emergence of an unprecedented consensus in support of fuel economy standards that would
double the efficiency of cars and trucks in less than two decades and dramatically reduce oil
consumption and imports. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 1]

Public witnesses say and consumer advocates present survey and behavioral evidence that
consumers want and will pay for more fuel efficient vehicles.

Automakers and auto workers say they can and will manufacture those vehicles.
National security experts and environmentalists say the nation will benefit from the standards.

The only stakeholder that does not seem “to get” it is the National Automotive Dealers
Association. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 1]

Over the course of a decade, the growing public concern about gasoline and its burden on
household budgets drove a policy consensus in support of higher standards. This consensus
includes not only almost all of the stakeholders in the industry, but it also crosses the federal and
state levels, all branches of government, and both political parties. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9419-A1, p. 1]

These comments and the attached Technical Appendices explain why the standards have earned
such widespread support and why the concerns of the dealers, genuine though they may be, are
unfounded. We present over a dozen reasons that the standards will benefits consumers, the
economy, national security, and the environment. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 1]

The future of the auto industry lies in developing and delivering more fuel efficient vehicles. The
future of the American economy lies in using energy much more efficiently. The proposed
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standards will help to ensure that the U.S. auto industry and the U.S. economy successfully
negotiate the transition. These comments show that because these fuel economy standards are the
most important energy policy in a quarter of century, they deserve the remarkable national
consensus support they have received. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 1]

CONSUMER GROUP COMMENTERS AND APPROACH

The Consumer Federation of America (CFA) and 23 of its member groups appreciate the
opportunity to submit comments on the proposed standards for cars and light duty trucks. As
summarized in Exhibit S-1, we have been actively involved in this important area of energy
policymaking at both the federal and state levels. Over the past seven years, CFA has issued
dozens of reports on the technology, auto market behavior and consumer economics of auto fuel
economy, as well as conducted numerous surveys on consumer attitudes about gasoline
consumption and fuel economy standards. [See Exhibit S-1 on p. 2 of Docket number EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 1]

CFA has analyzed the economics of fuel economy and monitors the development of fuel
economy standards in an effort to ensure that policymakers set a standard that is good for
consumers and the nation. These comments build on that background and incorporate several of
the early analyses as technical appendices. The comments launch from and focus on the key
factors that impact the consumer, but also reflect the factors that affect the industry and the
conditions that Congress has required the agencies to take into account in the rulemaking. The
following list summarizes the analyses we have conducted to reach the conclusion that the
proposed standards will benefit consumers. The Roman numerals identify the section in the
technical appendix in which data is presented addressing each issue. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9419-Al, p. 1]

I. CONSUMER REALITY: CONSUMERS NEED MORE FUEL EFFICIENT VEHICLES

Over the past decade, gasoline prices have gyrated wildly around a strong upward trend. Exhibit
S-2 shows the average annual expenditure on vehicle ownership (new and used vehicles)
compared to the expenditure on gasoline, as reported in Bureau of Labor Statistics’ annual
Consumer Expenditure Survey. [See Exhibit S-2 on p. 3 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9419-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 3]

Gasoline prices set a record high in 2011 averaging $3.53 per gallon. The average price for
January 2012 was the highest on record for the month of January. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9419-A1, p. 3]

Household gasoline expenditures set a record last year, reaching an average of over $2,850 per
year. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 3]

Rising gasoline prices have changed the structure of the cost of driving. Ten years ago, the
average cost of owning a vehicle was the largest single component of the cost of driving. Today,
the average cost of owning a vehicle has come down approximately 20% and the cost of gasoline
has tripled. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 3]
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In 2011, the cost of gasoline will equal or exceed the cost of owning the vehicle for the first
time. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 3]

In 2011, gasoline expenditures were 40 percent higher than expenditures on home energy
(electricity, natural gas and heating oil); ten years ago, they were 13% lower. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 3]

Il. CONSUMERS ATTITUDES: CONSUMERS WANT MORE FUEL EFFICIENT
VEHICLES AND SUPPORT FUEL ECONOMY STANDARDS.

Given the burden on household budgets and the continuing problem of oil vulnerability, it is not
surprising to find that 75 percent or more of respondents to our public opinion polls: [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 4]

are concerned about gasoline prices and dependence on Mid-East oil;

think it is important to reduce oil consumption; and,

support higher fuel economy standards as a good way to do so.

In fact, almost two-thirds of the respondents support a 60 mile per gallon standard with a
payback period of 3-5 years and think it will be good for automakers. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 4]

Exhibit S-3 shows widespread support for fuel economy standards that are even higher than
those proposed by NHTSA-EPA in a national random sample poll of over 2000 respondents.
Substantial majorities support standards across different types of states and the political
spectrum, even with payback periods of ten years. [See Exhibit S-3 on p. 4 of Docket
number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 4]

I11. CONSUMER BEHAVIOR: CONSUMERS HAVE SHOWN THEY ARE WILLING TO
PAY FOR MORE FUEL EFFICIENT VEHICLES

Consumers don’t just say they want more fuel efficient vehicles--they have shown they are
willing to buy them. Looking at the total light duty markets (cars and light trucks) between 2004,
the year when the worst price increases began, and 2011, the market shares of:] [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 5]

cars increased from 48% to 59% of all vehicles,

4-cylinder engines increased from 28% to 48%,

the use of variable transmissions and the number of gears has increase dramatically, and
sales of small and mid-sized SUVs increased by more than one-third to almost 21% of all
vehicles sold, while large SUVs dropped by 70% to less than 2% of vehicles sold.

Looking at cars only, [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 5]
e hybrids increased from less than 1% of cars sold to more than 6%, but

» small cars remained constant at 47% of all cars sold. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-
Al p. 5]
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THE EMERGENCE OF A NATIONAL POLICY CONSENSUS

The reality of soaring consumer expenditures on gasoline and the response by consumers in the
marketplace provides the context for the dramatic shift in public policy and the growth of a
political consensus over the first decade of the 21st century. Although the gasoline price spike of
2000-2001 proved to be a blip, compared to later developments, it got the attention of the public
and policy makers. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 14]

At least since the National Academy of Sciences concluded in 2002 that technologies exist to
dramatically increase fuel economy at manageable costs, the public policy debate has been about
how far and how fast the fuel economy of the vehicle fleet can be raised. In the early 2000s,
California exercised its authority under the Clean Air Act to propose new standards to cut
emissions from automobiles, which have the effect of also increasing fuel economy. When 13
states and the District of Columbia adopted the Clean Cars Program, they created a market that
ranks in the top five in the world and gave a big push to raising standards.1 The automakers
could not ignore such a market. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 15]

The much more dramatic price spikes of the middle of the decade moved concerns about
gasoline consumption to center stage, so much so that President Bush made a dramatic statement
about it in his 2006 State of the Union Address by declaring “here we have a serious problem:
America is addicted to oil, which is often imported from unstable parts of the world. The best
way to break this addiction is through technology.”2 Democrat and Republican legislators,
federal and state policy makers as well as all three branches came together to support a
significant increase in fuel economy standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-Al, p. 15]

In response, Congress, with Republican majorities in both houses, enacted the Energy
Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA). The law, which both the Bush administration
and the Obama administration moved quickly to implement, reformed and improved the
approach to standards and restarted the process of setting standards, after almost three decades in
which the fuel economy standards program had been essentially dormant. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9419-A1, p. 15]

Congressional action significantly improved the approach to standard setting in several ways.
For example, by requiring NHTSA to set an attribute-based standard, the incentive to downsize
the fleet is reduced. Authorizing several forms of flexibility promotes efficiency in meeting the
standard. Incentives encourage development of new technologies. The momentum for higher
standards was reinforced by the courts and legal action. A Supreme Court decision upholding the
authority of the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to regulate greenhouse gasses as
a pollutant strengthened federal authority. The federal government supported the Clean Cars
program and the courts upheld state authority. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 15]

The Obama Administration has used Executive Branch authority to improve the overall process.
The White House issued an executive order that required EPA and NHTSA to coordinate with
each other and the California Air Resources Board--coordination that immediately led to
increases in the standard that will save consumers over $35 billion in the 2012-2015 period
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alone. The ongoing effort to set a long-term standard responds to the oft repeated observation
that the auto industry needs time to adapt. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 15]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 42.]

The simple fact of the matter is that with every scenario considered by the two agencies the
benefits vastly exceed the costs, and everyone gets that. That's why you heard labor, you have
heard the environmentalist, you've heard automakers and you've heard consumers support this
program.

Simply put, these standards may well be the most important energy policy of the last quarter of a
century. They are a win-win-win for consumers, for the economy, for national security and the
environment.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 58.]

The proposed standards will deliver major economic security, air quality benefits to consumers
and the nation while putting the U.S. auto industry back on the path to global success.

We are not alone in the support of this standard. Consumers, automakers and autoworkers
recognize the important need for achievability of more fuel-efficient vehicles.

It is remarkable that 13 of the 16 major car manufacturers support these standards. Clearly, they
know they can manufacture the vehicles that meet the standard, and they understand it's what
their consumers want and will pay for.

The only major opponents of this consumer-backed policy are the car dealers. Their opposition
shows what | believe to be an incomprehensible reaction to the desires of their customers, the
capability of manufacturers that they sell the cars for, and the critically important need to reduce
our dependency on foreign oil. So we appreciate the opportunity to respond to our good friends
in the auto dealers community.

1 The Clean Cars states (Arizona, Connecticut, Washington D.C., Florida, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Oregon, Rhode Island, Vermont, and
Washington). account for 40% of U.S. registered vehicles (Bureau of the Census,
STATISTICAL ABSTRACT OF THE UNITED STATES
http://www.census.gov/compendia/statab/2006/transportation/motor_vehicle_registrations/)
making the market larger than all markets except the rest of the U.S., the European Union and
Japan,

2 'Here we have a serious problem: America is addicted to oil, which is often imported from
unstable parts of the world. The best way to break this addiction is through technology,’ he said,
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adding that technological advances will help achieve a 'great goal: to replace more than 75
percent of our oil imports from the Middle East by 2025.” http://articles.cnn.com/2006-01-
31/politics/sotu.energy_1_oil-prices-oil-imports-big-oil?_s=PM:POLITICS

Organization: Consumer Reports

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 168-169.]

In summary, we support the proposed fuel economy standards because in addition to achieving
national security and environmental goals, they will save consumers thousands of dollars, and
improve the selection of fuel efficient and alternative fuel vehicles and maintain the range of
wide vehicle options.

Organization: Consumers Union

Introduction

Consumers Union supports the proposed Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards
and recommends that the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) move forward to update the program for 2017-2025 to
build upon the progress made in the last CAFE rulemaking for model years 2012-2016. While
we believe a higher CAFE target, particularly for light trucks, would drive even greater fuel
savings and technological advancement, the proposed target is reasonable and provides excellent
value for consumers. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9454-A2, p.1]

Comments
I. Consumers benefit from the proposed standards

Improving fuel economy standards serves important national security, economic, and
environmental goals and provides outstanding consumer benefits. Requiring better fuel
efficiency from every auto manufacturers’ fleet will drive innovation, provide more certainty for
investment in cleaner and more efficient technologies, and help erode the price premium often
charged for superior fuel economy. Right now, many automakers charge more for more fuel
efficient versions of certain vehicles,? and hybrid power trains often run thousands of dollars
more expensive than their traditional counterparts. Improving fuel economy standards will spur
greater investment and deployment of more efficient gasoline engines and create incentive for
improvements in battery technology that will lower costs and improve performance of electric
and hybrid-electric power trains. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9454-A2, pp.1-2]

In conclusion, Consumers Union commends NHTSA and EPA for developing robust, forward-
looking CAFE standards that should yield substantial consumer benefits and encourages the
agencies to head off and monitor any compliance strategies that undermine the projected
benefits. A more efficient fleet will save consumers thousands of dollars in fuel costs, improve
selection of fuel efficient and alternative fuel vehicles, and maintain a range of options across
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vehicle class. Thank you for considering our views. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9454-A2, pp.7-
8]

2 - Examples include the Ford Fiesta SFE, Ford Focus SFE and Honda Civic HF.
Organization: Delphi Corporation

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 108-112.]

We support the continuation of a national program that incorporates energy efficiency and
emission reduction benefits, while remaining technology neutral without favoring selective
approaches.

Again, we feel a national program that incorporates energy efficiency and emission reduction
benefits should remain technology neutral. | think you can see that Delphi has taken this
approach in order to provide its customers the broadest range of technologies to meet their
individual requirements.

Organization: Detroit NAACP

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 139.]

We applaud the EPA, NHTSA as well as DOT as well as California and the Obama
Administration for taking another large step along a long road to sustainable transportation
systems.

Organization: E100 Ethanol Group

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 202.]

The E100 Ethanol Group fully supports the objectives of this program as evidenced by the White
House graphic released last July.

Organization: Eaton Corporation

Our comments are meant to strike a balance between GHG reduction goals and the economic
realities of the U.S. automotive and transportation industries, taking into account the diverse
goals of all stakeholders ranging from original equipment manufacturers (OEM), automotive
technology suppliers, dealers and environmental advocates. We believe that the framework
outlined in the NPRM is a good step toward a final regulation that will drive innovation and
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foster both technology and competition, while maintaining fleet diversity and incentivizing over-
achievement of emissions and fuel economy targets. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9494-A1, p. 2]

We hope that our comments contribute to the current framework outlined in the NPRM and lead
to a final regulation that will drive innovation and foster both technology and competition, while
maintaining vehicle performance, safety and affordability. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9494-A1,

p. 3]
Organization: Ecology Center

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 191.]

Beyond the direct benefits of the standard, the Ecology Center would like to commend the EPA
and NHTSA on its successful negotiation that is reflected in the standards we are discussing here
today. It is no small feat to be able to bring together such a broad representation of interests
including the automotive, environmental and consumer groups as well as the State of California
to negotiate a rule that all parties can support. We believe it is important to recognize the
successful process that the agencies have managed and led, including the cooperation between
the two agencies itself.

Organization: EcoMotors International, Inc.

EcoMotors supports continuation of a coordinated National Program to reduce GHG emissions
and improve fuel economy, and generally supports the manner in which the agencies have
proposed to harmonize their regulations. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9594-A2, p. 1]

Organization: Edmunds.com

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 100.]

I'd like to first note that the Edmunds.com agrees with the motivation behind the proposed CAFE
standards; that is, we agree it is necessary for the government to intervene in the market in order
to significantly reduce vehicle emissions and increase reliance on foreign oil.

Organization: Electric Drive Transportation Association

EDTA supports many aspects of this proposal, including the zero-emissions compliance value
and the inclusion of a multiplier for electric drive vehicles. These incentives will enable
manufacturers to accelerate the development and deployment of electric drive technologies,
which will give consumers a wide array of vehicle choices, while also helping to reduce
emissions and reduce our dependence on petroleum fuels. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9449-A1,

p. 1]
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We urge EPA and NHTSA to finalize a rule that retains strong incentives for electric drive
vehicles, while also addressing the specific concerns raised in these comments. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9449-A1, p. 7]

Organization: Environmental Defense Fund (EDF)

We applaud the collaboration between EPA, NHTSA, auto companies, the workers that forge
cleaner cars and the state of California in building this proposal, together, through tough
negotiations and an abiding commitment to a common good for our nation. The success of this
collaboration is reflected in the broad support for this rule from small businesses, consumers,
veterans, national security experts, and many more across our land. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9519-Al, p.2]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public
hearing on January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 171.]

In 2010, NHTSA and EPA together finalized the first-ever joint greenhouse gas and fuel
economy standards for light-duty vehicles — a laudable achievement. The Agencies estimate that
the standards for M'Y2012-2016 cars and light trucks will save consumers more than $3000 over
the lifetime of a 2016 vehicle. The rule is also expected to reduce GHG emissions from the light-
duty fleet by approximately 21 percent by 2030 and save 1.8 billion barrels of oil over the
lifetime of the fleet.12 [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9519-A1, p.3]

Following this first phase of fuel economy and GHG standards, in a May 2010 Presidential
Memorandum, President Obama requested that EPA and NHTSA continue a coordinated
National Program to improve fuel efficiency and reduce greenhouse gas emissions of light-duty
vehicles for MY2017-2025. The President stated that the second phase should “seek to achieve
substantial annual progress in reducing transportation sector greenhouse gas emissions and fossil
fuel consumption” and “strengthen the industry and enhance job creation in the United States.”13
In this proposal the agencies estimate the second phase of the National Program will save
approximately 4 billion barrels of oil and 2 billion metric tons of GHG emissions over the
lifetimes of those vehicles sold in MY 2017-2025. The agencies also estimate that the fuel
savings will far outweigh higher vehicle costs, and that the net benefits to society of the proposed
standards will be as much as $421 billion over the lifetime of MY 2017-2025 vehicles.14 [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9519-A1, p.3]

If finalized, these standards, together with MY 2012-2016 standards, will create a formidable
National Program that will greatly reduce our reliance on foreign oil and our contribution to
climate altering greenhouse gas emissions, while saving Americans over a trillion dollars. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9519-A1, p.3]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public
hearing on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 287.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 172-173.]
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The proposed rule under consideration today will help to provide energy security, economic
security and climate security for our nation. Increasing the efficiency of our passenger fleet is
one of the single most effective solutions we can employ to reduce our dependence on oil, and
will likely be President Obama's greatest climate and energy security legacy.

Organization: Ferrari

Ferrari appreciates the efforts made by EPA and NHTSA to work closely together and with
CARB in order to develop a proposal for a single coordinated national program (herewith
National Program) to regulate greenhouse gases and fuel economy for the period MYs 2017-
2025, as it was done for the final rule for MY's 2012-16. This is a prerequisite that allows auto
manufacturers to build a single national light-duty fleet that would comply with both the GHG
and the CAFE standards, and also with CARB GHG regulation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9535-A2, p.10]

We deem it is essential to have federal regulations on these important topics, to avoid a
patchwork of different State rules. Accordingly, it is necessary that, once the National Program is
adopted as final rule, the California will accept the compliance with it and no other State rules on
this subject will be enacted in the future years. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9535-A2, p.10]

It is important to define regulations which do not penalize certain types of vehicles, and
manufacturers to allow consumers to choose from the same mix of vehicles that are currently in
the marketplace. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9535-A2, p.10]

CO; emissions and fuel economy are strictly related to each other. Therefore, we appreciate the
effort of EPA and NHTSA to harmonize the corresponding regulations to the greatest extent
feasible, taking into account the respective statutory obligations. Hopefully such harmonization
should be extended to the provisions reserved to small-volume manufacturers and small business
entities. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9535-A2, p.14]

Organization: Fisker Automotive, Inc.

Fisker Automotive applauds EPA and NHTSA for their leadership in establishing a National
Program that jointly reduces greenhouse gas emissions and improves fuel economy in the light-
duty fleet. This is an important step the builds upon the groundbreaking May 7, 2010 rule to
establish fleet greenhouse gas emissions and fuel economy standards for model years 2012-2016.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9266-A1, p. 1]

Fisker believes that protecting the environment and the nation’s energy security are important
goals that play an increasingly prominent role in car buying decisions. We also believe that car
buyers would like to reduce their impact without compromising the performance, luxury, or
freedom that they expect from today’s cars. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9266-A1, p. 1]

We remain overall strongly supportive of both agencies’ efforts to reduce emissions and fuel

consumption, and urge them to allow our company to fully participate in these efforts as soon as
reasonably possible. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9266-Al, p. 5]
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Organization: Ford Motor Company

Just over two years ago we provided comments on the regulation that harmonized greenhouse
gas emissions and CAFE standards for passenger cars and light duty trucks for model years 2012
through 2016. At that time we encouraged the Agencies to continue to work together to ensure
continuation of the harmonized requirements beyond 2016. This proposal seeks to achieve that
goal. We applaud the combined efforts of EPA and NHTSA in the development of a joint
proposal to extend One National Program. Only a harmonized, nationwide set of GHG and fuel
economy standards will enable manufacturers to plan and invest for the future with confidence.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-A1, p. 1]

While the new requirements go far beyond the first regulation, both in the timeframe covered as
well as the challenges they pose for our industry, we support the national goals for greenhouse
gas reduction and energy independence that have driven these aggressive targets. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9463-A1, p. 1]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 42-43.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 30-31.]

We applaud the combined efforts of the EPA and NHTSA, as well as the California Air
Resources Board. This proposal provides our industry both the single program moving forward,
as well as the regulatory framework that enables manufacturers to plan and invest for the future
with confidence.

As a result, we are continually investing in our product strategy to improve the fuel economy and
reduce the greenhouse gas emissions of our fleet.

Starting this year, one-third of our vehicle line up will offer a model that achieve at least 40
miles per gallon.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 43.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 30-31.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 10-11.]

The standards proposed are aggressive, but so are the demands from our customers for greater
fuel efficiency.

Organization: General Motors Company
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General Motors Company recognizes the benefits to the country and to vehicle manufacturers of
continuing the National Program to address fuel economy and greenhouse gases that the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) began in 2009 with the standards for model years 2012 through 2016,
and that those agencies are proposing to continue for 2017 and later model years. As indicated in
our comments at the January 17, 2012 public hearing in Detroit, General Motors Company
supports the proposal and hopes it serves as the basis for a continued National Program. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9465-A1, p. 2]

The agencies’ have crafted a proposal that is consistent with the intent of the framework
announced by the administration on July 29, 2011. We commend the technical staffs of both
agencies for working together on this highly complex issue, and appreciate their efforts to
produce a harmonized approach for federal regulation of new vehicle fuel economy and
greenhouse gas emissions. We further commend the agencies for the leadership that the federal
government has shown in trying to minimize the disruptive impacts of having multiple and
different programs at the federal and state levels. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9465-Al, p. 2]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 34-35.]

GM supports the flexibilities in the proposal. They reflect due consideration of the technical data
and are appropriately designed to encourage early investment in technologies that will produce
both fuel consumption and environmental benefits -- the same technologies that will be
necessary to meet the challenging future standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9465-A1, p 3]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 38.]

In conclusion, we urge both EPA and NHTSA to continue the strong leadership role they have
displayed at the federal level with an integrated approach that addresses infrastructure of vehicles
themselves, fuels, and customer behavior as well as all other sectors of the economy. This
proposal is a positive first step and a good foundation on which we can all build.

Organization: Growth Energy

Growth Energy and its members salute the efforts by NHTSA and EPA (collectively, “the
Agencies”) to solicit data, analysis and views on the Joint NPRM, and to respond to the public’s
comments. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9505-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Guardian Automotive Products, Inc.

Guardian also applauds the harmonization of fuel economy and CO, emissions credits. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9299-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Honeywell International, Inc.
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Honeywell commends EPA and NHTSA for their hard work and foresight in developing a
Proposed Rule that responds to 'our country's critical need to address global climate change and
to reduce oil consumption’ for the foreseeable future. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9497-A1, p.3]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public
hearing on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 206.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 259.]

Honeywell supports the National Program of increasing fuel economy and reducing greenhouse
gas emissions. A harmonized regulatory structure allows OEMs to define product pathways
forward toward compliance. This, in turn, allows suppliers to focus research and development
in order to provide the most substantial short and long-term benefits.

Organization: Honeywell Transportation Systems

Honeywell appreciates the opportunity to contribute to this rulemaking and remains committed
to offering solutions to reduce GHG emissions in the United States in a manner that allows the
nation’s automotive industry to thrive. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9474-A1, p.6]

Organization: House of Representatives, Congress of the United States

We write to commend you for bringing certainty to fuel economy and tailpipe emission standards
for model years 2017-25 cars and light trucks to 54.5 miles per gallon (mpg). [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-1221-A1, p. 1]

The framework agreement brought together automotive manufacturers, labor, the environmental
community, and government agencies. Industry groups such as the National Association of
Manufacturers praised the agreement as a 'positive step." As a result, automakers will enjoy
regulatory certainty, which will help them design and build the advanced technology vehicles of
the future and compete in an increasingly global marketplace. The agreement protects American
jobs and consumers, and as such was a remarkable achievement. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1221-Al, p. 1]

These regulations, taken together with the first phase of the standards for model years 2012-16
vehicles, will remove the need for as much as 3.8 million barrels of petroleum per day by 2030.
Consumers will save thousands of dollars at the pump for gasoline they will no longer need to
buy over the lifetime of their vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1221-A1, p. 1]

In conclusion, we believe that these standards to reduce petroleum use in cars and light trucks
represent an opportunity to increase our national and economic security in an unprecedented way
by dramatically decreasing our dependence on foreign sources of petroleum. They also bring a
certainty to the regulatory framework for the industry and workers who design and build these
vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1221-A1, p. 1]
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Organization: Howard, P.

I am writing in support of the strong fuel-efficiency and carbon pollution standards for new cars
and trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10063-Al, p. 1]

The benefits of strong standards are overwhelming. By giving automakers a clear direction for
improving their new vehicles, EPA and DOT together are ensuring that new vehicles in 2025
will be almost twice as efficient as new vehicles today. | know the automakers can do better and
these standards will ensure that automakers innovate and put the best technologies to work to cut
dangerous carbon pollution and help America move beyond oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
10063-Al, p. 1]

| applaud the EPA and DOT for working together to propose these standards that will strengthen
fuel efficiency and carbon pollution standards for new passenger cars and trucks to 54.5 mpg by
2025. It matters to me that we take this critical step to curb the dangers of climate disruption, cut
our addiction to oil, and keep billions of dollars in our economy instead of spending them on oil.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10063-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Hyundai America Technical Center

The improvement of fuel economy and the control of GHGs are very important to Hyundai.
Hyundai has long been an industry fuel efficiency leader and, in 2010, we publicly pledged to
reach fleet-wide performance of 50 plus mpg by 2025. In our discussions with the agencies on
this rulemaking, we have consistently supported a standard in excess of 50 mpg and we continue
to support the agencies on this rulemaking. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9547-A1, p.1]

We appreciate the significant effort on the part of all the agencies in the difficult task of
developing feasible and harmonized national greenhouse gas and CAFE standards. We believe
that it is the right thing to do for the environment and for the nation's energy security. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9547-Al, p.1]

In summary, Hyundai applauds the agencies' efforts in putting together a national program to
reduce GHG emissions and improve fuel economy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9547-A1, p.8]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 172.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 22.]

We continue to support the agencies in this rulemaking. We believe that it's the right thing to do
for the environment and for the nation's energy security.

Organization: ICM Inc.
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There are a multitude of reasons for pursuing higher fuel economy fuel standards in light-duty
trucks and passenger vehicles ranging from energy security to improved air quality to economic
development. We believe the CAFE Rule presents an opportunity to touch all of these objectives,
which, of course, begin with the simple notion of reducing our use of imported petroleum. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9541-A2, p.1]

Organization: Insurance Institute for Highway Safety (I1HS)

As we have done in the past, IIHS supports NHTSA’s efforts to increase fuel economy while
maintaining vehicle safety through the use of a size-based system. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0222-
Al, p.1]

Organization: International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT)

This proposed rule builds upon the impressive improvements in the 2012---16 final rules and
takes another large step towards catching up with vehicle efficiency in Europe, Japan, and other
nations (Figure 1). We applaud EPA and NHTSA, along with California, the Administration, and
the vehicle manufacturers, for taking another step along the road to a sustainable transportation
system and enhancing U.S. credibility worldwide. [See Figure 1 on p. 1 of Docket number EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1, p. 1]

There are tremendous opportunities to dramatically reduce climate change emissions from
passenger vehicles in the near term. Internal combustion engines are over a century old and are
widely perceived as nearing the end of their development, but the reality is exactly the opposite.
The same is true for materials that make up the vehicle body and parts. Rapid improvements in
computer---based tools are opening up technology gains that were never possible before.
Computer simulations and computer---aided---design are enabling vastly improved designs and
on---board computers allow unprecedented integration of engine, transmission, and hybrid
operation. Instead of slowing down, the pace of technology development just keeps accelerating.
This is especially true of lightweight material design. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-Al, p. 2]

Aggressive standards and long---term signals are needed to fully realize this technology
potential. ICCT strongly supports a strong federal rule and recognizes and applauds the
constructive role that California has played in building the technical and public support for this
critical rulemaking. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1, p. 2]

The proposed 2017---25 rules provide the long---term goals needed for manufacturers to develop
consistent, long---term technology and product plans, and serves as a valuable precedent for
other countries worldwide evaluating future efficiency and greenhouse gas standards. The overall
stringency of the proposed rules is potentially adequate, provided that it is not eroded
significantly by additional credits or changes in the final rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-
Al p. 2]

As shown in Figure 1, countries worldwide are also adopting efficiency standards and promoting

technology improvements. Similar standards are needed in the US to ensure that our domestic
manufacturers remain fully competitive in the world market and maintain domestic employment.
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[Figure 1 can be found on p. 1 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-Al1] [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1, p. 13]

Efficiency standards are a win for consumers, a win for energy security, a win for manufacturers,
and a win for the economy. It is all paid for by oil exporting countries, as efficiency standards
will both reduce their oil exports and depress the amount they get paid per barrel. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1, p. 13]

Efficiency standards or incentives tied directly to vehicle efficiency are necessary to capture
these huge benefits for energy security and the economy. There are no other options. Certainly,
care must be taken to set the standards appropriately, as has been done in the proposed rule, but
rolling back or stopping the standards is equivalent to shutting down oil wells in the US. In fact,
it is worse due to the missed opportunity to improve the economy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9512-Al, p. 13]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 192.]

We applaud EPA, NHTSA, along with California, the Administration and the vehicle
manufacturers for taking another large step along the road to a sustainable transportation system.

In closing the ultimate goal is to create a sustainable transportation system. ICCT looks forward
to working with everyone involved including, first of all, including the federal and state agencies
and vehicle manufacturers to help shape the best policies and programs to meet our clean air,
energy security and climate change objectives.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 28-29.]

I want to congratulate you and the staff of EPA, as well as the California Resources Board,
NHTSA, for building on the earlier rule and aggressively setting the stage so that the U.S. can
not only catch up but surpass countries in the world in the desire to improve fuel economy,
reduce greenhouse gases and reduce dependence on fossil fuels.

Organization: Investor Network on Climate Risk (INCR) - Ceres

As long-term investors, and as members of the Investor Network on Climate Risk (INCR), which
represents over $10 trillion in assets, we are writing to voice our strong support for the proposed
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions and Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards.

Independent analysis shows that strong standards will lead to job creation across the country, as
well as increased profitability for the auto industry, a major driver of the economy. Further,
these standards represent an unprecedented opportunity to shield us from volatile oil price spikes
as well as to reduce climate risk.[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9516-A1, p. 1]

In sum, strong standards will strengthen our economy, spur innovation, reduce both our
dependence on oil and climate risk, save businesses and consumers money, and create jobs.
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Accordingly, we urge the adoption of the strongest standards possible. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9516-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Jaguar Land Rover North America, LLC (JLRNA)

We would like to take the opportunity to thank both the Environmental Protection Agency and
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration for their efforts in pulling together this proposal
for a single national standard for 2017 — 2025 model years. Going forward this will continue to
provide stability to enable future business and product strategy planning to take place. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-8102-A1, cover letter]

Organization: Johnson Controls, Inc.

Johnson Controls is encouraged that NHTSA and EPA are continuing to work together on this
second phase of the national program for MYs 2017-2025. Johnson Controls strongly supports
the continuation of a uniform national program. It allows vehicle manufacturers to focus
investments on cost-effective technologies for their fleets in order to meet the requirements of
the proposed rule, while delivering products that consumers will want and represents a viable
economic solution. This activity allows the energy storage manufacturer to continually innovate,
advancing development, and deliver commercially viable products. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0253-
Al, p. 2]

Furthermore, Johnson Controls supports the efforts of the agencies to harmonize and align their
respective standards, where appropriate. Synchronizing standards improves regulatory clarity
and provides certainty. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0253-Al, p. 4]

» Harmonization for this next phase of the National Program is critical to its long-term success.
Johnson Controls supports the proposals to harmonize the GHG emissions and CAFE standards.

Organization: Kendall, A.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 166.]

I'd also like to state my support for the rulemaking or proposed rulemaking and offer praise for
all the in-depth research that's already happened.

Organization: Kia Motors

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 100-101.]

I want to start by saying that Kia emphatically supports the proposal and believes that it is

important for the agencies to set tough but feasible standards while providing flexibilities which
allow each automaker to maximize their strengths in achieving the standards.
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Organization: Kobus, D.

As an Environmental Scientist, | know the importance of this kind of policy in turning our future
toward one of renewables in the time we need to do it. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1370-A1, p.
2]

The projected annual benefits of such standards by 2030 are enormous:

* 23 billion gallons of gasoline saved

* 280 million metric tons of global warming pollution avoided

* $45 billion in savings at the gas pump [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1370-Al, p. 2]

I support the proposed standards, and | urge you to ensure that these projected benefits become a

reality by keeping these standards free of loopholes that could undermine their environmental
and economic benefits. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1370-A1, pp. 2-3]

Organization: League of Women Voters of Michigan

The League of Women Voters of Michigan supports the proposed rules for fuel efficiency and
emissions standards and believes they will have significant public health and economic benefits.
[NHTSA-2010-0131-0198, p.1]

We support the new standards because they will substantially reduce pollution caused by vehicle
emissions. We know that air pollution damages people’s health and causes premature death,
particularly in children, the elderly, and people with chronic health problems. Air pollution is a
major trigger of asthma attacks. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0198, p.1]

We support these regulations for the benefit of our children’s health and future. [NHTSA-2010-
0131-0198, p.1]

In addition to lives saved and quality of life benefits, air quality improvements have tangible
economic benefits, due to better health and productivity and reduced medical expenses. The new
vehicle standards will also spur innovation and investment in new technologies, which will
create jobs in advanced automotive technology [NHTSA-2010-0131-0198, p.1]

Organization: Magna E-Car Systems

I’m pleased to comment in support of the 54.5 mpg proposed fuel economy standards put
forward by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9263-A1, p. 1]

The 54.5 mpg fuel economy standards are necessary spur investment and innovation in the
hybrid and electric vehicle technologies, like Magna E-Car Systems and other automotive
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suppliers essential to meeting our growing 21st century transportation energy needs. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9263-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Manufacturers of Emission Controls Association (MECA)

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 179-183.]

We believe an important opportunity exists to significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
improve fuel economy from passenger cars, light-duty vehicle trucks and medium duty
passenger vehicles.

To conclude, MECA commends EPA, NHTSA and California for taking important steps to
further reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve fuel economy for light-duty vehicles. Our
industry is prepared to do its part and deliver cost-effective advanced emission

control technologies to the market for these more fuel efficient vehicles.

Organization: Marshall, C.

When | first read of the goal of 54.5 mpg for the year 2025, my reaction was that | liked the rule,
but it seemed ambitious. Then I read that the rule was a negotiated rulemaking, and that the auto
community participated. My spirits soared. | think negotiated rulemakings that include members
of the affected community make better regulations in the long-run than imposed regulations.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5917-A2, p. 1]

I think this particular regulation is a win-win-win program because of all the benefits for (1)
reducing carbon emissions, ozone precursors, and other auto emission pollutants, (2) reducing oil
consumption, imports, and extraction, and (3) making the U.S. more competitive in this
technological realm. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5917-A2, p. 1]

Organization: Marz, Loren C.

I generally support the proposed rule to increase fuel economy of cars and light trucks from 2017
to 2025. EPA and NHTSA are to be commended for proposing such significant increases in the
Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE). Our economy and climate would benefit from such
reductions in fuel consumption and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. [NHTSA-2010-0131-
0213-A1, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (1,121) (World Wildlife Fund)

I am writing in support of the proposed fuel efficiency standards for new cars and light trucks.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5181_MASS, p.1]

The proposed standards will strengthen fuel efficiency and reduce the carbon pollution
contributing to climate change. By increasing standards for new passenger cars and light trucks
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to 54.5 mpg by 2025, we will show the world that the U.S. is serious about curbing climate
change and reducing our dependence on oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5181_MASS, p.1]

I urge both the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Transportation to
finalize these strong standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5181_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (1,338) (Sierra Club-2)

America's dependence on oil puts our environment, economy and national security at risk. You
recently took an important step toward addressing this problem when you outlined new vehicle
efficiency standards that would ensure new cars and light trucks meet the equivalent of a 54.5
mpg fleetwide standard by 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11762-Al, p.1]

The projected annual benefits of such a standard by 2030 are enormous:
-$80 billion in savings at the gas pump
-23 billion gallons of gasoline saved

-280 million metric tons of global warming pollution avoided [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
11762-A1, p.1]

Moving forward, I urge you to ensure that these projected benefits become a reality by keeping
this standard as strong as possible through the rulemaking process, and avoiding loopholes that
could undermine the standard's environmental and economic benefits. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-11762-A1, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (13,300) (National Wildlife Federation Action Fund-
3)

I am submitting the following comments in support of strong fuel efficiency standards, along
with the names of the 13,300 supporters of the National Wildlife Federation Action Fund who
have sent similar comments to the docket via emails to a-and-r-Docket@epa.gov: [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9965_MASS, p.1]

I support making our nation's cars and trucks more efficient to cut the carbon pollution from car
exhaust that is driving global warming, which threatens the future of American wildlife. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9965 _MASS, p.1]

Taken together, the new and proposed fuel economy standards will cut our demand for oil by 3.4
million barrels per day. That equates to nearly a third of today's transportation fuel use and it cuts
carbon pollution by more than 600 million metric tons per year in 2030--that's about 10% of total
US carbon pollution today. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9965 MASS, p.1]

These deep oil savings also mean less pressure for risky new drilling projects in the Arctic or to
clear cut forest for Canadian tar sands. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9965_MASS, p.1]
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Please move forward with strong fuel efficiency standards that cut oil use and reduce carbon
pollution. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9965_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (137 (Citizens for Pennsylvania's Future
(PennFuture))

I applaud you and President Obama for proposing strong new fuel economy and tailpipe
pollution standards that will result in cleaner cars and cleaner air. The reduction in greenhouse
gas and criteria pollution that these standards would achieve are critically important in stabilizing
the climate and protecting human health. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-3114-A1_MASS, p.1]

-By 2030, the standards would cut annual global warming pollution the equivalent of shutting
down 80 coal-fired power plants for a year. This would be of tremendous benefit in slowing
climate change.

-The proposed standards would create almost 500,000 jobs across the country, including 21,000
in Pennsylvania.

-The standards would save as much oil in 2030 alone as we currently import from Saudi Arabia
and Iraq. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-3114-A1_MASS, p.1]

Please make sure the proposed standards are not weakened in any way before being enacted. |
am copying my Congressional representatives on this email so that they know how important a
strong clean cars rule is to me, and that | want them to support a strong rule as well. Thank you
for your efforts reflected in this proposal that will improve public health, enhance national
security, protect the environment, and strengthen our economy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
3114-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (15) (League of Conservation Voters)

I support the proposed new rules that would increase national fuel economy standards to 54.5
miles per gallon by the year 2025 and | commend the Obama administration for continuing to
pursue strong, clean vehicle standards that will reduce our dangerous dependence on oil and cut
global warming pollution, while creating much-needed jobs and saving drivers money at the
pump. Additionally, these landmark standards remind us of the valuable role that the federal
government can play in strengthening the economy and protecting the planet. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-1555-A1_MASS, p.1]

We can do this! [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1555-A1 MASS, p.1]
Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (15) (Sierra Club-3)

Electric vehicles can help America move beyond oil. I support your effort to improve fuel
efficiency and carbon pollution standards for new cars and light trucks to 54.5 mpg and 163
grams per mile carbon pollution in 2025. These standards ensure that Americans will have better
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fuel efficiency and advanced technology choices in their new vehicles for years to come. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11763-Al, p.1]

Americans can expect real benefits from your standards. In 2030 alone, strong standards will
deliver:

* $44 billion in net savings at the gas pump
» 23 billion gallons of gasoline saved

* 280 million metric tons of carbon pollution avoided. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11763-Al,
p.1]

A well designed program will help bring electric vehicles to the market while ensuring that the
pollution reduction, oil savings and consumer benefits of the standards are achieved. I urge you
to ensure these standards deliver real benefits for America and avoid loopholes that could
undermine the program. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11763-Al, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (195) (Environment New Mexico-1)

America's dependence on oil puts our environment, economy, and national security at risk. Your
recent proposal of new fuel efficiency standards was a historic step toward addressing this
problem. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9577-A1_MASS, p.1]

The environmental benefits of such a standard by 2030 are enormous. By 2030, we could:
-save more oil than we imported from Saudi Arabia last year, and

-slash global warming pollution by an amount equivalent to shutting down 70 coal-fired power
plants. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9577-A1_MASS, p.1]

Moving forward, I urge you to ensure that these projected benefits become a reality by keeping
this standard as strong as possible through the rulemaking process, and avoiding loopholes that
could undermine the standard's environmental benefits. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9577-

Al MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (2,120) (Pew Environmental Group)

| support the proposed rule to increase fuel economy for new passenger vehicles to an average of
54.5 miles per gallon by 2025, which will allow cars and light trucks to drive farther on a gallon
of gas and reduce U.S. dependence on imported oil. The price of gas is once again squeezing the
budgets of American families, who already are forced to cut back in other areas just to pay for
basic transportation needs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1247-A1_MASS, p.1]

This spring, you set a goal of reducing oil imports by one-third this decade, and in November
you proposed fuel efficiency standards that will effectively double current requirements. |
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commend your efforts. I believe it is important to increase U.S. investment in fuel efficient
technologies, save consumers money at the pump, help this country break its dependence on
foreign oil, and protect the environment. Don't let these standards be watered down--protect and
finalize the new fuel efficiency rules. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1247-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (2,156) (Environment Michigan)

America's dependence on oil puts our environment, economy and national security at risk. You
recently took an important step toward addressing this problem when you proposed new global
warming pollution and vehicle efficiency standards that would ensure new cars and light trucks
meet the equivalent of a 54.5 mpg fleetwide standard by 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9683-A1_MASS, p.1]

The projected annual benefits of such standards by 2030 are enormous:
* $45 billion in savings at the gas pump
» 23 billion gallons of gasoline saved

» 280 million metric tons of global warming pollution avoided [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9683-
Al_MASS, p.1]

| support the proposed standards, and | urge you to ensure that these projected benefits become a
reality by keeping these standards free of loopholes that could undermine their environmental
and economic benefits. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9683-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (2,851) (Unknown Organization)

I'm writing today in support of stronger fuel-economy and carbon pollution standards for new
cars and trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9591-A1 MASS, p.1]

The EPA and the Department of Transportation have an opportunity to ensure that new vehicles
in 2025 will be nearly twice as fuel efficient as vehicles today. Adopting stronger standards will
drive innovation and incentivize automakers to put their best technologies to work. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9591-A1 MASS, p.1]

The proposed 54.5 mpg standard will be a major step forward to reduce our dependence on fossil
fuels. Additionally, it will save Americans billions of dollars annually which can be reinvested in
our economy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9591-A1 MASS, p.1]

Please adopt the strongest fuel-economy and carbon pollution standards possible. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9591-A1 MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (20) (Union of Concerned Scientists-1)
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As a scientist, | believe it is vitally important to take this major step to reduce global warming
emissions. As proposed, the standard would reduce U.S. emissions by as much as 290 million
metric tons in 2030, the equivalent of taking over 40 million of today's typical cars and trucks off
the road for a year. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1558-A1 MASS, p.1]

Strong fuel efficiency and vehicle emissions standards have the potential to cut America’s oil
dependence by 1.5 million barrels per day in 2030, more oil than we currently import from Saudi
Arabia and Iraq combined. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1558-A1 MASS, p.1]

A strong clean car program is good for all Americans. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1558-
Al _MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (20,500) (Union of Concerned Scientists-3)

UCS applauds the agencies for proposing standards that represent historic progress for American
consumers, the U.S. auto industry, clean air, and U.S. energy security. However, key provisions
in the proposal could erode these benefits if automakers exploit them, and should be addressed
by the agencies before the standards are finalized. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10166-
Al_MASS, p.1]

America's dangerous dependence on oil puts our environment, economy, and national security at
risk. That's why I strongly support the proposed fuel efficiency and global warming emissions
standards for new cars and light trucks sold in model years 2017-2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-10166-A2_MASS, p.1]

The proposed standards are achievable and reasonable and will save me money at the pump, curb
millions of tons of harmful global warming emissions, and save as much oil in 2030 alone as we
currently import from Saudi Arabia and Irag. They will also drive innovation in the U.S. auto
industry, creating new jobs across the country. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10166-A2_MASS,

p.1]

Though I strongly support these standards, I am concerned about possible loopholes that
automakers could exploit. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10166-A2_MASS, p.1]

We cannot afford to delay in confronting the threats of climate change and our dangerous oil
dependence. | urge you to move forward with the strongest possible standards free of harmful
loopholes. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10166-A2_MASS, p.2]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (213) (Environment Virginia)

America's dependence on oil puts our environment, economy, and national security at risk. You
recently took an important step toward addressing this problem when you proposed new global
warming pollution and vehicle efficiency standards that would ensure new cars and light trucks
meet the equivalent of a 54.5 mpg fleetwide standard by 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9576-A1_MASS, p.1]
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The projected annual benefits of such standards by 2030 are enormous:

-- 23 billion gallons of gasoline saved

-- 280 million metric tons of global warming pollution avoided

-- $45 billion in savings at the gas pump [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9576-A1_MASS, p.1]

I support the proposed standards, and | urge you to ensure that these projected benefits become a
reality by keeping these standards free of loopholes that could undermine their environmental
and economic benefits. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9576-A1 _MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (22,122) (Unknown Organization)

I support the proposed rule to increase fuel economy for new passenger vehicles to an average of
54.5 miles per gallon by 2025, which will allow cars and light trucks to drive farther on a gallon
of gas and reduce U.S. dependence on imported oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9736_MASS,

p.1]

The price of gas is once again squeezing the budgets of American families, who already are
forced to cut back in other areas just to pay or basic transportation needs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9736_MASS,p.1]

This spring, you set a goal of reducing oil imports by one-third this decade, and in November
you proposed fuel efficiency standards that will effectively double current requirements. |
commend your efforts. I believe it is important to increase U.S. investment in fuel efficient
technologies, save consumers money at the pump, help this country break its dependence on
foreign oil, and protect the environment. Don't let these standards be watered down -- protect and
finalize the new fuel efficiency rules. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9736_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (262) (Environment New Mexico-2)

America's dependence on oil puts our environment, economy and national security at risk. You
recently took an important step toward addressing this problem when you proposed new global
warming pollution and vehicle efficiency standards that would ensure new cars and light trucks
meet the equivalent of a 54.5 mpg fleetwide standard by 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9700-A1_MASS, p.1]

The projected annual benefits of such standards by 2030 are enormous:

* $45 billion in savings at the gas pump

» 23 billion gallons of gasoline saved

» 280 million metric tons of global warming pollution avoided [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9700-
Al_MASS, p.1]
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| support the proposed standards, and | urge you to ensure that these projected benefits become a
reality by keeping these standards free of loopholes that could undermine their environmental
and economic benefits. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9700-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (27,108) (Unknown Organization)

I am writing in support of the strong fuel-efficiency and carbon pollution standards for new cars
and trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9596-A1_MASS, p.1]

The benefits of strong standards are overwhelming. By giving automakers a clear direction for
improving their new vehicles, EPA and DOT together are ensuring that new vehicles in 2025
will be almost twice as efficient as new vehicles today. | know the automakers can do better and
these standards will ensure that automakers innovate and put the best technologies to work to cut
dangerous carbon pollution and help America move beyond oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9596-A1_MASS, p.1]

| applaud the EPA and DOT for working together to propose these standards that will strengthen
fuel efficiency and carbon pollution standards for new passenger cars and trucks to 54.5 mpg by
2025. It matters to me that we take this critical step to curb the dangers of climate disruption, cut
our addiction to oil, and keep billions of dollars in our economy instead of spending them on oil.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9596-A1 _MASS,p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment campaign (3,855) (National Wildlife Federation Action Fund-2)

I support making our nation's cars and trucks more efficient to cut the carbon pollution from car
exhaust that is driving global warming, which threatens the future of American wildlife. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1557-A1_MASS, p.1]

Taken together, the new and proposed fuel economy standards will cut our demand for oil by 3.4
million barrels per day. That equates to nearly a third of today's transportation fuel use and it cuts
carbon pollution by more than 600 million metric tons per year in 2030--that's about 10% of total
US carbon pollution today. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1557-A1_MAS, p.1]

These deep oil savings also mean less pressure for risky new drilling projects in the Arctic or to
clear cut forest for Canadian tar sands. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1557-A1 MASS, p.1]

Please move forward with strong fuel efficiency standards that cut oil use and reduce carbon
pollution. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1557-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (375) (Union of Concerned Scientists-2)

America's dangerous dependence on oil puts our environment, economy, and national security at
risk. That's why I strongly support the proposed fuel efficiency and global warming emissions
standards for new cars and light trucks sold in model years 2017-2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-1246-A1_MASS, p.1]
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The proposed standards are achievable and reasonable and will save me money at the pump, curb
millions of tons of harmful global warming emissions, and save as much oil in 2030 alone as we
currently import from Saudi Arabia and Irag. They will also drive innovation in the U.S. auto
industry, creating new jobs across the country. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1246-A1_MASS,

p.1]

Though | strongly support these standards, I am concerned about possible loopholes that
automakers could exploit. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1246-A1 _MASS, p.1]

We cannot afford to delay in confronting the threats of climate change and our dangerous oil
dependence. | urge you to move forward with the strongest possible standards free of harmful
loopholes. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1246-A1_MASS, p.1]

We cannot afford to delay in confronting the threats of climate change and our dangerous oil
dependence. | urge you to move forward with the strongest possible standards free of harmful
loopholes. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1246-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (39) (Unknown Organization)

I strongly support the proposed CAFE standards for cars and light trucks from 2017 to 2025. The
goals summarized in these standards (Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799 and/or NHTSA-
2010-0131) show a promising future for the nation’s health, environment, national security, and
economy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1245-A1_MASS, p.1]

The estimates released by the White House show the potential for an enormous reduction in
green house gas emissions. The decrease in air pollution will be substantial. | am happy to
support this strong environmental regulation - one that will directly improve citizen health.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1245-A1 MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (39,464) (Environmental Defense Fund (EDF))
I strongly support the proposed new fuel efficiency and greenhouse gas standards for cars and
trucks to require cars and trucks to an average 54.5 miles per gallon by model year 2025. [EPA-

HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9590-A1_MASS, p.1]

Together with the 'Phase One' model year 2012-2016 rule finalized in 2010, these tough new
standards would more than double America's average fuel economy and are expected to:

-- Save families an estimated $8,200 in fuel savings over the lifetime of a new vehicle by 2025,
for a total of $1.7 trillion in national fuel savings over the life of the program.

-- Reduce oil consumption by an estimated 2.2 million barrels a day by 2025 more than our daily
2010 oil imports from the entire Persian Gulf.
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-- Reduce carbon dioxide pollution by over 6 billion metric tons over the life of the program
equivalent to the emissions from the United States in 2010. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9590-
Al_MASS, p.1]

Generating less pollution, putting more money in consumers' wallets, easing our addiction to oil,
modernizing America’'s fleet of cars and trucks what's not to like? [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9590-A1_MASS, p.1]

I am thrilled that this dramatic and bold proposal has earned the support of automakers,
autoworkers, national security groups, environmental groups, and many other key stakeholders.
And | am proud to add my support to this important rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9590-
Al MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (399) (Rhode Island Sierra Club)

Dear President Obama,

You recently highlighted the urgency of moving beyond oil and pledged to reduce America's
dependence on foreign oil by one third. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11761-Al, p.1]

You can deliver on your pledge to American people by setting new standards requiring cars and
light trucks to achieve the standard of at least 60 miles per gallon and emit no more than 143
grams of global warming pollution per mile by 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11761-Al,

p.1]

Using American ingenuity, we can build cars and trucks that will reduce our dependence on oil
by 2.5 million barrels each day by 2030 - that's almost 50 percent more oil than we currently
import from the entire Persian Gulf. We need your leadership to set strong pollution and fuel
efficiency standards for new cars and trucks that will help break our county's dependence on oil.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11761-A1, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (4,505) (Unknown Organization)

The proposed fuel-efficiency and greenhouse gas standards for passenger vehicles and light
trucks are a laudable step in reducing dangerous global warming, increasing national security and
improving our economy. Compared to business as usual, they will prevent millions of tons of
global warming emissions, save consumers billions of dollars at the gas pump and reduce
America's dependence on dirty fossil fuels. But these rules can and should be significantly
strengthened. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9595-A1_MASS, p.1]

Increasing the fuel efficiency of our vehicles is the low-hanging fruit in the battle against
dangerous climate change, and we can no longer afford to pass up this tremendous opportunity.
Please adopt the strongest possible standards and close the SUV loophole. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9595-A1 MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (45) (Environment Minnesota)
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America's dependence on oil puts our environment, economy, and national security at risk. Your
recent proposal of new fuel efficiency standards was a historic step toward addressing this
problem. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9588-A1_MASS, p.1]

THANK YOU. Let's please keep working on cutting our dependence on oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9588-A1_MASS, p.1]

The environmental benefits of such a standard by 2030 are enormous:
- save more oil than we imported from Saudi Arabia last year, and

- slash global warming pollution by an amount equivalent to shutting down 70 coal-fired power
plants. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9588-A1_MASS, p.1]

Moving forward, I urge you to ensure that these projected benefits become a reality by keeping
this standard as strong as possible through the rule-making process, and avoiding loopholes that
could undermine the standard's environmental benefits. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9588-

Al MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (61) (The Social Justice Group))

We support these improved fuel efficiency standards not only for our own personal benefit, but
also for the sake of our national security, our economy, and the world's environment. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-7406-A1_MASS, p.2]

THE ISSUE: Support clean air and fight global warming by endorsing the Obama
administration's proposal to raise automobile fuel efficiency standards.

The Obama administration has proposed a historic 54.5 miles per gallon fuel efficiency standard.
Under this new proposal, it is estimated that American drivers would collectively save $80
billion a year at the pump, a savings that over time would outweigh the cost of the lower
emission technology. We would make a significant dent in carbon emissions and drastically
reduce our need for oil consumption in transportation. The new standard would mean that cars
and trucks would achieve roughly double the fuel economy of the average vehicle on the road
today. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7406-A1_MASS, p.6]

Some cars can already meet these standards, but most do not. This is a huge opportunity for
American automakers. To remain competitive in the global marketplace. our automakers must
make more fuel-efficient vehicles. These new standards will encourage investments in
technology and produce new jobs in our domestic auto industry. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
7406-A1_MASS, p.6]

The EPA estimates the 54.5 mpg standards will:
** save consumers a net of $4,400. based on the expected fuel savings and the cost of the lower

emissions technology
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** reduce U.S. dependence on oil by 1 .7 million barrels per day. more than we imported from
Saudi Arabia and Iraqg in 2010:

** reduce harmful air pollution that causes climate change by 297 million metric tons per year by
2030, which is equivalent to the annual emissions of 76 coal-fired power plants. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-7406-A1_MASS, p.6]

This petition will be forwarded to the administration during the public comment period for these
proposed standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7406-A1_MASS, p.6]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (680) (PennEvironment)

America's dependence on oil puts our environment, economy, and national security at risk. You
recently took an important step toward addressing this problem when you proposed new global
warming pollution and vehicle efficiency standards that would ensure new cars and light trucks
meet the equivalent of a 54.5mpg fleetwide standard by 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1556-A1_MASS, p.1]

The projected annual benefits of such standards by 2030 are enormous:

* 23 billion gallons of gasoline saved

* 280 million metric tons of global warming pollution avoided

* $45 billion in savings at the gas pump [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1556-A1 MASS, p.1]

| support the proposed standards, and | urge you to ensure that these projected benefits become a
reality by keeping these standards free of loopholes that could undermine their environmental
and economic benefits. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1556-A1 _MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (80) (Unknown Organization)

I support the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) joint proposal with the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) to improve fuel economy and reduce
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for passenger cars and light-trucks for model years 2017
through 2025. The proposed fleet-wide average of 49.6 mpg will create a new generation of
clean vehicles and respond to our country's critical need to reduce oil consumption. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9682-A1_MASS, p.1]

This proposal will save four billion barrels of oil and two million metric tons of greenhouse gas
emissions over the lifetime of those vehicles. The proposal also incentivizes the expanded
production of hybrid and electric vehicles, which will further reduce our dependence on foreign
oil and cut greenhouse gases. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9682-A1 MASS, p.1]

I also strongly urge the agencies to carefully evaluate whether basing these fuel standards on the
size of a vehicle will incentivize manufacturers to build larger vehicles. Ensuring manufacturers
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do not benefit from building larger vehicles that emit more emissions is fundamental to the
success of the National Program. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9682-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (9,570) (Unknown Organization)

The proposed standards are achievable and reasonable and will save me money at the pump, curb
millions of tons of harmful global warming emissions, and save as much oil in 2030 alone as we
currently import from Saudi Arabia and Irag. They will also drive innovation in the U.S. auto
industry, creating new jobs across the country. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9578-A1 MASS,

p.1]

Though I strongly support these standards, I am concerned about possible loopholes that
automakers could exploit. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9578-A1_MASS, p.1]

We cannot afford to delay in confronting the threats of climate change and our dangerous oil
dependence. | urge you to move forward with the strongest possible standards free of harmful
loopholes. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9578-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (927) (Sierra Club-1)

I am writing in support of the proposed fuel-efficiency and carbon pollution standards for new
cars and trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1554-A1 MASS, p.1]

I applaud the EPA and DOT for working together to propose these standards that will strengthen
fuel efficiency and carbon pollution standards for new passenger cars and trucks to 54.5 mpg by
2025. This is a critical step we can take to curb climate disruption, cut our addiction to oil, and
keep billions of dollars in our economy instead of spending them on oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-1554-A1 MASS, p.1]

In these tough economic times | celebrate these efforts because they will promote innovation and
job growth not just in the automotive industry but across the nation, all while helping the U.S.
cut dangerous carbon pollution and our addiction to oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1554-

Al _MASS, p.1]

Once again, | strongly support these vitally important standards that will protect our
environment, economy, and national security. | urge both the EPA and DOT to finalize these
strong standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1554-A1 MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (99) (Environment Texas)

America's dependence on oil puts our environment, economy and national security at risk. You
recently took an important step toward addressing this problem when you proposed new global
warming pollution and vehicle efficiency standards that would ensure new cars and light trucks
meet the equivalent of a 54.5 mpg fleetwide standard by 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9701-Al_MASS, p.1]
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The projected annual benefits of such standards by 2030 are enormous:
* $45 billion in savings at the gas pump
» 23 billion gallons of gasoline saved

» 280 million metric tons of global warming pollution avoided [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9701-
Al_MASS, p.1]

I support the proposed standards, and | urge you to ensure that these projected benefits become a
reality by keeping these standards free of loopholes that could undermine their environmental
and economic benefits.[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9701-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (Multiple Submitters) (Unknown Organization)

The rising price of gas is once again squeezing the budgets of American families, who are being
forced to cut back in other areas to pay for basic transportation needs. Please take action to
ensure that cars and light trucks can drive farther on a gallon of gas and reduce our dependence
on imported oil. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0219-A1 MASS, p.1]

This spring, you set a goal of reducing oil imports by one-third this decade. Fuels efficiency
standards of up to 60 miles per gallon by 2025 would increase investments in fuel efficient
technologies, save consumers money at the pump, and help the United States break its cycle of
addiction to foreign oil by saving more than 1.3 billion barrels. I urge you to support new fuel
efficiency standards of up to 60 miles per gallon. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0219-A1 MASS,p.1]

The rising price of gas is once again squeezing the budgets of American families, who are being
forced to cut back in other areas to pay for basic transportation needs. Please take action to
ensure that cars and light trucks can drive farther on a gallon of gas and reduce our dependence
on imported oil. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0219-A1 MASS, p.1]

This spring, you set a goal of reducing oil imports by one-third this decade. Fuels efficiency
standards of up to 60 miles per gallon by 2025 would increase investments in fuel efficient
technologies, save consumers money at the pump, and help the United States break its cycle of
addiction to foreign oil by saving more than 1.3 billion barrels. I urge you to support new fuel
efficiency standards of up to 60 miles per gallon. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0219-A1 MASS,p.1]

Organization: Mazda North American Operations

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 63.]

As one of the 13 auto makers that signed the letter of commitment, Mazda welcomes the
opportunity to be a partner in helping to advance a continued, harmonized national program on
fuel economy and greenhouse gas emissions for the 2017 to 2025 model years. While offering
manufacturers the certainty of knowing the fuel economy targets for many years into the future,
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the proposed standards do represent an extreme technical challenge for the auto industry, and
especially for smaller automakers, such as Mazda, who have more limited resources to develop
and market advanced technology vehicles. Nonetheless, we are committed to making our best
efforts to meet the proposed targets.

Organization: Mehrotra, Rahul

Thank you for even considering proposing a rule to raise average fuel economy standards.
[NHTSA-2010-0131-0206, p.1]

Organization: Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC

DAG fully supports the agencies' effort to create a unified program that allows one product
pathway towards compliance. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9483-Al, p. 2]

Organization: Michigan House of Representatives, 49th District

I’m State Representative Jim Ananich of Flint and | have the distinct honor of serving
Michigan’s 49" House District. 1I’m pleased to comment today on and in support of the proposed
54.5 mpg fuel economy standards proposed by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7983-
Al p. 1]

Since | took office last year, my top priority has been to improve our economy and help get the
people of Genesee County and Michigan back to work. The proposed 54.5 mpg fuel economy
standards will be a significant step forward in accomplishing these goals. These standards will
help create jobs, save consumers money, and keep the members of our armed services out of
harm’s way. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7983-Al, p. 1]

The Obama Administration and automakers deserve recognition for their collaborative efforts to
reach an agreement on fuel economy at a time when leaders in Washington cannot seem to agree
on anything. This shows that we can rise above the divisive rhetoric of our politics and reach
agreement on commonsense solutions to our most pressing issues. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
7983-Al, p. 2]

Organization: Michigan State House of Representatives

I’m State Rep. Jim Townsend & am pleased to offer my comments on the fuel economy
standards proposed by the Environmental Protection Agency & National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration.

I serve the 26th Michigan House District, which covers the cities of Madison Heights & Royal

Oak. My district includes many people who work in the auto industry & many more earn a living
as a result of those who do. I also have worked in the auto industry & would like to recognize the
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automakers leadership in reaching an agreement with the Obama Administration that’s as good
for jobs & the economy as it is for consumers. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9175, p. 1]

The 54.5 mpg fuel economy standard will create good paying jobs for American autoworkers. A
recent study conducted by the United Auto Workers, Natural Resources Defense Council &
National Wildlife Federation found that the proposed standards would create over 150,000 jobs
at over 500 facilities that produce parts for advanced internal combustion engines, hybrid &
alternative fuel vehicles, plug-in electric vehicles, & shared components. Here in Michigan the
standards will create a little more than 38,000 jobs at nearly 100 facilities. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9175, p. 1]

Also, for consumers, who spend about $2,000 a year on fuel, these fuel economy standards can
quickly add up to big savings. Americans spend over $1.3 billion each day on gas. Greater fuel
efficiency will save consumers up to $6,600 in fuel costs over the lifecycle of a 2025

model. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9175, p. 1]

Finally, the big growth markets for the auto industry are dominated by countries whose
consumers expect leadership in fuel economy. These standards will help prepare the industry for
the export market & give American-made cars a leg up in other countries. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9175, pp. 1-2]

These standards will spur innovation & encourage the development the hybrids, electric, & more
fuel efficient vehicles crucial to the continued success of automakers. | thank the EPA &
NHTSA for opportunity to comment. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9175, p. 2]

Organization: Michigan State Senate, District 18

I’m pleased to comment today on the fuel economy rules proposed by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and Department of Transportation (DOT), and to lend my strong
support for standards that would increase the fuel efficiency of light duty vehicles to a fleet wide
average of 54.5 mpg. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5594-A1, p. 1]

In short, as the auto industry enters this new chapter, all the signs point to a market for more fuel
efficient cars, and all the roads to get there run through Greater Metro Detroit. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-5594-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Miller, P.

Though | heartily support the proposed rule to increase fuel economy for new passenger vehicles
to an average of 54.5 miles per gallon by 2025, we can do better!!! [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1755-A1, p. 1]

This spring, you set a goal of reducing oil imports by one-third this decade, (make that two-thirds
and you would be closer to what we need) and in November you proposed fuel efficiency
standards that will effectively double current requirements. | commend your efforts. | believe it
is important to increase U.S. investment in fuel efficient technologies, save consumers money at
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the pump, help this country break its dependence on foreign oil, and protect the environment.
Don't let these standards be watered down--protect and finalize the new fuel efficiency rules.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1755-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Minnesota Department of Commerce

I support the stated goals of the proposed rule to improve fuel economy of light-duty vehicles for
model years 2017-2025 as a means to further reduce greenhouse gas emissions and reduce oil
consumption. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7363-Al, p. 1]

Organization: Mitsubishi Motors R&D of America, Inc. (MRDA)

On May 21, 2010, President Obama issued a Memorandum requesting EPA and NHTSA to
jointly develop a coordinated National Program to improve fuel efficiency and reduce GHG
emissions of passenger cars and light-duty trucks for MYs 2017 through 2025. To that end, EPA
and NHTSA, with continuous consultation from the California Air Resources Board (CARB),
published several notices leading up to the NPRM. Mitsubishi Motors applauds the efforts of the
Administration and agencies to follow through on their commitment to continue the National
Program to regulate GHG emissions and fuel economy of light-duty vehicles for MY 2017 and
later MYs. For this reason, in July 2011, Mitsubishi Motors demonstrated its support of the
National Program by signing a letter of commitment to the process and structure of the overall
program as described in the NPRM. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1, p.2]

Mitsubishi Motors is appreciative of the inclusive rulemaking process. We stand committed to
the continued development of a National Program based on the technical, economic and
consumer realities of the United States light-duty automotive market. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9507-A1, p.2]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 95-99.]

Mitsubishi Motors applauds the efforts of the Obama administration and agency staff to follow
through on their commitments to continue one national program on the federal level for these
model years.

Similarly, Mitsubishi Motors is appreciative of the inclusive process that led to the publication of
this NPRM. Mitsubishi Motors stands committed to continuing the development of the national
program based on technical, economic and consumer realities in the United States' light-duty
automotive market. To ensure these realities are fully considered in setting fuel economy and
greenhouse gas standards for these later model years included in this rulemaking, a midterm
evaluation is critical to this process.

Organization: Moravian College

Please do your part, in bringing our nation of drivers into welcoming a new generation of
automobiles that are more fuel efficient and burn their fuels more cleanly. We need this for
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energy independence as well as health benefits of a cleaner environment. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-5536-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Motor & Equipment Manufacturers Association (MEMA)

In order to meet regulatory requirements and consumer demand for cleaner, more fuel-efficient
advanced vehicles, motor vehicle parts manufacturers have increasingly taken on a significant
role in the research, development, engineering, and manufacturing of the advanced technologies
necessary to meet these ever-increasing goals. Working together, suppliers and vehicle
manufacturers develop an assortment of technologies and products that improve vehicle
performance, safety, fuel efficiency, and emissions. These components and systems are
rigorously tested on a range of platforms, each with varying degrees of performance. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9478-Al1, p.1]

MEMA is encouraged that NHTSA and EPA are continuing to work together on this second
phase of the National Program for Model Years (MY) 2017-2025. MEMA strongly supports the
continuation of a uniform, footprint-based National Program because it permits vehicle
manufacturers to focus their resources on investing in the best technologies available for their
fleet in order to achieve the levels prescribed by the program. This, in turn, feeds the ability of
the supplier base to continually innovate, to advance development, and to turn research
technologies into commercially viable products. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9478-Al, pp.1-2]

Furthermore, MEMA supports the efforts of the agencies to harmonize and align their respective
standards, where appropriate. Synchronizing improves regulatory clarity and provides certainty.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9478-A1, p.2]

Harmonization for this next phase of the National Program is important to its long-term success.
MEMA supports the proposals to harmonize the GHG emissions and CAFE standards, as
appropriate. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9478-Al, p.2]

MEMA welcomes and supports the proposals to harmonize the GHG emissions and CAFE
standards, as appropriate. Synchronizing improves regulatory clarity and provides certainty. We
support the agencies’ decision to parallel the efficiency credits and fuel consumption
improvement values for compliance calculations for their respective GHG emissions and CAFE
standards programs. Specifically, aligning the air conditioning and off-cycle elements such that
the efficiency improvement credits have an equivalent fuel consumption improvement in the
compliance calculations is an appropriate, and needed, improvement to the National Program.
Credits are an important tool and can be positively applied and provide the industry necessary
options to achieve future standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9478-A1, p.4]

Excluding the internal harmonization between the respective EPA and NHTSA programs in this
NPRM, MEMA asks the agencies to take into account other regulatory endeavors that may
impact the ultimate efficacy of National Program standards. For example, subtle differences in
California’s program (compared to the National Program), and the state’s other vehicle-related
requirements, are just different enough such that suppliers have to conduct multiple compliance
test regimens. On the global front, a multitude of similar, but different regulations and
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requirements for other parts of the world, further burden companies with compounding testing
and compliance costs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9478-Al, p.4]

A truly harmonized regulatory framework will help with economies of scale and avert multiple
layers of compliance programs. Essentially, since motor vehicle parts manufacturers bear a
significant proportion of research, development and testing costs, any opportunities for
government entities to synergize, harmonize and align related regulatory frameworks and
compliance needs are important and should be considered by all stakeholders and, where
appropriate, take corrective action. Continued cooperation and harmonization of the EPA,
DOT/NHTSA, the State of California and others is extremely important for the long-term
success of the Program. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9478-A1, pp.4-5]

Motor vehicle parts manufacturers develop a wide variety of technologies and products that
continually improve vehicle performance, safety, fuel efficiency, and emissions. The entire
motor vehicle industry needs consistent, long-term policies so that all stakeholders can more
effectively meet the regulatory requirements and consumer demands for cleaner, efficient
advanced technology vehicles and thrive in the current economic environment. MEMA and the
supplier industry are committed to policies that enable the introduction of new technologies
needed to support sustainable mobility. MEMA strongly supports the continuation of a uniform
National Program because it permits vehicle manufacturers to focus their resources on investing
in the best technologies available for their fleet in order to achieve the levels prescribed by the
program. Furthermore, these standards must be technology-neutral, performance-based, not
impose “preferred technology” pathways and allow for a fully competitive marketplace. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9478-A1, p.13]

Organization: National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA)

NACAA is very pleased to support this proposal. We note also that there is a broad group of
stakeholders that supports EPA’s and NHTSA’s actions to continue, and build upon, the national
programs adopted in 2010 to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from, and improve the
fuel economy of, model year (MY) 2011 through 2016 light-duty vehicles (LDVs). On July 29,
2010, 13 major automakers sent letters to EPA and the U.S. Department of Transportation
expressing their support for a next phase of the national vehicle program to further reduce GHG
emissions and increase fuel economy. These automakers together manufacture over 90 percent of
all vehicles sold in the U.S. In their respective letters, the automakers commit to “working with
EPA and NHTSA, the states, and other stakeholders to help our country address the need to
reduce dependence on oil, to save consumers money, and to ensure regulatory predictability and
certainty by developing this kind of strong, coordinated National Program.” The California Air
Resources Board, the United Auto Workers and numerous environmental and consumer
organizations have also offered their support for this program. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8084-
Al, p. 1]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public
hearing on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 37.]
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[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public
hearing on January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 33.]

This proposal to further the LDV GHG emissions and CAFE standards programs is also
consistent with and complementary to the federal GHG and fuel economy standards for MY
2014 through 2018 medium and heavy-duty vehicles adopted in 2011. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-8084-A1, p. 2]

In 2007, 31 percent of all U.S. GHGs were emitted by mobile sources, which, since 1990, have
been the fastest-growing source of U.S. GHG emissions. LDVs emit carbon dioxide (CO,),
methane, nitrous oxide and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and are responsible for almost 60 percent
of all mobile source GHG emissions. CO, emissions in 2007 represented approximately 94
percent of all LDV GHG emissions (including HFCs). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8084-A1, p.
2]

Relative to the national objective of improving energy and national security by reducing
dependence on foreign oil, net petroleum imports in 2009 accounted for about 51 percent of U.S.
petroleum consumption. In that same year, transportation was responsible for approximately 71
percent of petroleum consumption, with LDVs accounting for about 60 percent of transportation
oil use, which equates to about 40 percent of all U.S. oil consumption. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-8084-A1, p. 2]

The estimated benefits of this proposal (over the lifetime of the MY 2017 through 2025 vehicles)
are a reduction in oil consumption of 4 billion barrels and a reduction in GHG emissions of 2
billion metric tons. The anticipated fuel savings amounts to $347 billion to $444 billion (based
on a gasoline price of $3.38 per gallon in 2015 and $3.64 per gallon in 2020). [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-8084-A1, p. 2]

The total estimated costs of this program (over the lifetime of the MY 2017 through 2025
vehicles) will be around $140 billion and the total monetized benefits will be on the order of
$449 billion to $561 billion, for a net benefit to society in the range of $311 hillion to $421
billion. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8084-A1, p. 2]

Based on EPA’s analysis, the fuel cost savings will “far outweigh” higher vehicle costs. For
consumers, the new standards would add, on average, about $2,000 to the cost of a new vehicle
in MY 2025. However, a consumer who pays cash when purchasing a MY 2025 vehicle can
expect to make up this cost in about three and a half years and, thereafter, continue to accrue
savings in fuels costs. A consumer who purchases a MY 2025 vehicle using credit will save
more each year in fuel costs than the amount of the increased payments on the car loan. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8084-Al, p. 2]

The co-benefits to be derived from such a program extend far beyond climate change, fuel
savings and energy security, and include the following:

e reduced PM;5sand NOy emissions due to reduced gasoline distribution emissions
associated with tanker trucks; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8084-Al, p. 2]

1-53



EPA Response to Comments

o mitigation of some of the disproportionate adverse health impacts (including those
associated with toxic air pollutants and criteria pollutants) on environmental justice
communities affected by emissions from high traffic and located near gasoline refining
and distribution facilities; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8084-A1, p. 3]

o reduced adverse health impacts near roadways due to the increase in cleaner vehicles;

« reduced risk of accidental spills of volatile crude oil due to proportional reduction in oil
imports via marine tankers;

« buffering against gasoline price volatility for consumers and a hedge against rising fuel
prices due to the increased use of domestic and alternative fuel sources;

e economic growth and the creation of high-quality jobs across the country due to the need
for the innovative automotive technologies upon which the standards rely; and

e reduced hydrocarbon emissions due to lower fuel throughput at retail distribution
outlets. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8084-A1, p. 3]

Fourth, NACAA is aware that state and local governments are struggling to maintain current
road infrastructure and to fund enhancements. NACAA believes that the issue of how to provide
longterm transportation infrastructure funding is a critical national need that should be
addressed. However, the debate over long-term transportation funding should not affect the level
or delay adoption of the proposed fuel economy standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8084-
Al, p. 4]

Finally, NACAA urges that EPA and NHTSA ensure that this final rule is promulgated by July
2012, as planned. Further, NACAA encourages EPA, upon promulgation of this rule, to begin
assessing the efficacy of another phase of standards to apply to post-2025 MY vehicles. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8084-Al, p. 4]

Organization: National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA)

NADA continues to believe that a single national light-duty vehicle fuel-economy/GHG program
is essential to the extent that it avoids any unworkable patchwork of state laws. The EISA
mandate for a fleet-wide combined fuel economy average of at least 35 miles per gallon by 2020
(with a commensurate reduction in GHGs of at least 30 percent), followed by standards set to
achieve maximum achievable performance is Congress’ clear direction. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9575-A1, p. 12]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 69.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 92.]

NADA supports a single national program for light vehicle fuel economy.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 56-57.]
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NADA strongly believes that the issues and goals involved in this rulemaking are national in
scope, and that California regulators should not be dictating national policy or setting fuel
economy standards.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 69.]

NADA supports the single national program governing light-duty vehicle fuel economy as that is
what Congress sought in 2007 when it enacted the Energy Independence and Security Act.

Organization: National Caucus of Environmental Legislators

America's deepening dependence on oil puts our economy, environment, and national security at
risk. The introduction of new global warming pollution and vehicle efficiency standards ensuring
new cars and light trucks meet the equivalent of 54.5 miles per gallon fleet-wide by 2025 is an
important step in the right direction. These standards will reduce pollution and save Americans
money through greater fuel efficiency. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9443-A1, p. 1]

Reducing the nation’s reliance on foreign oil is an important objective that these standards can
help to achieve. It is critical that the consumer and environmental benefits of these standards are
maximized by rejecting efforts to weaken the standards. We support keeping the standards as
strong as possible through the rulemaking process. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9443-A1, p. 1]

Americans understand that cleaner, more fuel-efficient vehicles can help break our addiction to
oil, and they overwhelmingly support strong fuel efficiency and pollution standards. In a recent
poll, Consumer Reports found that 80 percent of survey respondents favored raising the national
standard to around 55-mpg. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9443-A1, p. 1]

The standards proposed for 2017-2025 will greatly decrease the average new vehicle's global
warming pollution, cutting annual nationwide emissions by 280 million metric tons in 2030—
equivalent to the annual emissions from roughly 70 coal-fired power plants. The standards
outlined will also reduce U.S. gasoline consumption by 23 billion gallons in 2030— equivalent
to the 2010 U.S. imports from Saudi Arabia and Irag. Allowing for loopholes to weaken these
standards would needlessly send money to foreign countries and extend our dependence on oil.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9443-A1, pp. 1-2]

These standards will determine the efficiency of cars and trucks our children will drive decades
from now. As state legislators, on behalf of our constituents we applaud efforts to break
America's addiction to oil, keep billions of dollars in our economy and reduce the threat of
climate change. We urge your administration to ensure that the standards developed for 2017-
2025 vehicles are as strong as possible, in order to maximize their benefits for our economy, our
environment and our national security. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9443-A1, p. 2]

Organization: National Propane Gas Association (NPGA)
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NPGA supports the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) and the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration’s (NHTSA) goals to further reduce Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
emissions and improve fuel economy for light-duty vehicles for model years 2017-2025. Further,
we support the President’s request to address global climate change and reduce our nation’s oil
consumption. And, we firmly believe the use of Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG), an EPA
approved clean alternative fuel, will help reduce our nation’s dependency on oil and reduce CO,
emissions, a stated goal of the subject proposed rulemaking. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9482-
Al, p. 1]

Organization: National Wildlife Federation (NWF)

The standards are also an example of how industry, labor, and conservationists can and must
continue to work together to use the Clean Air Act as a tool for innovation and to solve critical
environmental, energy and economic challenges that we face. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9887-
A2, pp. 1-2]

The proposed 2017-2025 standards will approximately double fuel economy of our cars, SUV’s
and pickups from today’s levels to an average of 54.5 miles per gallon by 2025. Vehicles built
under the standard will save America 4 billion barrels of oil and 2 billion metric tons of carbon
pollution. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9887-A2, pp. 2-3]

Taken together with the 2012-2016 light duty standards and the 2014-2018 medium and heavy
duty standards being implemented now, the proposed standards will cut carbon pollution over
650 million metric tons a year in 2030 — about 10% of total US carbon pollution today. This is an
historic step forward to combat our climate challenge. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9887-A2, p.
3]

Taken together these standards are also the largest step the nation has ever taken to cut oil use
and enhance our energy security. As shown in Figure 1, above, these standards together will cut
our demand for oil by 3.6 million barrels per day; more than all the oil we import today from the
Persian Gulf, Venezuela and Russia combined. [Figure 1 can be found on p. 2 of Docket number
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9887-A2] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9887-A2, p. 3]

And as we are ensuring that every car and truck uses less fuel, steady expansion of electric and
advanced vehicle technology can take us even further— to a mass market, high performance
vehicle fleet that uses little oil and produces near zero pollution. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9887-A2, p. 3]

Deep cuts in the oil we need means less pressure for risky new drilling projects in the Arctic or
for clear cutting forest for Canadian tar sands. It means less need for new pipelines, fewer leaks
and threats to people, wildlife and our public and private lands. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9887-A2, p. 3]

These standards show we can take real steps to roll back climate change and protect wildlife for
generations to come. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9887-A2, p. 3]
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The proposed standard is also critical to regain and sustain our leadership in the most advanced
vehicle technologies - including hybrid and electric cars and trucks. The strong long term targets
embodied in the 2017-2025 rule are essential to justify ongoing investments in hybrid and
electric technology necessary to combat high fuel prices and environmental challenges, and to
ensure the competitiveness of the American auto industry in a changing world. Weto [sic] meet
to build robust network of domestic innovators, suppliers and manufacturers ready to meet
national and global demand, to ensure an industry able to lead the clean global auto industry of
the future, and to ensure consumers are protected against the real and present risk of rising and
volatile oil prices. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9887-A2, pp. 5-6]

Standards are also strongly supported by the public.

A recent survey by Consumers Reports found 80% of car owners in support of fuel economy
standards that would achieve 55 mpg by 2025, and the agencies’ recent field hearings were
swamped with overwhelmingly positive testimony. 14 The public knows fuel economy standards
work. They work for wildlife, they work American families, they work for the auto industry and
autoworkers and they work for the economy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9887-A2, p. 7]

We thank the agencies for their clarity of vision and perseverance in developing this essential
standard. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9887-A2, p. 7]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 27-28.]

America needs a strong, clean industrial sector that employs billions with good jobs while
producing the most efficient products possible. Our members depend on all kinds of vehicles
from small hybrids to cars to pick-ups to off-road vehicles. We still believe in the potential of the
American auto industry.

Over the past two years, the hard working people here in Detroit and in Ohio and Missouri and
North Carolina and all across the country have been proving dramatically that they have what it
takes for America to lead in a prosperous clean energy future. Their efforts, combined with these
new standards, and effective public and private investment show how an industry can be retooled
to be vibrant in the present and even more relevant and powerful in the future. Strong standards
through the 2025 year are critical to staying on this path.

The standards are also an example of how an industry and labor and the conservation community
can and must work together to use the Clean Air Act as a tool for innovation and to solve critical
and environmental energy and economic changes we face today.

These standards deliver.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 31-32.]
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The proposed standard is also critical to regain and sustain our leadership in the most advanced
vehicle technologies including hybrid electric cars and trucks. These technologies will be critical
to combating high fuel prices and environmental challenges into the future and the
competitiveness of the American auto industry in a changing world.

Investments in cutting edge electric vehicles and other innovations increase fuel efficiency across
the board, and long-term targets create certainty in a world tyrannized by volatile oil prices and
availability.

Together we must work to build a robust network of innovators, suppliers and caring consumers
to lead in the global economy for the auto industry's future.

14 http://news.consumerreports.org/cars/2011/11/survey-car-owners-want-better-fuel-economy-
supportincreased- standards.html. This recent survey finds comparable results to many previous
polls.

Organization: Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)

The U.S. EPA and NHTSA proposed passenger vehicle carbon pollution fuel economy standards
for model years 2017-2025 is the third historic agreement to bring us cleaner cars and trucks.
The latest announcement follows on the joint NHSTA and EPA rules for model years 2012 to
2016 passenger vehicles and for model years 2014 to 2018 medium- and heavy-duty trucks.1,2
These agreements exemplify how leadership, partnership, and compromise can help solve the
enormous environmental, economic and energy challenges facing our country. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 2]

The model year 2017-2025 National Program standards will act as a powerful economic stimulus
by keeping a total of $350 billion in the U.S. economy by 2030 instead of sending it overseas to
Saudi Arabia, Iran, Venezuela and other oil-exporting nations.5 This higher level of investment
in the U.S. economy, especially auto manufacturing, will result in roughly half a million more
jobs by 2030.6 [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 3]

American consumers are already benefiting from the more fuel-efficient vehicle options
available due to the current National Program requirements and will benefit more as the
standards get stronger. By 2030, the new agreement will provide the equivalent of a $330 tax
rebate to every American household.12 Compared to today’s average vehicle, a 54.5 mpg-
equivalent standard will save the average driver $6,600 over the vehicle’s lifetime, with most
drivers seeing benefits immediately in the form of reduced total monthly payments for the car
and fuel. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 5]

The most recent clean car agreement enjoys an unprecedented breadth and depth of support
including from almost all of the auto industry14, and from Republicans and Democrats15,
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consumer advocacy groups16, 17, national security groups18, 19, economists20, business
leaders21, small business owners22, the UAW23, and environmental organizations24. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 6]

Numerous polls show that a large majority of Americans support substantially strengthening of
clean car standards. A Consumer Federation of America found 60 percent of American
consumers support a 60 mpg standard with a payback of three and five years.25 A poll for
national environmental groups found 83 percent of voters support a 60 mpg standard with a
payback of four years.26 Polls by the investor group Ceres found 56 percent of Michigan voters
and 59 percent of Ohio voters support 60 mpg with a payback time of four years.27 According to
a recent poll by the Consumer Reports National Research Center, 80 percent agreed that fuel
economy standards should require auto manufacturers to increase the overall fleet average to at
least 55 miles per gallon by 2025.28 Finally, a poll by the Public Policy Institute of California
found that an overwhelming 84 percent of Californians support requiring automakers to
significantly improve fuel efficiency, including 76 percent of Republicans.29 [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9472-A2, pp. 6-7]

Small business owners — many of whom buy cars and trucks for their businesses — also strongly
support higher fuel economy standards. A recent poll by the Small Business Majority found that
87 percent of small business owners overwhelmingly support adopting strong fuel efficiency
standards now and 80 percent support requiring the auto industry to increase mileage to 60 mpg
by 2025.30 According to the Small Business Majority poll: “Small business owners say that in
order to survive and remain competitive, they need automobiles that get better gas mileage and
cost less to operate.” [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 7]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 198-201.]

The proposed standards are a giant step forward. The standards are good for the environment,
consumers, and the economy. The standards ensure that as a nation we are investing in our future
instead of being beholden to a status quo of heavy dependence on oil which is fueling dangerous
emissions of carbon pollution and draining our economic wealth.

These standards will help protect our economy by helping reduce extreme weather events such as
hurricanes, heat waves and floods.

The national program and this latest set of standards are examples of good government. Despite
the gridlock in Congress, the EPA, NHTSA and the California Air Resources Board have
demonstrated an effective partnership to develop policies that meet the objectives of the Clean
Air Act and the Energy Policy and Conservation Act.

Each agency has played an important and critical role in shaping this proposal. This proposal is

also a product of discussions with the automotive industry, labor, environmental, and consumer
stakeholders, and the result is a strong set of standards.
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1 EPA and NHTSA. “Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate
Average Fuel Economy Standards for MY 2012-2016 (Final Rule).” 75 FR 25324.

2 EPA and NHTSA. “Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Fuel Efficiency Standards for
Medium- and Heavy-duty Engines and Vehicles.” 76 FR 57106.

5 NRDC calculation based on EPA NPRM (76 FR 74854) estimates of oil consumption
reduction, import fractions and incremental vehicle costs. Fuel prices from AEO 2011.

6 Ceres. More Jobs per Gallon: How Strong Fuel Economy/GHG Standards will Fuel American
Jobs. July 2011.

12 UCS and NRDC. “Saving Money at the Gas Pump: State-by-State Consumer Savings from
Stronger Fuel Efficiency and Carbon Pollution Standards.” September 2011.

14 Commitment letters from 13 automakers to Secretary LaHood and Administrator Jackson.
Dated July 2011 . Letters from BMW, Chrysler, Ford, GM, Honda, Hyundai, Jaguar Land Rover,
Kia, Mazda, Mitsubishi, Nissan, Toyota Volvo. http://epa.gov/otaag/climate/regulations.htm

15 Bipartisan Joint Letter to President Obama. Signed by The Honorable Diane Feinstein, US
state Congress, D-California, et al. Dated July 25, 2011.

16 American Consumer Advocacy Groups. Joint Letter to President Obama. Signed by
Consumer Federation of American, et al. Dated September 22, 2010.

17 Consumer Union. Consumers Reports Says 56 Miles-Per-Gallon Vehicle Standard is Good,
but 62 MPG is Better Aggressive Fuel Economy Standard by 2025 Will Save Consumers Money
and Dramatically Cut Oil Consumption. Press Release. June 30, 2011.

18 Securing America’s Future Energy. Oil Savings from the Proposed 2017-2025 Fuel Economy
Standards. Issue Brief. June 8, 2011

19 Ashley Howe. Truman Thanks Obama in POLITICO. Blog. Truman Project. August 3, 2011.
http://www.operationfree.net/2011/08/03/truman-advertisement-featured-in-politico/

20 American Economist Group Joint Letter to President Obama. Signed by Michael Anderson,
Ph.D. University of California, Berkley, et al. Dated June 7, 2011

21 Environmental Entrepreneurs (E2) Joint Letter to President Obama. Signed by Curtis Abbott,
Lucesco Lighting Inc., et al. Date June 30, 2011

22 Small Business Majority. Small Businesses Strongly Support Raising Fuel Efficiency
Standards. Press Release. July 29, 2011

23 UAW. UAW supports administration proposal on light-duty vehicle CAFE and greenhouse
gas emissions reductions. Press Release. July 29, 2011.
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24 Environmental Advocacy Groups Joint Letter to President Obama. Signed by Cindy Shogan
Alaskan Wilderness League, et al. Dated September 9, 2010.

25 Consumer Federation of America. The Consumer Case for Strong Fuel Economy Standards:
56 MPG by 2025 Works. Press Release. June 28, 2011.

26 The Mellman Group, Inc. Memo to Environment America, The National Resources Defense
Council, Sierra Club, & Union of Concerned Scientists. Voters Overwhelmingly Support Stricter
Fuel Efficiency Standards. Released September 15, 2010.

27 Ceres. Voters in America’s Auto & Manufacturing Heartland Want 60 MPG Fuel Economy
Standards by 2025. Press release. May 25, 2011.

28 Consumer Reports National Research Center. Consumer Reports Survey: Large Majority of
Consumers Support Stronger Fuel Economy Standards to Save Money, Lower Fuel Costs. Press
Release. November 14, 2011.

29 Public Policy Institute of California. PPIC Statewide Survey: Californians and the
Environment. Press Release of Findings. July 27, 2011.

30 Small Business Majority. Small Businesses Strongly Support Raising Fuel Efficiency
Standards. Fuel Efficiency Poll. July 29, 2011.

Organization: New Jersey Senate, Third Legislative District

America's deepening dependence on oil puts our economy, environment, and national security at
risk. 1 am writing to applaud you for taking an important step to confront the dangers of this
dependence by proposing new global warming pollution and vehicle efficiency standards that
would ensure new cars and light trucks meet the equivalent of the 54.5-mpg fleetwide standard
by 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9970-A1, p. 1]

I applaud you for seizing this historic opportunity to do more than any previous administration to
break America's dependence on oil, keep billions of dollars in our economy and reduce the threat
of climate change, | urge you to maximize the consumer and environmental benefits of these
standards by keeping the standards as strong as possible through the rulemaking process in order
to maximize their benefits for our economy, our environment and our national security. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9970-A1, p. 1]

Organization: New York City Council, 35th District

Your administration has taken important steps to confront the dangers of our dependence on
oil—most recently, proposing new global warming pollution and vehicle efficiency standards
that would ensure new cars and light trucks meet the equivalent of the 54.5-mpg fleetwide
standard by 2025. | am writing to applaud you for developing these standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9901-A2, p. 1]
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These standards will determine the efficiency of cars and trucks our children will drive decades
from now. I applaud you for seizing this historic opportunity to do more than any previous
administration to break America's addiction to oil, keep billions of dollars in our economy and
reduce the threat of climate change. | urge you to ensure that the standards your administration
develops for 2017-2025 vehicles are as strong as possible, in order to maximize their benefits for
our economy, our environment and our national security. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9901-A2,
p.1]

Organization: New York State Assembly Committee on Government Operations

Your administration has taken important steps to confront the dangers of our dependence on
oil—most recently, proposing new global warming pollution and vehicle efficiency standards
that would ensure new cars and light trucks meet the equivalent of the 54.5-mpg fleetwide
standard by 2025. | am writing to applaud you for developing these standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9453-A2, p. 1]

These standards will determine the efficiency of cars and trucks our children will drive decades
from now. | commend you for seizing this historic opportunity to do more than any previous
administration to break America's addiction to oil, keep billions of dollars in our economy and
reduce the threat of global climate change. | urge you to ensure that the standards your
administration develops for 2017-2025 vehicles are as strong as possible, in order to maximize
their benefits for our economy, our environment and our national security. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9453-A2, p. 1]

Organization: New York State Senate, 26th District

Your administration has taken important steps to confront the dangers of our dependence on oil-
most recently, proposing new global warming pollution and vehicle efficiency standards that
would ensure new cars and light trucks meet the equivalent of the 54.5-mpg fleetwide standard
by 2025. 1 am writing to applaud you for developing these standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9884-A1, p. 1]

These standards will determine the efficiency of cars and trucks our country's children will drive
decades from now. I applaud you for seizing this historic opportunity to do more than any
previous administration to break America's addiction to oil, keep billions of dollars in our
economy and reduce the threat of climate change. I urge you to ensure that the standards your
administration develops for 2017-2025 vehicles are as strong as possible. in order to maximize
their benefits for our economy, our environment, and our national security. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9884-A1, pp. 1-2]

Organization: Nissan North America, Inc.

Nissan remains committed to the program and to the terms and conditions set forth in Nissan's
letter dated July 29, 2011, and in the agencies' Second Supplemental Notice of Intent published
in the Federal Register on the same date. The following comments further demonstrate the
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overall benefits and technological underpinning of the proposal, as well as identifying additional
improvements and corresponding benefits. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9471-A1, p.1]

Nissan's environmental commitment extends beyond the regulatory program. As a leader in
electric powertrains, Nissan brought to market the all-electric Nissan LEAF and will continue to
drive development and deployment of electric powertrains. Nissan also remains dedicated to
continued improvements in internal-combustion powered vehicles, safe weight reduction and
advances in traditional hybrid technology. Nissan expects its fleet during the model years
covered by this rulemaking to include a diverse array of technologies and powertrains. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9471-A1, p.1]

Industry-wide success in meeting the proposed standards will certainly depend on the extent to
which the market for new vehicle technologies develops during the covered model years.
Widespread adoption of battery electric vehicles and other advanced powertrains requires not
only industry to broadly embrace investment in these technologies, but also for consumers to
adopt these new technologies. Given the planning and lead-times necessary for such a market
shift, the proposed incentives for battery electric powertrains (multiplier credit and zero
emissions compliance value) and other proposed incentives are essential. Only through the
government's support of industrial innovation in the transportation sector can the U.S. achieve its
long-term greenhouse gas (GHG) public policy objectives. Not including the proposed Incentives
In the final rulemaking will discourage manufacturer investment in these technologies, and
signal a significant change in Administration policy and delay the realization of the substantial
long-term greenhouse gas reductions associated with these transformational, 'game changing'
vehicle technologies. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9471-Al, pp.1-2]

Nissan believes that the proposed program strikes an appropriate balance between aggressive
standards and the encouragement of advanced technologies necessary to meet those standards.
As proposed, the regulatory program recognizes that although the automobile manufacturers
must invest significantly in technological advances, the economic and market conditions-both
within the U.S. and globally-must also support such an investment. Thus the structure of the
proposal-with standards firmly established for MYs 2017-2021 and with a robust mid-term
evaluation of technological and market feasibility for MY's 2022-2025-is essential. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9471-A1, p.2]

Nissan commends the agencies for the comprehensive joint rulemaking, and strongly supports
global efforts to curb greenhouse gas emissions. Success in reducing the impact of mobile source
greenhouse gas emissions requires a coordinated and thoughtful effort that goes beyond the
automobile industry, however. Nissan, for its part, is committed to improving existing internal
combustion engines and investing in a future of electric vehicles and other advanced powertrains
to reduce the transportation sector's GHG emissions. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9471-A1, p.24]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 126-131.]

Nissan supports the national program and remains committed to the regulatory program as set
forth in the notices of intent and the proposed rule.
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The proposal also represents a significant leap forward in advancing more environmentally
friendly vehicles and zero emissions transportation.

The national program represents a significant step forward in reducing greenhouse gas emissions
and fuel consumption through a unified federal and state regulatory structure. We appreciate the

efforts of federal agencies and California in providing a regulatory program that allows for one
product pathway to compliance and that includes incentives to promote longer term public

policy.
Organization: Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management (NESCAUM)

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 69-74.]

The proposed rule is a positive step that builds on the progress made under the current CAFE
rules, and will achieve important economic and environmental benefits.

These proposed new standards will significantly reduce fuel consumption and greenhouse gas
emissions and expand the use of alternative fuels.

We urge EPA to continue to evaluate the greenhouse gas effects of these provisions, and take the
necessary steps to ensure preservation of the overall goals of the program.

In summary, the joint EPA/NHTSA effort to address greenhouse gas emissions and fuel

consumption through this rulemaking is a positive step that builds on the progress of the current
CAFE rules.

Organization: Oblong Land Conservancy

Your agency, with the President's support, is taking the right steps to improve fuel economy in
America's fleet of vehicles.

In order to reduce our dependence on foreign oil, and all the costs and dangers that this economic
relationship entails, we must wean ourselves from this wasteful source.

There are immense savings at the gas pumps that will benefit almost all Americans, and
contribute to economic prosperity.

It will substantially reduce air pollution and reduce the threats of global warming.

Please do your share to maximize the clear benefits to America's economy, our national security
and our environment.

The Oblong Land Conservancy commends your efforts, and supports these goals. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9915-A1, p. 1]
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Organization: Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on the
#2017 and Later Model Year Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions and
Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards” proposed by the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) on December 1, 2011.
The proposal is designed to “represent a continued harmonized and consistent National Program”
(76 FR 74854). We are pleased that EPA and NHTSA (the agencies) continue to work with
automobile manufacturers to harness the large number of available energy efficient engine
technologies that offer the potential to increase the nation’s energy efficiency. This continued
initiative to ensure greater vehicle fuel efficiency will reduce the nation’s dependence on foreign
sources of energy, help promote an American energy infrastructure that will support the
country’s transportation needs and save motorists money at the pump. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-7821-A1, p. 1]

The benefits of the agencies’ final coordinated rule in terms of fuel savings will be substantial.
According to the proposed rule, from model years 2017 through 2025, the fuel cost savings will
outweigh the higher vehicle costs based on today's price of gasoline. A consumer who pays cash
when purchasing a model year 2025 vehicle can expect to recover the $2,000 extra cost for a
vehicle through fuel savings in about 3.5 years. Also, according to the proposed rulemaking,
passenger cars will see an average annualized rate of carbon dioxide (CO;) emission reductions
of five percent. For light trucks, the average annualized rate of CO, emission reductions would
be 3.5 percent per year for model years 2017 through 2021 and increase to five percent per year
for model years 2022 through 2025. Finally, the proposed rule indicates that the new fuel
economy standards will also result in small reductions in criteria pollutant emissions. The
Commonwealth urges the agencies to ensure that all of the proposed emission reduction
milestones are achieved expeditiously. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7821-Al, p. 2]

It is also imperative that EPA and NHTSA harmonize the National Program with the program
established by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) for motor vehicles. For example,
harmonization will allow automobile manufacturers to produce similar vehicles for states that
require CARB-certified vehicles and those that require Federally-certified vehicles. We support
harmonization because of its significant benefits for both the environment and consumers. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7821-A1, p. 2]

We support the agencies’ proposed rulemaking (CAFE and GHG emission standards) for motor
vehicles including passenger cars and light-duty trucks, which would create more fuel-efficient
light-duty vehicles in this country as governments in countries around the world are considering
similar efforts. Keeping the nation’s vehicle fleet fuel efficient is important for reducing our
dependence on unreliable sources of fossil fuels, promoting a homegrown energy supply and
infrastructure, and maintaining our nation’s competitiveness and standard of living. We also
support EPA’s efforts to harmonize Federal light-duty vehicle standards with light-duty vehicle
standards developed by CARB. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7821-A1, p. 5]
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Finally, EPA should properly account for GHG emissions, which includes extending the
harmonization effort with CARB by adopting the same position on test fuels as the California
program. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7821-Al, p. 5]

Organization: Pennsylvania State Senate et al.

America's deepening dependence on oil puts our economy, environment, and national security at
risk. Your administration has taken important steps to confront this challenge-most recently,
announcing an outline for a new phase of fuel efficiency and auto pollution standards through
2025. I am writing to applaud you for developing these standards, and urge you to maximize the
consumer and environmental benefits of these standards by keeping the standards as strong as
possible through the rulemaking process. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9914-A1, p. 1]

Americans understand that cleaner, more fuel-efficient vehicles can help break our addiction to
oil, and they overwhelmingly support strong fuel efficiency and pollution standards. In a
nationwide poll, the Mellman Group found that 83 percent of likely voters favored a 60 miles-
per-gallon standard -- even if it would add $3,000 to the up-front price of a new vehicle. Strong
standards maximize consumer savings at the pump. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9914-A1, p. 1]

The standards your administration has outlined for 2017-2025 will greatly decrease the average
new vehicle's global warming pollution, cutting annual nationwide emissions by 280 million
metric tons in 2030-equivalent to the annual emissions from 72 coal-fired power plants. The
standards you outlined will also reduce U.S. gasoline consumption by 23 billion gallons in 2030-
roughly equivalent to the 2010 U.S. imports from Saudi Arabia and Irag. Allowing for loopholes
to weaken these standards would needlessly send money to foreign countries and extend our
dependence on oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9914-A1, p. 1]

These standards will determine the efficiency of cars and trucks our children will drive decades
from now. We applaud you for seizing a historic opportunity to do more than any previous
president to break America's addiction to oil, keep billions of dollars in our economy and reduce
the threat of climate change. | urge you to ensure that the standards your administration develops
for 2017-2025 vehicles are as strong as possible, in order to maximize their benefits for our
economy, our environment and our national security. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9914-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Pew Charitable Trusts

Attached please find comments from The Pew Charitable Trusts and more than 36,000
Americans in support of the proposed fuel efficiency rules for model years 2017-2025 light duty
cars and trucks under consideration by the Environmental Protection Agency and Department of
Transportation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9496, p. 1]

The proposed rule would double passenger vehicle fuel efficiency from the level enacted in
2007, a significant increase that will save consumers money at the pump, blunt the economic and
national security threats presented by oil dependence and price volatility, and help American
manufacturers develop new technologies that spur investment in research, development, and
production of advanced vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9496-A2, p. 1]
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Pew has long supported higher federal fuel economy standards. In 2007, we worked to help
achieve overwhelming bipartisan support in Congress on the first fuel economy increase in 30
years. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9496-A2, p. 1]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public
hearing on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-2010-0799-11788, p.17]

In addition to the petition submitted to President Obama on November 1, 2011 and signed by
more than 31,000 Americans, Pew has, and will continue to, highlight the importance of fuel
efficiency with auto supply manufacturers, working families, and veterans at events around the
nation. We have also attached a follow-up petition that includes more than 36,000 signatures of
Americans that urge EPA and DOT to adopt a strong final rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9496-A2, p. 2]

Dear Mr. President:

I support the proposed rule to increase fuel economy for new passenger vehicles to an average of
54.5 miles per gallon by 2025, which will allow cars and light trucks to drive farther on a gallon
of gas and reduce U.S. dependence on imported oil. The price of gas is once again squeezing the
budgets of American families, who already are forced to cut back in other areas just to pay for
basic transportation needs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9496-A3, p. 1]

This spring, you set a goal of reducing oil imports by one-third this decade, and in November
you proposed fuel efficiency standards that will effectively double current requirements. |
commend your efforts. I believe it is important to increase U.S. investment in fuel efficient
technologies, save consumers money at the pump, help this country break its dependence on
foreign oil, and protect the environment. Don’t let these standards be watered down—protect and
finalize the new fuel efficiency rules. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9496-A3, p. 1]

[Note: This comment was signed by 36,000 Americans.]

We have also sought to inform the public and policymakers across the nation about the dangers
of U.S. oil dependence to our nation's economy, national security, and to the lives of the U.S.
servicemen and women who defend oil transit routes and chokepoints around the world. [These
comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing on
January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp.17-18.]

Organization: Porsche Cars North America, Inc. (PCNA)

Porsche supports the goal of setting ambitious targets for long-range reduction in fuel
consumption. Most importantly, it is critical to establish a single National standard for GHG so
that manufacturers are able to integrate technologies consistently. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9264-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Renewable Energy Long Island
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I applaud you for seizing this historic opportunity to do more than any previous administration to
break America's dependence on oil, keep billions of dollars in our economy and reduce the threat
of climate change. | urge you to maximize the consumer and environmental benefits of these
standards by keeping the standards as strong as possible through the rulemaking process, in order
to maximize their benefits for our economy, our environment and our national security. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7933-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Renewable Fuels Association (RFA)

As detailed in the attached comments, RFA is supportive of the stated goals of the CAFE/GHG
program. However, we are concerned by several elements of the proposal, as summarized below:
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9490-A1, p.1]

While RFA is supportive of the stated goals of the program, which are “to address global climate
change and to reduce oil consumption,” we are concerned by several elements of the proposal
that appear to discourage the future production of flexible fuel vehicles (FFVs) capable of
operating on gasoline blends containing greater than 15%vol. fuel ethanol (E15). [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9490-A1, p.3]

Additionally, we believe the agencies must ensure the final CAFE/GHG regulation is
harmonized with, and does not undermine the requirements of, other related regulations, such as
the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) and pending “Tier 3” rules. Vehicle engines, emissions
controls, and motor fuels operate as highly integrated systems. Therefore, as they finalize the
CAFE/GHG rule, the agencies must carefully consider what fuel properties and characteristics
will be necessary for automakers to achieve the proposed standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9490-A1, p.3]

In closing, RFA remains steadfastly supportive of consistent, science-based policies that reduce
petroleum consumption, decrease transportation costs, and reduce GHG emissions. These
objectives work in concert to enhance national energy security, strengthen our economy, and
protect our environment. While we applaud EPA/NHTSA for endeavoring toward these goals in
the current CAFE/GHG proposal, we are concerned that progress may be undermined by several
elements of the proposal that discourage the future production of FFVs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9490-A1, p.8]

Organization: Ross, D.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 240-244.]

In our very imperfect world, the ongoing political grid-lock, the proposed CAFE and greenhouse
gas standards are the single most effective policy option on the table for addressing our over-
dependence on fossil fuels.

As an economist and a local government official, I'm clear that the benefits of these standards far
outweigh the cost for our environment and our economy.
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I thank everyone involved in developing the proposed standards. | thank you for your patience in
hearing me out, and urge finalization of strong standards for model years 2017, 2025 this
summer.

Organization: Salinas, A.

With transportation accounting for 20% of all U.S. greenhouse gas emissions, the new fuel-
efficiency and global warming pollution reduction proposals by the Department of
Transportation and the EPA are encouraging. However, the proposed rules need strengthening.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7119-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Securing America's Future Energy (SAFE)

SAFE has long advocated increasing the fuel economy of the light-duty vehicle (LDV) fleet.
Doing so is, in the short- to medium-term, one of the most effective ways to decrease the
petroleum intensity of our economy, thereby enhancing our energy, economic, and national
security. For that reason, SAFE strongly supports the general framework and overall fuel
economy and emission reduction goals that were the subject of an agreement between the
automakers and the regulators last summer, whose components were incorporated into the
proposed rule. SAFE also believes that the rule has the potential to help support the adoption of
grid-enabled vehicles (GEVs) (electric vehicles (EVs) and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles
(PHEVS)), which rely entirely on grid-delivered electricity or use substantially less liquid fuels
than traditional vehicles with internal combustion engines, substantially enhancing our economic
and national security by relying on a diverse portfolio of domestic fuels, with stable prices,
instead of the highly volatile global oil market. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9518-A1, p. 2]

SAFE expresses its appreciation for the agencies ongoing efforts to improve fuel economy in
order to improve our national and economic security, and hopes that its comments contribute to
the agencies ongoing efforts to do so as in a responsible and aggressive manner. SAFE is
committed to providing the regulating agencies any possible assistance that will help them as
they proceed through this rulemaking process. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9518-A1, p. 19]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 148.]

We strongly support the agreement reached last summer between the administration and
automakers and its embodiment in the proposed regulation because of the amount of the oil
savings that it will achieve.

Organization: Sierra Club, Environment America, Safe Climate Campaign, and Clean Air
Council

The Sierra Club, Environment America, Safe Climate Campaign and the Clean Air Council
applaud EPA and NHTSA for proposing to strengthen vehicle fuel efficiency and greenhouse gas
standards for MY 2017-2025 cars and light trucks — what is now called the National Program.
Together with standards for 2012-2016 vehicles, this Administration has put new cars on a path
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to being twice as efficient in 2025 as new vehicles today. More stringent fuel economy and
greenhouse gas standards are the biggest single step we can take to curb dangerous climate
change and tackle our addiction to oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 1]

Conclusion: When finalized, strong 2017-2025 standards will provide automakers with a
longterm direction for safely improving fuel efficiency and reducing greenhouse gas emissions
from new vehicles. There is no doubt that with these standards, combined with the historic
standards that these agencies completed for 2012-2016, are the biggest single step we can take to
help move American beyond oil and curb dangerous carbon pollution. This long-term path that a
full 14 years of standards offers is critical and will unleash innovation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9549-A2, p. 11]

As proposed, these standards are demanding significant change in the vehicles automakers make
and sell with the promise that these vehicles will emit less greenhouse gas emissions. These
changes will benefit consumers, our economy, national security and environment. A strong final
rule is needed, with limits on the overall impacts of the flexibilities the proposal offers. To fully
realize the promised oil savings and emission reductions from these standards the agencies must
ensure the program continues though 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 11]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 121-126.]

Sierra Club applauds EPA and NHTSA for proposing to strengthen vehicle efficiency and
greenhouse gas standards for model year 2017 to 2025 cars and light trucks. Together with the
standards for 2012 to 2016 vehicles this Administration has put new cars on the path of being
twice as efficient as new cars today. By 2025, the new vehicles are expected to average 54.5
miles per gallon and emit 162 grams per mile of greenhouse gas pollution delivering to
consumers vehicles down the road according to the agencies will average 37 miles per gallon.

These standards are the biggest single step we can take to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
tackle our oil addiction. Cars and light trucks drive our addiction to oil to consume over 8 million
barrels of oil a day and CO, nearly 20 percent of U.S. climate-destructing pollution. Our oil
addiction drains our economy as much as $1 billion every day costing jobs and threatening our
national security.

There is no doubt with these standards that these are the biggest single steps we can take to move
Americans beyond oil and curb carbon pollution. However, more needs to be done. Even with
more efficient vehicle standards, we must increase our transportation choices to reduce how
much people drive and reduce the carbon content of the fuels we use. When it comes to vehicles,
however, President Obama and EPA and NHTSA have guaranteed progress for the next 13
years. We urge EPA and DOT to finalize strong standards in July.

Organization: Society of the Plastics Industry, Inc. (SPI)
SP1 appreciates the proposal’s response to the critical need to address global climate change. Our

policy statement on climate change encourages continued research to develop strategies to
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conserve energy and reduce emissions, and expresses our belief in the importance of developing
innovative technologies to minimize the impact on climate change. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9492-A1, pp.1-2]

We thank the EPA and NHTSA for collaborating with vehicle manufacturers in the development
of the NPRM, [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9492-A1, p.2]

Organization: South Coast AQMD

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 68-71.]

The South Coast AQMD staff supports overall the proposed greenhouse gas emissions standards
and timeline. The proposed emissions standards and companion fuel economy standards will
result in a significant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, as well as provide crucially
important co-benefits in reducing criteria emissions in support of attainment of federal and state
air quality standards for ozone and particulates.

In summary, we strongly urge U.S. EPA and NHTSA to finalize the proposed rule as early as
possible.

Organization: State of New York The Assembly

Your administration has taken important steps to confront the dangers of our dependence on oil
most recently, proposing new global warming pollution and vehicle efficiency standards that
would ensure new cars and light trucks meet the equivalent of the 54.5-mpg fleetwide standard
by 2025. 1 am writing to applaud you for developing these standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-10155-A1, p. 1]

These standards will determine the efficiency of cars and trucks our children will drive decades
from now. | applaud you for seizing this historic opportunity to do more than any previous
administration to break America's addiction to oil, keep billions of dollars in our economy and
reduce the threat of climate change. | urge you to ensure that the standards your administration
develops for 2017-2025 vehicles are as strong as possible, in order to maximize their benefits for
our economy, our environment and our national security. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10155-A1,

p.-1]
Organization: Tarazevich, Yegor

While 1 do strongly support reducing air pollution and oil dependency by increasing the fuel
economy [NHTSA-2010-0131-0199, p.1]

According to a new study from University of Michigan researchers Kate Whitefoot and Steven

Skerlos, with new CAFE standard it would be more profitable for automakers to keep building
larger and larger vehicles:
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http://lwww.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/cafe-loophole-could-lead-to-bigger-
cars/2011/12/14/g1QA3bGLuUO_blog.html [NHTSA-2010-0131-0199, p.1]

Organization: Tesla Motors, Inc.

As a California based manufacturer devoted solely to the development and manufacture of
electric vehicles and electric vehicle batteries and drivetrain systems, Tesla views EPA's and
NHTSA's proposal as a step in the right direction. As detailed in these comments, however,
Tesla believes there is still room for improvement, as well as a better understanding of the
increasing capabilities and decreasing costs of electric vehicle technology. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9539-A2, p. 1]

As an initial matter, Tesla Motors supports the general direction of EPA’s and NHTSA’s
proposal. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9539-A2, p. 3]

Tesla Motors again appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments. With reduction of
our dependence on petroleum as the exclusive source of transportation fuel a national imperative,
EPA and NHTSA are in a unique position to establish a final rule that encourages the promotes
the development of alternatives like electric vehicle technology. As Tesla continues to
demonstrate the feasibility of ever improving EV technology at lower price points, we would
encourage EPA and NHTSA to continue a leadership position by enacting a final rule that pushes
technology forward. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9539-A2, pp. 7-8]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 90-93.]

We are largely supportive of the effort to increase vehicle efficiency and to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions, and | thank you for your work in this sector.

Thus, while we applaud EPA and NHTSA's proposal, we believe that it represents a good start,
but it doesn't properly -- that it doesn't fully take into account the full potential of EV technology.
And so we believe that standards could, indeed, be much higher.

Organization: The Catskill Center for Conservation and Development

America's deepening dependence on oil puts our economy, environment, and national security at
risk. 1 am writing to applaud you for taking an important step to confront the dangers of this
dependence by proposing new global warming pollution and vehicle efficiency standards that
would ensure new cars and light trucks meet the equivalent of the 54.5-mpg fleetwide standard
by 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9913-A1, p. 1]

I applaud you for seizing this historic opportunity to do more than any previous administration to
break America's dependence on oil, keep billions of dollars in our economy and reduce the threat
of climate change. | urge you to maximize the consumer and environmental benefits of these

standards by keeping the standards as strong as possible through the rulemaking process, in order

1-72



National Program

to maximize their benefits for our economy, our environment and our national security. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9913-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Toyota Motor North America

Toyota views the joint EPA and NHTSA rulemaking process as a necessary step toward our
ultimate objective - a true, single national standard governing fuel economy and greenhouse gas
emissions in the future. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.1]

Toyota appreciates the measures the agencies have taken to further harmonize certain aspects of
the two regulations. Yet, the different underlying legal frameworks of each agency prevent
harmonization in a few key areas, resulting in differing levels of stringency. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9586-A1, p.2]

Recognizing that Toyota's ultimate goal of a single national standard governing fuel economy
and GHG's may not be practical under current law, we appreciate the efforts by the agencies to
harmonize as much as possible the various provisions of NHTSA's CAFE standards and EPA's
GHG standards. In particular, subject to specific comments provided later in this document,
Toyota generally supports NHTSA's adoption of the following provisions in order to further
harmonize with EPA's GHG regulations: (1) full-size hybrid pick-up truck credits; (2) A/C
efficiency credits; and (3) off-cycle technology credits. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1,

p.5]
Organization: U.S. Coalition for Advanced Diesel Cars

The Coalition expresses its support for federal policies that are aimed at increasing America’s
twin goals of energy independence and reducing vehicle emissions. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0246-
Al p.1]

As stated throughout these comments, the Coalition is strongly in favor of the EPA and
NHTSA'’s twin objectives to increase America’s energy independence through better fuel
economy and attempts to reduce GHG emissions from new vehicles. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0246-
Al p.g]

Organization: Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS)

On behalf of the Union of Concerned Scientists and our more than 350,000 supporters, please
accept the attached technical comments regarding the proposed rule for 2017 and later model
year light-duty vehicle greenhouse gas emissions and corporate average fuel economy standards.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, letter p. 1]

UCS strongly supports the proposed standards, and applauds the work of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), and
the California Air Resources Board (CARB) for their respective roles in the development of the
proposed standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, letter p. 1]
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Your proposal represents historic progress, simultaneously helping tackle the threat of climate
change, assisting the recovery of our domestic automotive industry, improving our nation’s
energy security, and strengthening the economy by saving consumers money at the pump. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, letter p. 1]

Importantly, however, key provisions included in the proposal could erode these benefits, and
should be addressed by the agencies before the standards are finalized. We provide further detail
on these issues in our submitted comments. We urge the agencies to address these concerns and
finalize strong vehicle standards for model years 2017-2025 by July 2012, consistent with the
timeline issued in the most recent Notice of Intent. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, letter

p. 1]

Whether it is the threat of international terrorism, the devastating impacts of global climate
change, or lost income and jobs due to oil price shocks, the damage caused by America’s heavy
reliance on oil is clear. Since transportation accounts for the majority of America’s oil
consumption, making our cars and light trucks cleaner and more fuel efficient is one of the most
effective steps we can take to cut our reliance on oil, reduce the heat-trapping pollution that
causes global warming, and put money back into the pockets of American consumers. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 1]

The proposed light-duty vehicle standards for model years (MYs) 2017-2025 represent a historic
step forward. Combined with the existing standards for MYs 2012-2016, the proposed standards
would nearly double the fuel efficiency and halve the greenhouse gas emissions of light duty
vehicles sold in MY2025 compared to new vehicles sold today. This represents the most
significant action ever taken by the federal government to cut America’s oil dependence and curb
global warming pollution. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 1]

Automakers have the technology to make all new light-duty vehicles cleaner and more fuel-
efficient. The proposed standards would ensure that this technology is used to finally give
consumers a real choice of fuel efficient vehicles — in the car, pickups minivan, and SUV
segments alike — when they purchase a new vehicle. In addition, investing in new fuel-saving
and pollution control technology will add value to vehicles and enhance the competitiveness of
the U.S. auto industry. This will help continue the economic recovery of the American auto
industry, protect existing jobs, and create new good-paying jobs into the future. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 1]

UCS applauds the important work of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), and the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) for their respective roles in the development of the proposed standards.
Throughout the regulatory process, the agencies have been transparent, relied heavily on
independent technical analysis, and sought ongoing input from the public and other stakeholders.
UCS urges the agencies to finalize strong vehicle standards, with attention paid to provisions in
the proposal (noted in Section Il below) that, if exploited by automakers, would reduce the
program’s anticipated benefits. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 1]
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The agencies have proposed new light-duty vehicle standards for MY's 2017-2025, which would
result in an anticipated fleetwide average greenhouse gas emissions level of 163 grams-per-mile
and a fleetwide average CAFE level of 49.6 miles-per-gallon in MY2025. If finalized and fully

implemented, these standards would deliver significant benefits to consumers, the domestic auto
industry, the environment, and U.S. energy security. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 2]

The National Program Harmonizes Fuel Economy and Greenhouse Gas Standards while
Maintaining California Authority

The proposed standards for MY's 2017-2025 build on the successful framework established
originally in the rulemaking for fuel efficiency and greenhouse gas standards of MY2012-2016
vehicles. This National Program allows automakers to sell a single national fleet of new light-
duty vehicles that comply with federal and state requirements under the Clean Air Act and the
Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) program. Under this structure, EPA continues to set
and administer national greenhouse gas standards under the Clean Air Act, while NHTSA sets
and administers CAFE standards. Throughout this process, both EPA and NHTSA have
coordinated with CARB, which will establish its own greenhouse gas standards, as allowed
under the Clean Air Act. However, CARB has indicated that it will once again accept
compliance with the National Program as compliance with its own program, based on conditions
articulated in the letters of commitment signed in July 2011 and reiterated in the resolution
language adopted by the Air Resources Board at their January 27th 2012 hearing.11, 12 [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 4]

Since President Obama first directed the agencies to develop the second phase of the National
Program in May 2010, both EPA and NHTSA have worked constructively to develop the
proposed standards, based on rigorous technical analysis and public input. The agencies released
a Notice of Intent (NOI) and supporting Technical Assessment Report (TAR) in September
2010. This was followed by a supplemental NOI in November 2010. Finally, the agencies
released a second supplemental NOI in July 2011, and in November 2011 a robust Technical
Support Document that accompanied the MY2017-2025 proposed rule. Throughout the process,
both the public and key stakeholders were invited to submit comments to the agencies. In
addition to the formal regulatory announcements, the agencies met routinely with key
stakeholders, both individually and through stakeholder panels, throughout the regulatory
process. UCS commends the agencies for conducting a thorough, transparent, and inclusive
regulatory process to this point. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 4]

UCS applauds the agencies for proposing standards that represent historic progress for American
consumers, the U.S. auto industry, clean air, and U.S. energy security. However, key provisions
included in the proposal could erode these benefits, and should be addressed by the agencies
before the standards are finalized. We provide further detail on these issues in the remaining
portion of our comments. We urge the agencies to address these concerns and finalize strong
standards for model years 2017-2025 by July 2012, consistent with the timeline issued in the
most recent Notice of Intent. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 5]

As important and promising as the proposal is, there are several areas that should be improved to
more accurately reflect current data and research on key issues, while other areas should be
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changed to avoid opportunities for automakers to exploit several provisions in the proposal. UCS
encourages the agency to address these items before finalizing standards for model year 2017-
2025 vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 5]

Again, UCS commends and thanks the agencies for their diligent work in developing the
proposed MY2017-2025 standards. We look forward to the agencies addressing the issues noted
above, and finalizing strong standards through 2025 by July 2012. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9567-A2, p. 14]

America's dangerous dependence on oil puts our environment, economy, and national security at
risk. That's why I strongly support the proposed fuel efficiency and global warming emissions
standards for new cars and light trucks sold in model years 2017-2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9713-A2, p. 2]

The proposed standards are achievable and reasonable and will save me money at the pump, cur
millions of tons of harmful global warming emissions, and save as much oil in 2030 alone as we
currently import from Saudi Arabia and Irag. They will also drive innovation in the U.S. auto
industry, creating new jobs across the country. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9713-A2, p. 2]

We cannot afford to delay in confronting the threats of climate change and our dangerous oil
dependence. 1 urge you to move forward with the strongest possible standards free of harmful
loopholes. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9713-A2, p. 2]

We support these efforts to reduce global warming emissions, improve the fuel efficiency of our
vehicles, reduce our dependence on oil, and protect public health by ensuring drivers have more
choices for clean cars and light trucks through the use of strong, cost-effective standards. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9713-A2, p. 3]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public
hearing on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 214-
220.]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public

hearing on January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 137-
140.]

11 http://www.epa.gov/otag/climate/letters.htm

12 Final ARB resolution language had not been posted to ARB’s website at the time of
submission.

38 Edmunds.com. 2010 Hyundai Elantra SE Features and Specs. Accessed January 5, 2011

online at http://www.edmunds.com/hyundai/elantra/2010/features-
specs.html?sub=sedan&style=101197480

1-76



National Program

39 Vehicles that Meet or Exceed Proposed Targets With Current Powertrain Designs. Draft Joint
Regulatory Impact Analysis, Table 3.12-1.

Organization: United Automobile Workers (UAW)

The UAW applauds NHTSA and EPA for their efforts in developing these proposed standards
and urges the agencies to issue final regulations based on them. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9563-A2, p.1]

These proposed standards are NHTSA’s proposal to implement the continuance of fuel economy
standards in accordance with the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA) and
EPA’s proposal to continue the regulation of greenhouse gas emissions from light-duty vehicles
under the Clean Air Act (CAA). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9563-A2, p.1]

The UAW commends both agencies and the Obama administration for putting forth proposals
that extend and strengthen the unified national system of fuel economy and greenhouse gas
emission regulation established for model years 2012-2016. These proposals provide needed
regulatory certainty to the automobile industry by removing the threat of a confusing and costly
patchwork of state and federal regulation of light-duty greenhouse gas emissions beginning in
model year 2017. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9563-A2, p.1]

The proposed rules will benefit the nation by reducing greenhouse gas pollution and lessening
the nation’s dependence on foreign oil, while at the same time giving consumers relief from
rising and volatile fuel prices and lowering the overall cost of owning and operating a light-duty
vehicle. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9563-A2, p.1]

The UAW is pleased that the proposals recognize the complexities of the automobile market and
the wide variety of products that consumers demand. These proposals call for improvements in
fuel efficiency and reductions in tailpipe pollution that are fair, sensible and achievable across
the many classes of cars and trucks sold in the United States. The proposed federal programs
create a level playing field for manufacturers across the market. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9563-A2, pp.1-2]

In conclusion, the UAW is pleased to offer its strong support for the proposals put forward by
NHTSA and EPA. We commend the Obama administration for its success in implementing the
2012-2016 rules and developing these proposed rules for 2017-2025 with an open process of
stakeholder engagement. It is wise and efficient to gather as much information as possible from a
wide variety of stakeholders before crafting proposed regulations, especially so when much of
that information is deeply technical and closely held by the automakers. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9563-A2, p.7]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 21-26.]

It's an honor to be here this morning on behalf of our membership to voice UAW's full and
strong support for the proposed rules, regulating greenhouse gas emissions and fuel economy.
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The proposed rules are sensible, achievable and needed. They are good for the auto industry and
its workers, good for the broader economy, good for the environment and good for our national
security.

Also | want to say that UAW believes that the auto manufacturers, all the companies that
participated in the technical discussions about these proposals and signed a letter of commitment
to support its frameworks deserves tremendous credit for their commitment to dramatically
increase the efficiency and reduce the emissions of vehicles sold in the United States.

This is a testament to good government. It shows how government can bring disparate
stakeholders together to solve problems that are important to the American public. These
proposed rules will reduce the pollution that contributes to climate change, significantly reduce
America's dependence on foreign oil and save American families money at the pump. They will
also create jobs in the auto industry and throughout the economy.

That's an incredible set of positive effects from these proposed rules, and it sums up why the
United Auto Workers are in strong support of these proposals.

President Obama and his Administration, including the two agencies here today, did a
tremendous job in developing the proposed rules. We thank the President for all the great work
he has done to strengthen the American auto industry and automotive communities.

Organization: United States Senate

We are writing to express our support for your efforts to establish a coordinated national
program for fuel economy and emissions standards for model year 2017 to 2025 cars, light
trucks, and SUVs. The proposed regulations will increase nationwide fleetwide fuel economy to
54.5 miles per gallon by 2025. The standards will implement Federal law in a manner that
provides industry with certainty, saves consumers billions of dollars at the pump, reduces our
dependence on oil, and improves the health of American communities. [NHTSA-2010-0131-
0264-A1, p.1]

These proposed regulations implement the policies set forth in the 2007 Ten in Ten Fuel
Economy Act (Title I of Public Law 11 0-140) in a manner supported by many automotive
manufacturers, as well as the labor and environmental community. Industry groups such as the
National Association of Manufacturers praised the agreement on the proposed standards as a
'positive step.' The regulatory certainty created by this proposal, which unifies state and Federal
regulations into a single regime, will help automakers to design and build advanced technology
vehicles and compete in an increasingly global marketplace. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0264-A1, p.1]

We appreciate your efforts to achieve your statutory mandates of reducing oil use and pollution
in a manner that will allow the automobile industry to grow and thrive. We encourage you to
continue working with stakeholders to attain the critical national objectives of reduced pollution,
improved energy security, and lower consumer gasoline costs while reducing compliance costs.
[NHTSA-2010-0131-0264-A1, p.2]
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Organization: United States Steel Corporation

U. S. Steel supports the objectives of the EPA and NHTSA to improve fuel economy and reduce
the greenhouse gas emissions associated with light vehicles. U. S. Steel also supports the Energy
Independence and Security Act (EISA) of 2007 and the President’s May 21, 2010 request that
EPA and NHTSA work together to develop a national program that would “...produce a new
generation of clean vehicles” and responds to the country’s goal of reducing carbon emissions
and reducing oil consumption. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0256-A1, p. 1]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 207.]

Organization: United Steel Workers (USW)

The United Steelworkers strongly supports the Administration’s goals to increase fuel efficiency
standards for America’s cars and trucks. Efficiency measures — whether they pertain to vehicles
or industry — can have the dual benefit of achieving greenhouse gas emission reductions and
making American businesses more globally competitive. We believe the vehicle emissions
reduction and fuel economy improvement as proposed by this joint NHTSA/EPA document will
serve both of these goals. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9580-A2, p.1]

Organization: Volkswagen Group of America

Following the establishment of the 2012-2016 National Program, VVolkswagen continued to
engage with agency staff to evaluate and discuss future potential for further improvements in
light duty GHG emissions and fuel economy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-Al, letter p. 1]

Volkswagen Group of America, Inc. (Volkswagen) supports the vision expressed by this
rulemaking which is to continue into the 2017-2025 timeframe a harmonized National GHG and
CAFE program. Volkswagen would like to acknowledge the effort made by EPA, NHTSA, and
the State of California in building upon the previous 2012-2016 rulemaking. Volkswagen
participated in the negotiations during the development of the previous National program and we
have continued to meet with agency technical staff on a regular basis to provide updates
regarding our input on future technology trends and efficiency improvements. We are
appreciative of the opportunity to supply the agencies with these comments and we look forward
to continued constructive dialogue. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 3]

Volkswagen elected not to endorse the Supplemental Notice of Intent (SNOI) released prior to
this NPRM. We were encouraged that the proposal retains the framework for a single, national
fuel economy program. However, we were concerned that the framework resulted in an
unbalanced distribution of burden and that targeted flexibilities further amplified the inequities of
the program. VVolkswagen could not responsibly endorse a proposal that conflicted with our key
principles stated above. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 6]

Volkswagen wishes to once again acknowledge the hard work and dedication by agency staff in
crafting this proposal. Volkswagen appreciates the enormous complexity involved in evaluating
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future technology developments which attempt to balance the needs of diverse stakeholders. We
are pleased to have the opportunity to provide these comments and look forward to continued
technical dialogue with agency staff. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 29]

Organization: Volvo Car Corporation (VCC)

VCC supported the adoption of a single national program to address both greenhouse gases and
fuel economy for model years 2012-2016 and commends the federal government for taking a
leadership role in the evolution of these regulations. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9551-A2, p. 1]

VCC supports the effort of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to
work towards the continuation of the single national program. This will allow the long-term
development of a national program that enables a robust and realistic development process
towards environmental vehicles which address greenhouse gases and fuel economy for the period
2017-2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9551-A2, p. 1]

The joint efforts of EPA and NHTSA to achieve harmonized requirements are essential to reach
the overall objectives. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9551-A2, p. 4]

Application of Credits for Both GHG - EPA and CARB and CAFE-NHTSA

The proposed EPA and NHTSA requirements are coordinated, but not fully harmonized. They
are also coordinated with CARB but are not completely harmonized. VCC suggests providing
equivalent fuel consumption and CO, credit values toward both the GHG (EPA and CARB) and
CAFE programs (NHTSA). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9551-A2, p.9]

The current economic situation limits the opportunities for financial incentives to deploy new
environmental innovations. These constraints affect both industry and government opportunities
and mean we must manage our available resources very carefully. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9551-A2, p. 15]

It is therefore a balancing act and extremely important that the mechanisms built into the EPA
and NHTSA regulations are flexible. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9551-A2, p. 15]

Organization: Weiner, L.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 105.]

I'm here today to support proposed standards and grateful to EPA and NHTSA for putting this
forth.

Organization: WESPAC Foundation
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America's deepening dependence on oil puts our economy, environment, and national security at
risk. 1 am writing to applaud you for taking an important step to confront the dangers of this
dependence by proposing new global warming pollution and vehicle efficiency standards that
would ensure new cars and light trucks meet the equivalent of the 54.5-mpg fleet-wide standard
by 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9459-A1, p.1]

The projected annual benefits of such standards by 2030 are enormous: [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9459-A1, p.1]

$45 billion in savings at the gas pump [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9459-A1, p.1]
23 billion gallons of gasoline saved [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9459-A1, p.1]

280 million metric tons of global warming pollution avoided [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9459-
Al p.1]

I applaud you for seizing this historic opportunity to do more than any previous administration to
break America's dependence on oil, keep billions of dollars in our economy and reduce the threat
of climate change. | urge you to maximize the consumer and environmental benefits of these
standards by keeping the standards as strong as possible through the rule-making process, in
order to maximize their benefits for our economy, our environment and our national security.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9459-A1, p.1]

Organization: Whitefoot, K. and Skerlos, S.

This proposed rule takes important steps toward reducing oil consumption and greenhouse gas
emissions. However, further measures are needed to ensure that the projected fuel economy
improvements actually occur, and that incentives to upsize the vehicle fleet are reduced. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 1]

Response:

EPA acknowledges the general support for the proposed rule expressed by a very wide
range of commenters. The commenters supported the proposal for many reasons, including the
following: Appreciation of the effort to align the program with NHTSA’s and CARB’s
programs; the aggressive but achievable standards that send a long-term signal to auto
manufactures for their future planning; the expectation of significantly reduced CO, emissions
and large fuel savings; expectation that the program will benefit businesses (including the auto
industry), create jobs, benefit consumers, and spur innovation. EPA is maintaining all key
provisions of the proposed rule that prompted these comments.

1.2. General Opposition for the National Program

Organizations Included in this Section
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Adams, G.

Addam, Mary

Anonymous public citizen 4
Anonymous public citizen 5
Axford, H.

Bassett, S.

Cafagna, R.

Cuenca, M.

Defour Group

Ennis, M.

Environmental Consultants of Michigan
Faria, R.

Feinstein, C.

Gilles, B.

Gordon, Michael

Green, K.

Haroldson, C.

Hohenstein, H.

Horst, R.

Houston Tea Party Society
Institute for Energy Research (IER)
Jordon, A.

Knapp, B.

Kunz, R. and J.

Leach, Kyle

Lennon, S.

Links, W.

Lipetzky, P.

Medinger, R.

Mehrotra, Rahul

National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA)
Parker, M.

Paul, M.

Pearce, F.

Pregibon, D.

Rafter, M.

Shick, R.

Slemp 11, R. L.

Statman, P.

Steffanoff, N.

Steyn, R.

Sullivan, T.

Van Voorhies, M.

Varley, R.

Organization: Adams, G.
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I oppose the proposed rule to increase fuel economy for new passenger vehicles to an average of
54.5 miles per gallon by 2025, which will allow cars and light trucks to drive farther on a gallon
of gas and reduce U.S. dependence on imported oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1550-A1, p. 1]

This spring, you set a goal of reducing oil imports by one-third this decade, and in November
you proposed fuel efficiency standards that will effectively double current requirements. I
question your efforts. I believe it is important to increase U.S. investment in sustainable energy
technologies including fuel efficient technologies, charge consumers even more money with
taxes at the pump, help this country break its dependence on foreign oil, and protect the
environment. Don't let these standards be watered down--protect and finalize new fuel efficiency
rules in all areas, not only in transportation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1550-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Addam, Mary

In the face of peak oil and climate change, why are we waiting til 2017 for better fuel standards?
It should have been done 40 years ago. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0208, p.1]

Organization: Anonymous public citizen 4

| read the letter written by several governors to support this proposal. California is not a wise
choice to model ourselves after, a bankrupt state. | do not support this proposal. Add this on top
of everything else we are burdened with and our economy will soon reach the point of no
recovery. If the future of the automobile industry is restricted to building electric and hybrid
vehicles, then | will probably be walking. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10317, p.1]

Organization: Anonymous public citizen 5

The general public does not want this bill, and it would be irresponsible to pass it. It should not
be passed. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-2010, p.1]

Organization: Axford, H.

Mr. President [sic] You leave My Choice of Vehicles Up to My Needs, And What | CAN
AFFORD. You are destroying our economy by many of your actions. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9149-A1, p. 1]

Environmental Protection Agency should not increase the CAFE mandate. American families
should decide which cars and light-trucks fit their needs and not have our choices dramatically
limited by EPA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9149-A1, p. 2]

These regulations are based on one simple assumption—that federal bureaucrats know better
than American families what is best for us. This assumption is wrong. EPA does not know which
cars are best for me and my family and should therefore not limit my choices through

regulation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9149-A1, p. 2]
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When EPA claims that it has “designed proposed standards to preserve consumer choice” this is
only true if you are rich. The rest of us will pay dearly. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9149-Al, p.
2]

EPA should allow people to make our car choices for themselves based on our needs instead of
imposing more mandates from Washington, D.C. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9149-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Bassett, S.

I strongly do not support the proposed new fuel efficiency and greenhouse gas standards for cars
and trucks to require cars and trucks to an average 54.5 miles per gallon by model year 2025.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8123-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Cafagna, R.

Environmental Protection Agency should not increase the CAFE mandate. American families
should decide which cars and light-trucks fit their needs and not have our choices dramatically
limited by EPA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11689-A1, p. 1]

These regulations are based on one simple assumption—that federal bureaucrats know better
than American families what is best for us. This assumption is wrong. EPA does not know which
cars are best for me and my family and should therefore not limit my choices through regulation.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11689-A1, p. 1]

EPA should allow people to make our car choices for themselves based on our needs instead of
imposing more mandates from Washington, D.C. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11689-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Cuenca, M.

The Environmental Protection Agency should NOT increase the CAFE mandate. American
families should decide which vehicles fit their needs and not have our choices limited by the
EPA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10142-A1, p. 1]

These regulations are based on a single assumption.....federal bureaucrats know better than
American families what is best for us. This assumption is wrong. The EPA does NOT know
which cars are best for me and my family therefore, should not limit my choices through
regulation! [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10142-A1, p. 1]

When the EPA claims it has “designed proposed standards to preserve consumer choice” this is
only true if you are rich. The rest of us will pay dearly. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10142-A1, p.
2]

The EPA should allow people to make vehicle choices for themselves, based on our needs

instead of imposing more mandates from Washington, D.C. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10142-
Al p. 2]

1-84



National Program

Organization: Defour Group

Regarding climate change and CAFE, President Carter’s former White House economic advisor
on energy policy, William Nordhaus of Yale concludes:

The measure of whether someone is serious about tackling the global warming problem can be
readily gauged by listening to what they say about the carbon price. Suppose you hear a public
figure who speaks eloguently of the perils of global warming and proposes that the nation should
move urgently to slow climate change. Suppose that person proposes regulating the fuel
efficiency of cars, or requiring high-efficiency light bulbs, or subsidizing ethanol, or providing
research for solar power — but nowhere mentions the need to raise the price of carbon. You
should conclude that the proposal is not serious and does not recognize the central economic
message about how to slow climate change. To a first approximation, raising the price of carbon
is a necessary and sufficient step for tackling global warming. The rest is largely fluff.19 [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9319-A1, p. 12]

Organization: Ennis, M.

I strongly oppose these standards.

We cannot afford any of these absurd idea’s. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5612-A1, p. 1]
Organization: Environmental Consultants of Michigan

Agency Was Arbitrary and Capricious In the Selection of Policy

The Agency’s stated goal is to achieve important reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and
fuel consumption from the light-duty vehicle part of the transportation sector claiming that the
affected vehicles contribute substantially to greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) and petroleum fuel
usage. Since 2002, the Agency has set a goal of carbon neutrality. With this goal in mind, the
Agency has the obligation to conduct a fair and balanced evaluation of policy options to achieve
this goal. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1, p. 1]

CAFE Has Been a Policy Failure [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1, p. 1]

We now have over thirty years of history to determine the viability of continuing the use of
CAFE (or its EPA equivalent tailpipe greenhouse gas standards) as a policy tool. In evaluating
the official government CAFE datal we find that three of the nine highest volume
manufacturers2, Honda, Nissan and Mercedes Benz have DECREASED their combined car and
truck fleet average CAFE since 1980. Although the Korean based companies were not in the
market in 1980, they have reduced their CAFE since entering the market in 1986. This can
hardly be considered a successful policy when fully half the major participants have actually
backslid on CAFE over thirty years. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1, pp. 1-2]

It is impossible to conclude that CAFE has been a successful national policy.
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« Japanese based companies have increased their CAFE performance by only 2 mpg in the
past 30 years (Figure 12) [Figure 12 can be found on p. 19 of Docket number NHTSA-
2010-0131-0166-A1]

0 Sales increased by a factor of 2.4
European based companies have DECREASED their CAFE performance by almost a

mile per gallon (0.9 mpg) in the past 30 years (Figure 13) [Figure 13 can be found on
p. 20 of Docket number NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1]

0 Sales have been essentially flat

Korean based companies have DECREASED their CAFE performance by one mile per
gallon since they entered the US market in 1986 (Figure 14) [Figure 14 can be found on
p. 21 of Docket number NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1]

o0 Sales increased by a factor of 4

The 3 remaining domestic companies have increased their CAFE performance by about 5
mpg (4.8 mpg) in the past 30 years (Figure 15) [Figure 15 can be found on p. 22 of
Docket number NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1]

0 Sales decreased by almost half

The limited success in increasing fuel economy over the past thirty years was the result of
fuel price swings (Figure 16) and shifting sales from domestic manufacturers to Asian
based companies. [Figure 16 can be found on p. 23 of Docket number NHTSA-2010-
0131-0166-A1] [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1, p. 2]

In looking at the domestic industry, history shows that there were 5 domestic based companies in
1980;

American Motors went bankrupt (only the Jeep brand survived);

International Harvester (now Navistar) left the segment;

Chrysler required two federal bailouts and one bankruptcy filing;

General Motors required one federal bailout and one bankruptcy filing [NHTSA-2010-
0131-0166-A1, p. 2]

Given this history and a complete lack of regional progress it is impossible to conclude that
CAFE has been a successful national policy. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1, p. 2]

Conclusion
These proposed standards are unfair to environmentalists, to manufacturers and to consumers.

Instead of wasting another thirty plus years on CAFE and its duplicative tailpipe counterpart, the
Federal government has no choice but to scrap this proposal and eliminate the existing tailpipe
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greenhouse gas standards. EPA should immediately begin work on a National low carbon fuel
standard. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1, p. 8]

1 October 2011 Summary of Fuel Economy Performance — October 28, 2011; U. S. Department
of Transportation; NHTSA, NVS-220

2 These companies represent over 93% of US sales
Organization: Faria, R.

Environmental Protection Agency must not increase the CAFE mandate. American families will
decide which cars and light-trucks fit their needs and not have our choices dramatically limited
by EPA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9834-A1, p. 1]

These regulations are based on one simple assumption—that federal bureaucrats know better

than American families what is best for Americans. This assumption is wrong. EPA does not
know which cars are best for me and my family and will therefore not limit my choices through

When EPA claims that it has “designed proposed standards to preserve consumer choice”, it
simply means that they wish to expand their size and control over the American people. Disband

I will not allow the EPA to make my car choices. The EPA only wishes to impose more
mandates from Washington, D.C. thereby increasing their size and control over Americans.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9834-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Feinstein, C.
I do not support the proposed standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6745-A1, p. 1]
Organization: Gilles, B.

I strongly oppose the proposed new fuel efficiency and greenhouse gas standards for cars and
trucks to require cars and trucks to an average 54.5 miles per gallon by model year 2025. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8065-Al, p. 1]

Organization: Gordon, Michael

| oppose these regulations. There is no evidence whatsoever that greenhouse gas emissions harm
the environment and thus this regulation is not necessary. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9625, p.1]

Organization: Green, K.
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I question the proposed rule to increase fuel economy for new passenger vehicles to an average
of 54.5 miles per gallon by 2025, which will allow cars and light trucks to drive farther on a
gallon of gas and reduce U.S. dependence on imported oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1524-A1,

p. 1]

This spring, you set a goal of reducing oil imports by one-third this decade, and in November
you proposed fuel efficiency standards that will effectively double current requirements (for fuel
efficiency?). | question your efforts. While | agree that it is important to increase U.S. investment
in fuel efficient technologies, save consumers money at the pump, help this country break its
dependence on foreign oil, and protect the environment. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1524-A1, p.
1]

Setting standards that are impossible to meet does nothing to help American consumers; nor does
it ensure future energy independence for the country. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1524-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Haroldson, C.

I am writing in OPPOSITION of the strong fuel-efficiency and carbon pollution standards for
new cars and trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11137-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Hohenstein, H.
I do NOT support the proposed rule to increase fuel economy for new passenger vehicles.

I do not believe - 1 think it is important to increase private U.S. investment in fuel efficient
technologies, save consumers money at the pump, help this country drill more crude in America
and become less dependence on foreign oil. Consequently our environment will improve. Do
NOT let these standards be mandated on the American people. They have lost enough freedom.

Organization: Horst, R.

I'm strongly opposed the any governmental agency regulating fuel mileage standards under the
guise of clean air! [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6353-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Houston Tea Party Society

My name is Neal Meyer and | am a member of the Houston Tea Party Society, a Tea Party group
with some 3,500 members. My comment is in regards to the U.S. EPA rule mandate that motor
vehicles must achieve greater fuel economy standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9583, p. 1]

My belief, and | believe | am speaking for many, is that the U.S. government should not be
setting fuel economy standards for motor vehicles. The price of crude oil has gone up from $20
per barrel back in 2000, to $100 per barrel in 2012, with the price of gasoline having gone up
from $1.00 per gallon to $3.50 - $4.00 per gallon during the year 2000 - 2012 time frame. There
is evidence that this increase in fuel prices has caused Americans to decide to drive fewer vehicle
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miles and to start buying motor vehicles that get better fuel economy on their own, without the
requirement of a mandate from the federal government. It is this sort of meddling, where the
federal government substitutes its judgment for those of Americans, that has angered many
Americans. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9583, p. 1]

So, in conclusion, on behalf of the Houston Tea Party Society, | would say to the U.S. EPA to no
not enact, adopt, or enforce this rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9583, p. 1]

Organization: Institute for Energy Research (IER)

Lastly, EPA is legally required to consider less restrictive alternatives to achieve their goals of
greenhouse gas emission reductions from motor vehicles. EPA does not conduct this analysis in
this proposed rule.[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9573-Al, p. 2]

For these reasons, EPA should not regulate greenhouse gases from vehicles using the Clean Air
Act. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9573-Al, p. 2]

Another problem is that the EPA’s analysis doesn’t ask whether the proposed rules would reduce
greenhouse gas emissions in the most efficient manner. In the economics of climate change
literature, it theoretically improves social welfare if governments around the world jointly
implement a uniform carbon tax equal to the estimated Social Cost of Carbon. The higher price
on carbon emissions leads to reductions by precisely those emitters that are most able to afford it.
As a result, this “market-based” (though the term is somewhat of a misnomer since it results
from government tax policy) approach to fighting climate change would achieve the correct
reduction in total emissions in the least-cost manner. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9573-Al, p.
22]

In this theoretically optimal scenario, it is very improbable that the worldwide response to the
new carbon tax regime would consist of U.S. manufacturers sharply increasing the fuel
efficiency of light duty cars and trucks. There are other, cheaper ways of reducing carbon
emissions by a desired quantity. By eschewing “market-based” approaches and directly ordering
the particular form of emission reductions—namely by increasing the fuel efficiency of new
vehicles in certain classes by specific amounts by specific deadlines—the proposed rules are
economically inefficient, relative to other possible policies. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9573-
Al, pp. 22-23]

Organization: Jordon, A.

President Obama stop limiting our automobile choices [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9857-Al, p.
1]

Get Government OUT of my life and BUSINESS [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9857-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Knapp, B.
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I strongly OPPOSE the proposed new fuel efficiency and greenhouse gas_standards for cars and
trucks to require cars and trucks to an average 54.5 miles per gallon by model year 2025. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8255-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Kunz, R. and J.

Environmental Protection Agency should not increase the CAFE mandate. American families
should decide which cars and light-trucks fit their needs and not have our choices dramatically
limited by EPA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9562-A1, p. 1]

EPA should allow people to make our car choices for themselves based on our needs instead of
imposing more mandates from Washington, D.C. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9562-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Leach, Kyle

I think this rules are too long and basically suck. We will all be driving stupid prius like cars.
This is AMERICA dang it. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9626, p.1]

Organization: Lennon, S.

Environmental Protection Agency should not increase the CAFE mandate. American families
should decide which cars and light-trucks fit their needs and not have our choices dramatically
limited by EPA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9019-A1, p. 1]

When EPA claims that it has “designed proposed standards to preserve consumer choice” this is
only true if you are rich. The rest of us will pay dearly. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9019-Al, p.
1]

EPA should allow people to make our car choices for themselves based on our needs instead of
imposing more mandates from Washington, D.C. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9019-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Links, W.

Environmental Protection Agency should not increase the CAFE mandate. American families
should decide which cars and light-trucks fit their needs and not have our choices dramatically
limited by EPA.

These regulations are based on one simple assumption—that federal bureaucrats know better
than American families what is best for us. This assumption is wrong. EPA does not know which
cars are best for me and my family and should therefore not limit my choices through regulation.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10348-A1, p. 1]

When EPA claims that it has “designed proposed standards to preserve consumer choice” this is
only true if you are rich. The rest of us will pay dearly.
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EPA should allow people to make our car choices for themselves based on our needs instead of
imposing more mandates from Washington, D.C. President Obama and all you bureaucrats who
need to just back off on telling us what type of vehicles we should drive. you have no idea.

Organization: Lipetzky, P.

I NOT support the proposed rule to increase fuel economy for new passenger vehicles to an
average of 54.5 miles per gallon by 2025, which will allow cars and light trucks to drive farther
on a gallon of gas and reduce U.S. dependence on imported oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
8184-Al, p. 1]

Organization: Medinger, R.

Stop all your government 'Big Brother' snooping and intervention. We are really smart enough to
live our own lives without your socialist agenda. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9035-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Mehrotra, Rahul
I believe these efforts are too little, too late.
We have already scorched our planet beyond the tipping point.

It may help if this standard was made effective right away, with punitive damages for delays.
[NHTSA-2010-0131-0206, p.1]

Your leadership and initiative in this matter needs to be dictated by the mess we have caused,
and not the conveniences of those who have created the mess.

After all, we are only asking to get back to where we were. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0206, p.1]
Organization: National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA)

Yet, the proposal continues to ignore this direction, opting instead for a bureaucratic cobbling
together of NHTSA’s CAFE standards with EPA’s largely redundant GHG standards. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9575-A1, p. 12]

The time-honored EPA test procedures used to calculate NHTSA’s CAFE standards rely on
equations involving a carbon balance technique where fuel economy is calculated from the
measurement of exhaust emissions, and an assumption that the quantity of carbon in a vehicle's
exhaust gas is equal to the quantity of carbon consumed by the engine as fuel. The physics and
chemistry involved spell a direct relationship; controlling fuel economy controls GHGs and
controlling GHGs controls fuel economy. NADA continues to believe that any further
rulemakings in this area should involve NHTSA CAFE standards, supplemented by a few
appropriately tailored EPA rules governing motor vehicle air conditioning, fuels, and vehicle
use. Moreover, EPA should focus its resources on 'doing no harm,' such as by ensuring that its
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emissions standards, including potential Tier 11l standards, avoid conflicting with mandates
aimed at achieving fuel economy improvements. Indeed, this is yet another lesson learned from
the commercial truck experience where the emissions mandates at issue served to severely
undermine fuel economy performance. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9575-A1, p. 12]

Lastly, NADA continues to strongly object to the needless deference being given to the
California Air Resources Board and to its unnecessary and arguably preempted fuel economy
rules. NHTSA and EPA should take the policy position that the issuance of a final national rule
should eliminate, once and for all, any basis for the state regulation of fuel economy. NADA
strongly suggests that EPCA’s explicit preemption of the adoption or enforcement of state laws
'related to' fuel economy was necessary to ensure national uniformity and to avoid a patchwork
of state-by-state mandates that would conflict a 'National Program," and undermine the safety,
job loss, equity, and consumer affordability and choice considerations required by EPCA. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9575-Al, pp. 12-13]

Organization: Parker, M.

Environmental Protection Agency should not increase the CAFE mandate. American families
should decide which cars and light-trucks fit their needs and not have our choices dramatically
limited by EPA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9017-A1, p. 2]

These regulations are based on one simple assumption—that federal bureaucrats know better
than American families what is best for us. This assumption is wrong. EPA does not know which
cars are best for me and my family and should therefore not limit my choices through

regulation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9017-A1, p. 2]

When EPA claims that it has “designed proposed standards to preserve consumer choice” this is
only true if you are rich. The rest of us will pay dearly. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9017-Al, p.
2]

EPA should allow people to make our car choices for themselves based on our needs instead of
imposing more mandates from Washington, D.C. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9017-A1, p. 2]

Get the overreaching theiving goverment out of the American peoples lives. The last thing this
country needs is more regulation. You don't enforce the laws we do have so stop making
ridiculous new ones. This Republic government that has been over taken by democacy (a failing
government) is failing. The depts that have been set up such as the dept of energy has failed and
you can't fix it. You are destroying the very freedoms and even the illusion of freedom we still
have. Government is not the solution, the Constitution is; Freedom and Liberty. The only thing
that you are succeeding at is destroying this country, but that has been your malicious intent all
along. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9017-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Paul, M.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) should «sNOTee increase the Corporate Average Fuel
Economy (CAFE) mandates. AMERICAN FAMILIES should be able to decide which cars and
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light-trucks fit their needs and «sNOTes HAVE OUR CHOICES DRAMATICALLY
LIMITED... BY THE EPA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9027-A1, p. 2]

Increased CAFE mandates are based on one simple ASSUMPTION—that federal bureaucrats
'know better' than American families what is best for us. THIS ASSUMPTION IS WRONG..
EPA does «sNOTee know which cars are best for me and my family AND should therefore
*sNOTee limit my choices through regulation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9027-Al, p. 2]

When EPA claims that it has “designed proposed standards to PRESERVE CONSUMER
CHOICE”... WHAT 'HOGWASH'!!!, IN FACT, THIS REGULATION WOULD IN FACT,
ELIMINATE CHOOSING A CAR THAT DIDN'T MEET THE CAFE MANDATE AND...
RAISE THE COSTS ON ALL VEHICLES...,THUS «ELIMINATINGes CONSUMER
CHOICE, [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9027-A1, p. 2]

IT IS THEREFORE «ANOTHER USELESS REGULATIONee ATTEMPTING TO FURTHER

CONTROL... THE AMERICAN PUBLIC, THE ECONOMY, AND... IT WILL ONLY HAVE
NEGATIVE IMPACTS ON OUR COUNTRY. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9027-A1, pp. 2-3]

Organization: Pearce, F.

Environmental Protection Agency should not increase the CAFE mandate. American families
should decide which cars and light-trucks fit their needs. It is unreasonable and against the best
interests of our nation to have choices limited by the EPA.

It appears that you assume federal bureaucrats know better than American families what is best

for us. This assumption is wrong. EPA does not know which cars are best for me and my family
and must not limit my choices through such regulation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10343-Al1,

p.1]

EPA should allow people to make car choices for ourselves based on our needs instead of
imposing more mandates from Washington, D.C. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10343-A1, p. 1]

Thank you for rescinding this unnecessary burden on the American people. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-10343-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Pregibon, D.

EPA should allow people to make our car choices for themselves based on our needs instead of
imposing more mandates from Washington, D.C. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8987-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Rafter, M.

I am writing to oppose the absurd fuel-efficiency and carbon pollution standards for new cars
and trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11587-A1, p. 1]
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Organization: Shick, R.

On behalf of U.S. consumers everywhere and as a 24 year automotive industry veteran, | am
writing to express my profound opposition to the new CAFE requirements proposed by the
Obama administration. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6215-A1, p. 1]

Please do not approve the proposed CAFE regulations in the best interests of the U.S. consumer.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6215-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Slemp IlI, R. L.

I am NOT in favor of the proposed fuel economy standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-6314-
Al p.1]

Organization: Statman, P.

We are so far beyond the (infernal) primitive internal combustion engine of the 18th Century.
Why are we still burning fossil fuels? This is a joke, right? 54mpg by 2025?

How about 0 emissions by 2013? We know the technology is affordably available.

You won't do it, but it was good to write this down for you to ignore. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-1472-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Steffanoff, N.

If the Government is really concerned about air pollution and consuming petroleum resources
then the Federal Government needs to consider the energy cost in the manufacture of any
car/vehicle. In essence we would be better off, collectively, amortizing the energy cost of
manufacture of vehicles over the longest time period possible. People who are willing to drive
older cars (20 years old or older) should be 'rewarded’ by relaxing the air pollution standards on
these older cars to encourage their being driven as long as possible to amortize the energy cost of
their manufacture as far into the future as possible. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9335-A1, pp. 1-
2]

The Environmental Protection Agency should NOT increase the CAFE mandate. American
families should decide which cars and light-trucks fit their needs and not have our choices
dramatically limited by EPA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9335-A1, p. 2]

These regulations are based on one simple assumption—that federal bureaucrats know better
than American families what is best for us. This assumption is wrong. EPA does not know which
cars are best for me and my family and should therefore not limit my choices through regulation.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9335-Al1, p. 2]
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When EPA claims that it has “designed proposed standards to preserve consumer choice” this is
only true if you are rich. The rest of us will pay dearly. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9335-Al, p.
2]

EPA should allow people to make our car choices for themselves based on our needs instead of
imposing more mandates from Washington, D.C. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9335-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Steyn, R.

I vehemently oppose the Environmental Protection Agency’s proposal to increase the CAFE
standards for the following reasons: [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8724-Al, p. 2]

* American families should decide which cars and light-trucks fit their needs and not have our
choices dramatically limited by the EPA or any other government bureaucracy. That is called
FREEDOM, which the Obama administration and its bureaucratic minions are intentionally and
rapidly stripping from the American people. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8724-Al, p. 2]

Organization: Sullivan, T.

Environmental Protection Agency should not increase the CAFE mandate. American families
should decide which cars and light trucks fit their needs. We should not have our choices
dramatically limited by EPA or any government agency. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10341-Al,

p.1]

These regulations are based on one simple assumption - that federal bureaucrats know better than
American families what is best for us. This assumption is wrong. EPA does not know which cars
are best for me and my family and should therefore not limit my choices through regulation.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10341-Al, pp. 1-2]

When EPA claims that it has “designed proposed standards to preserve consumer choice” this is
only true if you are rich. The rest of us will pay dearly. The EPA is not being truthful. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-10341-A1, p. 2]

EPA should allow people to make our car choices for themselves based on our needs instead of

imposing more mandates from Washington, D.C. Stop ruining our economy trying to satisfy the
false theory of global warming. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10341-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Van Voorhies, M.
I DO NOT SUPPORT THIS PROPOSAL. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1629-A1, p. 1]
Organization: Varley, R.

I have great concern that this is asking far far too little. It seems ridiculous to me that it should
take 28 years (from 1997 to 2025) to do less than double that mileage. It needs to be done much
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faster than this. | hope that by then we will not be using petroleum gas at all. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-1948-A1, p. 1]

Response:

EPA acknowledges several general comments opposing the proposed program. A few of
these commenters expressed that the program should be more stringent and be implemented
sooner. Issues of stringency and timing are addressed in RTC Section 2.2 below.

Most commenters opposing the program express a general belief that the proposed rule is
unnecessary, in some cases stating that market forces would be sufficient to achieve the
environmental, fuel savings, and energy security goals of the program. These comments are
strongly controverted by historic evidence. As discussed in preamble section 111.D.1.a, fuel
economy improvements have historically remained unchanged in periods of flat CAFE standards
-- absent price spikes in automotive fuels. These historic trends, coupled with the AEO2011
projection of largely stable gasoline prices through MY 2025, strongly support EPA’s conclusion
that market forces alone will not result in the improvements projected for the rule. All the
written public comments on this issue strongly supported EPA’s analysis. See preamble section
I11.D.1.a. Inaddition, since the MYs 2012-2016 standards are footprint-based, every major
manufacturer is expected to be constrained by the new standards in 2016, and manufacturers of
small vehicles will not routinely over-comply as they had with the past universal CAFE
standards. There are additional factors that reinforce the historical evidence. While it is possible
that one or two companies may over-comply, any voluntary over-compliance by one company
would generate credits that could be sold to other companies to substitute for their more
expensive compliance technologies. This ability to buy and sell credits could eliminate any
over-compliance for the overall fleet, absent the GHG rule. Throughout the preamble, technical
documents, and this Response to Comments document, EPA presents its broad analytical
rationale for the program and will finalize all the major aspects of the proposed rulemaking.

A number of commenters expressed the belief that the proposed program would limit the
vehicle choices available to consumers. This is not the case. As discussed in more detail in the
preamble and in other comment responses, the footprint attribute-based standard tends to force
improvement across the entire spectrum of vehicle footprints and reduces incentive to downsize
vehicles as a compliance strategy. In addition, the agencies have included costs of preserving all
vehicle utility found in the present fleet (see e.g. EPA RIA at p. 1-40), and demonstrated
feasible, cost-effective compliance paths to meet the standards without eliminating any utility
found in the present fleet. Consequently, any changes in types of vehicle offered for sale would
be a result of market forces and manufacturer responses thereto, but would not be a direct
consequence of this rule. EPA addresses impacts on consumers, including vehicle choice issues,
in Section 18.1 below.

One commenter stated that because past CAFE standards had not resulted in significant
improvements in fuel economy, EPA and NHTSA should not pursue new GHG and CAFE
standards. On the contrary, EPA has shown in the earlier GHG rulemaking and in this one that
new, stringent CAFE and GHG standards can be expected to result in large reductions in
emissions and in fuel consumption in the coming years, precisely because they are more
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stringent than earlier standards, as described in Section 16.1 below. Also in Section 16.1, EPA
addresses the need for GHG reductions.

With respect to comments from the Defour Group and Institute for Energy Research, we
note that the merits of carbon pricing schemes are outside the scope of this rule. EPA has taken a
common-sense approach to developing standards for greenhouse gas emissions from mobile
sources under the Clean Air Act. These actions have focused on reducing greenhouse gas
emissions by increasing the efficiency of cars and trucks. EPA’s analyses show that these
regulations will save consumers money at the pump, improve energy security by reducing oil
consumption, and cut millions of tons of harmful greenhouse gas emissions.
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2. CO; Emissions Standards

2.1. Attribute-based (footprint) approach

Organizations Included in this Section

Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers

Aluminum Association's Aluminum Transportation Group
BMW of North America, LLC

Consumer Federation of America (CFA)

Consumer Reports

Ecology Center

Ferrari

Ford Motor Company

General Motors Company

Institute for Policy Integrity, New York University School of Law
Insurance Institute for Highway Safety (1IHS)
International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT)
Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC

National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA)
Society of the Plastics Industry, Inc. (SPI)

United Automobile Workers (UAW)

Organization: Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers
Continued Use of Footprint Attribute [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.85]

The Alliance agrees that footprint is integral to a vehicle's design and is dictated by the vehicle
platform, which is typically used for a multi-year model life cycle. As such, it continues to be a
reasonable choice for setting standards. Further, since footprint was the basis for all regulatory
discussions, it remains the appropriate attribute. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.85]

Analysis of manufacturer data and understanding of the vehicle energy efficiency dependence on
footprint suggests that linear attribute curves based on gym (gallons per mile) versus footprint is
an appropriate way to adjust for size differences across the industry. Vehicle efficiency is driven
by road load, mass, and powertrain/driveline efficiency. Regressions of vehicle road load energy
over EPA driving cycles, frontal area and mass show strong linear relationships with footprint.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.85]

Weighting and Regression Analysis [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.86]
The Alliance also supports the weighting and regression analysis used to develop the 2017-2021
model year CAFE and GHG curves. We further support the derived relationships between the

vehicles’ CO,/fuel consumption and their related footprints as an appropriate attribute. However,
as mentioned elsewhere in our comments, these weightings and analysis should be reviewed
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during the midterm evaluation for the MY 2022-2025 model years. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9487-A1, p.86]

Organization: BMW of North America, LLC

BMW fully supports the continued use an attribute-based program. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9579-A1, p. 1]

With respect to a Single National Program, BMW fully supports the continued use an attribute-
based program for passenger cars and light trucks as proposed by EPA and NHTSA. Compared
to a uniform standard for passenger cars and light trucks, an attribute-based standard drives fuel
efficiency and GHG reduction in all segments while taking into account the manufacturer's
product portfolio. However, because BMW offers a worldwide product portfolio and most of the
CO; and fuel economy regulations worldwide are based on vehicle weight instead of footprint,
BMW continues to recommend that these regulations be harmonized as much as possible. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9579-Al, p. 3]

Organization: Consumer Federation of America (CFA)

The attribute-based approach ensures that the standards do not require radical changes in the
types or size of vehicles consumers drive; so, the full range of choices will be available to
consumers. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 8]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 90.]

Third, the approach to setting standards is consumer friendly and facilitates auto maker
compliance.

The new attribute-based approach as you've heard provides no incentive to change the size of the
vehicles. Consumers will get the cars they want; they'll all be more fuel efficient.

Organization: Consumer Reports

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 168.]

Because the CAFE standards are now footprint-based, improvements across all vehicle sizes, so
each class will see an efficiency.

Organization: Ecology Center

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 188.]
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One is that the proposed standards continue the attribute-based structure and requirements for
steady improvement that were established in the current standards. When first proposed by the
agencies in 2009 following the historic 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act, this new
approach represented a breakthrough in regulation for this sector. Not only were the
requirements more fairly applied among vehicle manufacturers but the rules also more
effectively stimulated innovation by requiring improvements across all vehicle sizes and classes.
The rules also included provisions that help ensure the continued production of domestic fuel-
efficient vehicles, and we support those as well.

Organization: Ferrari
1) Vehicle attributes to be considered [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9535-A2, p.11]

We agree that the CO, and CAFE standards are based on one or more vehicle attributes. The
footprint is the attribute selected first by NHTSA since 2011 MY CAFE regulation and then in
the joint National Program MYs 2012-16 for both CO, and CAFE standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9535-A2, p.11]

The footprint alone does not take into account many of a vehicles’ other characteristics that
greatly affect the fuel economy/ CO, emissions, like the engine displacement and power,
transmission, curb weight, aerodynamics, etc. This fact is recognized by both EPA and NHTSA,
as written in Section I1.C.2. (pages 74912 and 74913): [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9535-A2,
p.11]

There are several policy and technical reasons why NHTSA and EPA believe that footprint is the
most appropriate attribute on which to base the standards, even though some other vehicle
attributes (notably curb weight) are better correlated to fuel economy and emissions. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9535-A2, p.11]

Further...we recognize that weight is better correlated with fuel economy and CO, emissions
than is footprint. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9535-A2, p.11]

We sent our comments on this important issue in the previous rulemaking for MYs 2012- 16. We
would prefer at least a second attribute to be considered, in addition to the footprint. For
example: the power to curb weight ratio. Nonetheless, we admit that it seems logical to continue
with the footprint, as proposed, to be consistent with the final regulation enacted for MYs 2012-
16. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9535-A2, p.11]

We agree to keep the type and shape of curves that define CO, and fuel economy standards.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9535-A2, p.11]

Organization: Ford Motor Company
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Ford supports the continuation of footprint-based standards with separate car and truck fleets
based on NHTSA vehicle definitions for both the GHG and CAFE programs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9463-A1, p. 8]

Ford and the auto industry have long supported separate car and truck attribute-based standards
because cars and trucks have different functional characteristics, even if they have the same
footprint and nearly the same base curb weights. For example, the Ford Edge and the Ford
Taurus have the same footprint, but vastly different capabilities with respect to cargo space and
towing capacity. Some of the key features incorporated on the Edge that enables the larger tow
capability include an engine oil cooler, larger radiator and updated cooling fans. This is just one
of the many examples that show the functional difference between cars and trucks and further
support the need to maintain separate car and truck attribute-based standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9463-A1, p. 8]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 34.]

Turning now to more specific comments of the proposed rulemaking, we support the relative
manner in which car and truck targets have been set to reflect their respective capabilities to
improve fuel economy.

Organization: General Motors Company

GM supports the proposed footprint-based CO, and CAFE standards for 2017-2021. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9465-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Institute for Policy Integrity, New York University School of Law

The agencies should rethink their footprint-based standards, which may be unnecessary to
respect consumer preferences, may negatively impact safety, and are likely to be overall
inefficient. Increasing the safety of one car can impose a negative safety externality on others,
and consumer preferences can adjust as average fleet-wide attributes shift. As a result, trying to
eliminate the incentive to build smaller cars may block a cost-effective compliance strategy and
may not guarantee a safer fleet. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 2]

Part 1. VVehicle Attributes

The agencies assume that the current market accurately reflects the range of consumer
preferences for vehicle attributes like performance, carrying capacity, safety, and comfort, failing
only with respect to fuel economy technology. The agencies want to ensure that the proposed
rule will preserve both consumer choice and the same mix of vehicle options. If instead the rule
were to impact vehicle attributes like size and power, the agencies worry that consumers might
experience a loss in welfare, erasing some of the large net benefits the rule should generate for
consumers and society. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 12]
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To this end, the agencies take two steps. First, they tie the prescribed standards to vehicle
footprint, so that larger vehicles will generally be subject to less stringent controls compared to
smaller vehicles. Second, the agencies apply an assumption of constant performance to their cost
estimates, believing that manufacturers will spend whatever extra it costs to maintain current
vehicle attributes as they increase fuel economy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 12]

The agencies should rethink both their attribute-based standards and their estimation of costs.
First, the footprint-based standards may be unnecessary to respect consumer preferences, may
negatively impact safety, and may be overall inefficient. Several arguments call into question the
footprint-based approach, but a particularly important one is that large vehicles can impose a
negative safety externality on other drivers. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 12]

Second, the agencies’ constant performance cost estimates represent an upper bound to possible
consumer welfare losses and are most likely overestimates, because vehicle attributes are partly
positional and consumer preferences can shift with changing attributes. Similarly, the unlikely
chance that the agencies’ cost projections underestimate consumer welfare losses is further
mitigated by the actual nature of consumer preferences. Finally, those same insights from
positional goods theory and the bandwagon effect should be considered in the agencies’ forecast
for the future consumer market for new technologies like electric vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 12]

Footprint-Based Standards May Be Unnecessary to Respect Consumer Preferences, May
Negatively Impact Safety, and May Be Overall Inefficient

The agencies choose to set regulatory stringency according to vehicle footprint, in part because
the statute requires NHTSA to base standards on attributes related to fuel economy. The agencies
offer five justifications for choosing a footprint-based approach: [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9480-A1, p. 13]

* First, they claim the optimal attribute-based standard will achieve greater overall fuel savings
than the optimal flat standard, since an attribute-based approach encourages all manufacturers to
add new technologies every year, even those manufacturers with fleets that are already relatively
efficient.

» Second, out of concerns for safety, the agencies want to remove the incentive to build smaller
cars in order to comply with the standard.

* Third, the agencies believe the attribute-based approach will be more equitable than a flat
standard, which could impose disproportionate burdens on some manufacturers.

* Fourth, the agencies want to preserve the current vehicle mix in the marketplace in order to
respect consumer choice.
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* Fifth, the agencies believe a footprint-based approach involves a lower risk of manufacturers
“gaming” the system, at least compared to a weight-based approach. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9480-A1, p. 13]

All five justifications are problematic. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 13]

The first justification assumes that attribute-based approaches will increase overall fuel savings
since, under a flat standard, manufacturers with fleets that are already relatively fuel efficient
would have little incentive to continue upgrading. However, this claim very much depends on
whether the proposed attribute-based standard is actually optimal: an inefficient footprint-based
standard is unlikely to achieve greater overall fuel savings than the optimal flat standard. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 13]

Moreover, given that reducing vehicle size, weight, and performance are relatively cheap and
readily available compliance options,84 even the optimal footprint-based standard may suffer
from inefficiencies by disincentivizing an otherwise cost-effective strategy. Wenzel’s research
suggests that “a fuel economy standard that discourages vehicles with smaller footprint . . . will
not be as effective in reducing fuel consumption and associated greenhouse gas emissions as a
single stringent standard applied across all vehicle sizes. . . . A single stringent fuel economy
standard would discourage the continued use of light trucks (with low fuel economy) as
essentially substitutes for cars, and encourage greater use of lighter and smaller

vehicles.”85 [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 13]

NHTSA should consider the advantages and disadvantages of all fuel economy-related attributes,
and choose the attribute-based approach that will allow it to maximize net benefits of the rule;
EPA should do the same with all possible approaches, including non-attribute, flat standards.
One fuel economy-related attribute the agencies do not seem to have considered that may
warrant analysis is vehicle fuel type. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 13]

Manufacturers could also decrease weight without decreasing footprint as a compliance strategy.
The overall effects of such a choice on safety are not immediately clear, though at least some
evidence suggests that redesigning truck-based SUVs into car-based crossover SUVs resulted in
both lighter vehicles and decreased safety risks to drivers and others.91 [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9480-A1, p. 14]

More importantly, the relationship between size and safety is neither simple nor unidirectional.
To the extent smaller cars fare worse in crashes with bigger cars, increasing size may improve an
individual driver’s safety; but it may simultaneously impose a negative safety externality on
other drivers, whose cars are now relatively smaller compared to the growing average fleet size.
Decreasing size may have similarly opposing impacts on safety. Therefore, maintaining or
increasing the average size of the entire fleet does not guarantee the safest outcome, and
decreasing the fleet’s average size in response to a fuel economy rule might have no overall
change in safety levels (though at some point, reducing the size or changing attributes could
affect the vehicle’s intrinsic safety, as distinct from its relative safety). As Wenzel, a leading
researcher on this subject, has explained, “a fuel economy standard that discourages vehicles
with smaller footprint, or lower weight, will not necessarily reduce casualties. . . .Details of
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vehicle design, which can be improved through direct safety regulations, will have a greater
effect on occupant safety than fuel economy standards that are structured to maintain vehicle size
or weight.”92 [This comment can also be found in section 13.1 of this comment summary.]
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 14]

The third justification put forward is that a flat standard would inequitably affect some
manufacturers more. However, to the extent that the fuel economy program can incorporate a
trading scheme for compliance credits, the market would help smooth out any disproportionate
impacts on certain manufacturers. Additionally, trading will ensure that manufacturers with
relatively efficient fleets still have an incentive to continue improving fuel economy (in order to
generate credits), which will further mitigate the agencies’ first concern, mentioned

above. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-Al, p. 14]

The fourth justification states that the agencies need to preserve the current vehicle mix in order
to respect consumer choice. The agencies do not, however, adequately explain why maintaining
the current vehicle mix is necessary to protect consumer welfare. The negative safety externality
generated by larger vehicles indicates that the vehicle fleet may, on average, be too big;
furthermore, some vehicle downsizing may represent a cost-effective method for compliance and
have little impact on consumer welfare (as explained below). 94 Preserving the current vehicle
mix is therefore not necessary to protect consumer welfare, and there is no reason to preserve the
current mix as an end unto itself. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, pp. 14-15]

The fifth justification sees a footprint-based standard as a way to discourage “gaming” behavior,
especially compared to a weight-based standard. A weight-based standard may be easier to game
than a footprint-based standard, but that does not mean that manufacturers will not still game the
proposed regulation in ways that reduce overall efficiency. In fact, it seems the footprint-based
standard creates an incentive to expand vehicle size in order to relax the applicable standard.
Given that automobile manufacturers already respond to very fine-tuned tax incentives for fuel
economy,95 it certainly seems possible that the proposed rule will encourage some gaming of the
average footprint. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 15]

NHTSA should remember that footprint and weight are not the only possible fuel economy-
related attributes on which to base policy. For example, it might be much harder for
manufacturers to game either a much flatter attribute-based standard or a standard differentiated
by vehicle fuel type. EPA should assess whether a different approach, including a non-attribute,
flat standard, might be the best at discouraging gaming. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p.
15]

In conclusion, a footprint-based standard may be unnecessary to respect consumer preferences,
and may interfere with downsizing that could be, on the whole, consumer-welfare enhancing; it
may have negative impacts on safety, given the negative safety externality that relative size can
generate; and it may simply be inefficient compared to a more optimal, flatter standard. The
agencies should seriously rethink whether the footprint-based approach is the best option. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 15]
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If the agencies do go forward with a footprint-based approach, they should study its effects
carefully and revisit the matter when more evidence is available. The first footprint-based fuel
economy standards took effect with model year 2012.96The agencies therefore now have an
opportunity to begin analyzing how the attribute-based standards influence manufacturers’
production decisions. The agencies should consider whether the results of such a study challenge
the footprint-based approach, at least during the planned mid-term evaluation, if not

sooner. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 15]

The agencies should rethink their footprint-based standards, which may be unnecessary to
respect consumer preferences, may negatively impact safety, and may be overall inefficient.
Increasing the safety of one car can impose a negative safety externality on others, and consumer
preferences can adjust as average fleet-wide attributes shift. As a result, trying to eliminate the

incentive to build smaller cars may block a cost-effective compliance strategy and may not
guarantee a safer fleet. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 20]

84 See generally Christopher R. Knittel, Automobiles on Steroids: Product Attribute Trade-Offs
and Technological Progress in the Automobile Sector (U.C. Davis Inst. of Transportation Studies
UCD-ITS-RR-09-16, 2009).

85 Tom Wenzel, Analysis of the Relationship Between Vehicle Weight/Size and Safety, and
Implications for Federal Fuel Economy Regulation, at 43 (Report for the U.S. Dep’t of Energy,
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory Paper LBNL-3143E, 2010).

88 Wenzel, supra note 85, at 7.

89 Id. A very few luxury car models have footprints in the 55-80 square feet range, which also
have flat standards.

91 Wenzel, supra note 85, at 43.

92 Id.

94 See infra note 99, and accompanying text.

95 James Sallee & Joel Slemrod, Car Notches: Strategic Automaker Responses to Fuel Economy
Policy (NBER Working PaperNo. 16604, 2010). Also see attached symposium paper on the
energy paradox, at 11-12.

96 Proposed Rule, supra note 5, at 74,912.

Organization: Insurance Institute for Highway Safety (I1HS)
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NHTSA has again proposed using vehicle footprint as the measure for varying CAFE
requirements, and 1IHS agrees that this will reduce the incentive for automakers to downweight
or downsize vehicles to improve fuel economy. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0222-A1, p. 1]

Organization: International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT)

17) Footprint Curves

We commend EPA and NHTSA for continuing to use a footprint-based adjustment to the CAFE
standards instead of weight-based adjustments. Footprint-based adjustments fully encourage
manufacturers to introduce lightweight materials, which can improve vehicle efficiency by 20%
or more in the long run. Lightweight materials also extend the electric drive range of fuel cell
and plug-in vehicles by a similar amount. This is one area of policymaking where the U.S. is
ahead of the rest of the world. Japan, Europe, and China have all adopted standards with weight-
based adjustments that effectively discourage the use of lightweight materials. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9512-A1, p. 48]

Organization: Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC

DAG also supports the overall structure of the attribute-based program and the provisions for
transferring and trading credits. [ This comment can also be found in section 10.1.2 of this
comment summary.] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9483-Al, p. 2]

Organization: National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA)

All things being equal, NADA supports a final rule that provides vehicle manufacturers with the
greatest degree of compliance flexibility. In most instances, compliance flexibilities are nothing
more than accommodations designed to recognize, harness, and leverage consumer demand.
Perhaps the best example of a well-designed compliance flexibility is the attribute based
framework, which recognizes that the motoring public demands a range of light-duty vehicle
types to meet their needs and desires. By preserving access to an essential mix of cars and trucks,
the proposal leverages consumer demand to facilitate continuous improvements across all
vehicle types, regardless of product mix. Moreover, when fuel economy standards are set
properly, under the direction enacted by Congress, the incentive to downsize or down-weight is
reduced, helping to preserve passenger safety. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9575-A1, p. 11]

Organization: Society of the Plastics Industry, Inc. (SPI)

SPI also supports the agencies’ choice to incentivize the use of advanced lightweight materials
and structures versus reductions in vehicle size by adopting a “footprint” approach to emission
reductions. Composite throttle valve housing can be 30 percent lighter than its metal equivalent,
and high precision engineering is producing replacements for metal parts. Body panels and
bumpers made of plastic composites that perform comparably to those made of metal can be as
much as 50 percent lighter, contributing to both greater fuel efficiency and safety by lowering the
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vehicle’s center of gravity. And while approximately eight percent of the total vehicle weight of
the average U.S. light vehicle is plastics and composites, a minimum of 30 percent (by weight; in
one or more subsystems beyond interior trim) is achievable. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9492-
Al p.4]

Organization: United Automobile Workers (UAW)

First, the UAW is pleased that the EPA and NHTSA are proposing to continue the joint system
that preserves in both regulations the attribute-based framework mandated by EISA. This
structure eliminates the discriminatory impact of the old CAFE system on full-line producers and
allows for greater fuel savings and greenhouse gas emissions reductions by requiring
improvements from all manufacturers regardless of their product mix. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9563-A2, p.2]

Response:

Most of the comments received on this issue support the continued use of footprint from the
MY's 2012-2016 rule as the most appropriate vehicle characteristic for a single-attribute standard
(AAM, Consumer Reports, IIHS, ICCT, NADA, UAW, and others). Commenters requesting
that EPA use a different approach generally suggested one of two alternatives: either use a
weight-based standard to harmonize with the standards of other nations, or use a multi-attribute
standard which accounts for vehicle characteristics that impact performance, such as engine
power. IPI suggested that the agencies consider a flat standard. Detailed responses to these
comments are provided in preamble 11.C.

Regarding international harmonization, EPA agrees with BMW that the use of vehicle weight as
the primary attribute would result in standards that, in that respect, are similar to those in Europe,
China, and Japan. However, as in the MYs 2012-2016 rule, EPA continues to believe that the
benefits of harmonization with the European standards do not outweigh the detriments. Setting a
weight-based GHG standard removes much of the incentive for manufacturers to use weight
saving materials as a technique to reduce fuel consumption and CO2 emissions. Manufactures
are currently using various mass reduction techniques across the light-duty fleet, and are likely to
continue to do so throughout the MY's 2017-2025 rulemaking timeframe. When combined with
other technologies, EPA believes that manufacturers can achieve compliance with the standards
by applying mass reduction at levels that do not affect overall societal safety, as discussed in
chapter 3.3.5 of the Joint TSD and section 11.G of the preamble. Significantly, the agencies
believe that a footprint based standard is also more difficult to game and has inherent advantages
in terms of providing appropriate compliance options for vehicles at all sizes and cargo carrying
capabilities, as discussed in preamble 11.C.2.

Regarding the use of a multi-attribute standard, EPA believes that it would be inappropriate to
base the GHG standard on engine power as an explicit attribute, as requested by Ferrari and
Porsche. Vehicles with higher engine power tend to have higher CO2 emissions due to their
typically larger displacements, and the fact that the engines operate at lower average loads over
the two-cycle test procedure. To base the GHG standard on engine power would encourage
manufactures to forego technologies and design strategies that decrease fuel economy and CO2
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emissions, and could encourage vehicles with inherently higher power and consequently innately
higher CO2 emissions as a means of compliance.

EPA acknowledges that there is a demand for high performance vehicles and provided a number
of compliance mechanisms for manufacturers of these vehicles in this regulation. No individual
vehicle need meet its target, allowing larger manufacturers to account for high performance
vehicles by averaging with vehicles with more typical levels of acceleration performance.
Smaller manufacturer provisions such as the intermediate volume and SVM flexibilities provide
allowances for smaller manufacturers which typically have limited product lines and fewer
opportunities to average. Due to their performance and luxury features, these vehicles also tend
to have higher prices and higher profits. Thus it is possible that these vehicles will be better able
to absorb the cost of higher cost vehicle efficiency technologies than vehicles with lower profit
margins. Limited line manufacturers may also choose to purchase credits as a compliance
mechanism. See section 111.B.6 and I11.C for a greater discussion of these program provisions.

As a further response, the analysis supporting this rule considers the adoption of technologies
which maintain all vehicle attributes and includes the costs to do so as a cost of the rule. See
EPA RIA at 1-40. Itis important to note that these standards have been appropriately designed
to maintain consumer choice. See International Harvester v. EPA, 478 F. 2d 615, 640 (D.C. Cir.
1973) (EPA required to consider issues of basic demand for passenger vehicles in making
technical feasibility and lead time determinations in section 202 rules). The footprint based
standards have been designed to discourage changes in vehicle size as a compliance strategy, and
the agencies’ technology penetration analysis for these standards included costs to preserve the
utility of vehicles in the current fleet.

IPI presented a number of comments on the form of the standard, and suggested that the agencies
consider flat standards, or alternatively, a standard whose form maximizes net benefits. These
issues are discussed in preamble I11.C.2. In short, with regard to a flat standard, NHTSA is
required by statute to issue an attribute based standard, and for purposes of harmonization (in
addition to those reasons are articulated in TSD 2.1 and 2.2), EPA has also issued an attribute
based standard. While IPI’s suggestion that the agencies select the attribute-based approach that
maximizes net benefits may have merit, net benefits are but one of many considerations which
led to the setting of the standard. Estimations of net benefits in future analyses are subject to
significant uncertainties, which is among the reasons EPA uses technical analysis and reasonable
judgement to inform its regulatory policies.

IPI also commented that “given that reducing vehicle size, weight, and performance are
relatively cheap and readily available compliance options, even the optimal footprint-based
standard may suffer from inefficiencies by disincentivizing an otherwise cost-effective strategy.”
While downsizing and downpowering vehicles may be relatively inexpensive techniques (from a
manufacturer’s perspective) to reduce GHG emissions, changes to these attributes may have
unintended consequences for consumer welfare. In addition, as many commenters (e.g. NADA)
have legitimately pointed out, the rule’s benefits only accrue if consumers purchase the new
vehicles with GHG emission reducing technologies. Removing otherwise desired vehicle
attributes could lead to less consumer acceptance. See Preamble section 111.H.1.a noting that one
reason for the so-called energy paradox (why consumers have in the past valued fuel economy
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less than its actual value) is that consumers might associate higher fuel economy with
inexpensive, less well designed vehicles. As such, EPA has promulgated a standard and shown a
compliance path that doesn’t require changes to these attributes.

2.2. Stringency of Standards
2.2.1. Overall Stringency

Organizations Included in this Section

Alexandria Hyundai

Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers

American Chemistry Council (ACC)

American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE)
Anonymous public citizen 2

Anonymous public citizen 3

Anonymous public citizen 5

Association of Global Automakers, Inc. (Global Automakers)
Bassett, S.

BMW of North America, LLC

California Air Resources Board (CARB)

Capozzelli, J.

Center for Biological Diversity

Chrysler Group LLC

Consumer Federation of America (CFA)

Consumer Reports

Consumers Union

Ecology Center

Environmental Consultants of Michigan

Ferrari

Ford Motor Company

Growth Energy

Haroldson, C.

Honeywell International, Inc.

Honeywell Transportation Systems

Howard, P.

Hrin, S.

Hyundai America Technical Center

International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT)
Jackson, F.W.

Manufacturers of Emission Controls Association (MECA)
Marlinghaus, E.

Marshall, C.

Mass Comment Campaign (10) (National Wildlife Federation Action Fund-1)
Mass Comment Campaign (4,505) (Unknown Organization)
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Mass Comment Campaign (61) (The Social Justice Group)
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT)
Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC

Miller, P.

National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA)
National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA)
National Wildlife Federation (NWF)

Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management (NESCAUM)
RVIA

Smith, Frank Houston

Society of the Plastics Industry, Inc. (SPI)

Susan R.

Tarazevich, Yegor

Toyota Motor North America

Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS)

United Automobile Workers (UAW)

Van Coppenolle, J. and L.

Volkswagen Group of America

Volvo Car Corporation (VCC)

Organization: Alexandria Hyundai

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 66.]

The 54.5 MPG target for 2025 represents a significant advance from where we are as an industry
today.

Organization: Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers

The agencies should assure equivalent program stringency. The proposed EPA and NHTSA
requirements are coordinated, but not fully harmonized. The Alliance believes that adjustments
to the NHTSA program are needed to ensure that it properly harmonizes with the EPA
requirements under the differing statutory authorities provided to the agencies. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9487-A1, p.4]

Adjusting for Year-Over-Year Stringency [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.86]

The NPRM describes the methodology for adjusting standard curves for year-over-year
stringency increases, noting that for the MY 2017-2025 rules, the curves are adjusted on a
relative basis (applying the same percentage reductions in a given year across the entire footprint
range). This method is in contrast to the methodology used in the MY 2012-2016 rules, where
curves were adjusted on an absolute basis (applying the same absolute gram per mile and fuel
consumption reductions in a given year across the entire footprint range). The agencies request
comment on their conclusions and invite further recommendations for other means to adjust the

2-13



EPA Response to Comments

standard curves for year over year stringency increases. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al,
p.86]

Given that many of our member companies support the standards as proposed, the Alliance
declines to make comments on specific changes. However, we believe that the agencies should
examine their approach to adjusting the curves for year-over-year stringency as part of the mid-
term evaluation to determine if actual improvements made in the 2012-2016 model year period
suggest a declining correlation between the footprint attribute and vehicle emissions/fuel
consumption (supporting adjustments on a relative basis) or whether the correlation remains
roughly the same as observed in the 2008 model year fleet (supporting adjustments on an
absolute basis). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.86]

Organization: American Chemistry Council (ACC)

We do not comment on the CAFE levels proposed except to reaffirm that the levels proposed by
the agencies are technologically feasible and economically practicable as a matter of statue.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9517-A1, p. 2]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 264.]

We support the specific fuel efficiency goals and time limits proposed in the standard.
Organization: American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE)

Overall Stringency of Standards

The agencies propose target curves for the standards obtained by adjusting the curves discussed
in the previous section. We support the agencies’ decision to shift the target curves vertically by
application of fixed percentages rather than by simply translating them up or down, as was done
previously (Joint TSD 2-51). The new approach is clearly more consistent with the objective of
preserving the relationships among stringencies of the targets across footprints. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9528-A2, p.7]

We do, however, have concerns about the agencies’ choice of curves among all the curves
generated in this way. Section I11.D.6 of the NPRM discusses the alternatives considered by
EPA, a total of four in addition to the proposal and a reference case. Each of the four considers a
standard for either cars or trucks that is 20 gpm more or less stringent that the proposed
standards. All four alternatives, in addition to the proposed standards, are found to be achievable,
except by a single, small-volume manufacturer (Ferrari). Based on this result, it is unclear why
one of the more stringent alternatives, e.g. Alternative 2, or another more stringent standard,
would not be superior to the proposed standard. EPA shows that Alternative 2 would cost about
$500 more per vehicle, but does not make the case that Alternative 2 is not cost-effective. The
crux of EPA’s lengthy argument that it has chosen the best standard seems to be that more
stringent alternatives such as Alternative 2 call for a substantially greater penetration of
advanced technologies, particularly hybrids but also including EVs and PHEVs. These
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alternatives adhere to technology penetration rates that fall within the caps set by EPA to ensure
feasibility, however. Within those parameters, it seems reasonable that an alternative demanding
higher penetration rates for advances technologies is preferable, especially given that promoting
the development of advanced technologies is among the objectives of the rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9528-A2, pp.7-8]

The argument for the superiority of the proposed standards is all the weaker in view of the fact
that EPA did not take into account the various flexibilities that have been proposed, such as
credits for plug-in vehicles and hybrid credits for large pickups. We also note that the projected
percentage of hybrids purchased in 2025 (15 percent, NPRM p.75061) is at the low end of the
penetration suggested in the NOI (3-14 percent in the 4 percent per year scenario, 25-65 percent
in the 5 percent per year scenario), once again raising the question of whether the proposed
standards are the maximum achievable. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.8]

Recommendations Reconsider whether alternative standards such as Alternative 2 that deliver

greater benefits than the proposed standards are achievable and cost-effective. Show compliance
costs by manufacturer for all years in the NPRM. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.8]

Organization: Anonymous public citizen 2

The most obvious and most simple is not to use more corn gasoline, but to double the efficiency
of vehicles. Lead consumers to purchase smaller cars and trucks. To see what the auto makers
have done just take a look at pickup trucks. They have discontinued smaller trucks and cars.
Each year they are just a little bigger. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1359, p.1]

Instead of giving subsidies to grow alternative fuels, lets give incentives to have consumers
smaller vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1359, p.1]

We also need to develop more efficient vehicles. But reducing the vehicle mass would result in
less fuel being used. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1359, p.1]

Organization: Anonymous public citizen 3

Increase the goal from 54.5 mpg to 100 mpg. It's time to lead. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
2001, p.1]

Organization: Anonymous public citizen 5

The Proposed Legislation is not founded on any sound scientific conclusions. The affects of
basing legislation on technology that does not exist is irresponsible and irrational. Instead of
punishing the consumer by forcing pseudoscience based laws onto the manufacturers, why don't
you create incentives for innovation? [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-2010, p.1]

Organization: Association of Global Automakers, Inc. (Global Automakers)
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The standards proposed by the agencies are extremely stringent and are based on a large number
of assumptions about technology and the auto market over the next decade. By extending the
standards for many years into the future, the agencies provide manufacturers with substantial
lead-time, which is of great value in compliance planning. On the other hand, the long time
frame means that standards in the later years will be based on relatively long-range projections
and assumptions. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9466-Al, p. 1]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 65-66.]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public
hearing on January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 50.]

Organization: Bassett, S.

Also a true 54.5 MPG is unrealistic. Have you people never heard of the laws of physics? It will
take x amount of energy (regardless of fuel type) to move a weight ( auto) a distance of x. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8123-A1, p. 1]

Organization: BMW of North America, LLC.

The framework for model years 2017-2025 sets very ambitious GHG and fuel economy
standards which can only be achieved through the adoption of all proposed compliance
flexibilities. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9579-A1, p. 1]

Compliance will also require significant automaker efforts to reduce vehicle emissions coupled
with public policy measures for steering market demand towards more fuel efficient vehicles.
This is particularly true for E-mobility where customer acceptance and future growth in demand
will depend largely on vehicle affordability, measures to address range concerns, and
infrastructure availability for public recharging. Significant market penetration of electric
vehicles, especially in the latter years, is needed to ensure automakers' compliance with these
proposed standards covering MY's 2017 through 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9579-A1, p.
2]

As a premium manufacturer, BMW designs and builds vehicles with outstanding product
characteristics in order to satisfy higher customer expectations compared to other manufacturers,
yet with similar vehicle footprints. Consequently, our product and specific US premium vehicle
market characteristics require increased levels of technology in order to meet future standards
compared to other manufacturers. Many of the technologies mentioned in the draft joint
Technical Support Document have already been implemented in BMW Group models.
Therefore, the significant penetration of these advanced conventional technologies in our
existing fleet will make it even more challenging for BMW to achieve compliance with these
very stringent standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9579-A1, pp. 3-4]

Organization: California Air Resources Board (CARB)
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[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 10-12]

As you know, at the President's request, CARB participated in the development of the
greenhouse gas standards that you are considering today. We shared our knowledge developing
the nation’s first greenhouse gas standards which were adopted back in 2004 and became
effective in California and 10 other states with the 2009 models. We contributed to new studies
that form some of the technical underpinnings of the EPA proposal and co-authored with the
federal agencies the Technical Assessment Report that was issued in late 2010. We continue to
work with the federal agencies to ensure that the proposed EPA greenhouse gas standards could
be used as an alternative to California's standards and result in a unified set of regulations that
would allow vehicle manufacturers to produce a single vehicle model that would meet state and
federal greenhouse gases and federal fuel economy standards. We believe your proposal is
consistent with these objectives.

Our proposed greenhouse gas standards are nearly identical to what you are proposing. Our
analysis of the costs and benefits draws from the many hours of discussion we had with your
staff on the best information and the latest analytical techniques to use in our respective
regulatory documents.

For this to become a reality, EPA needs to finalize its standards largely as currently proposed.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 13-15.]

In addition to the greenhouse gas standards, CARB's Advanced Clean Car proposal includes new
exhaust and evaporative emission standards for hydrocarbons, oxides and nitrogen and
particulate matter starting with 2015 models. These standards will reduce the said emissions by
roughly 75 percent by the 2025 models with similar reductions in particulate conditions.

These reductions will help our urban areas meet the more stringent health-based ambient air
quality standards that are forthcoming. And the costs of achieving these standards is low and the
technology is readily available. We have tailored the implementation schedule of these standards
to be compatible with the gradual tightening of greenhouse gas standards, so that the greenhouse
gas, smog-forming and soot-emission reductions can be addressed in an efficient manner by the
development engineers of the car companies.

Our Advanced Clean Car package also includes a proposal to strengthen the ZEV mandate. Ten
other states and the District of Columbia have adopted this program which collectively account
for a little more than a quarter of all sales of passenger vehicles in the nation. By 2025 we are
proposing that 15 percent of all passenger vehicles sold in California and its partner states be
ZEVs, which include battery, hybrid and fuel cell vehicles.

We point this out because the extremely low or nonexistent greenhouse gas emissions of these
zero-emission vehicles will count towards compliance with the national standards. As you know,
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the analysis of the proposed federal standards indicates a significant number of ZEVs will not be
needed to achieve compliance with the federal rules. Thus, placement of ZEVs in California and
its partner states to meet the California ZEV mandate provides the emission reduction credits that
reduce the reductions that must be achieved from the remainder of a vehicle manufacturer's fleet.
This, of course, is only a side benefit of strengthening the ZEV mandate whose main objective is
to push technology onto a sustainable pathway that will take us to an 80 percent reduction in
greenhouse gas emissions by 2050.

Organization: Capozzelli, J.

However. the proposed rules are not strong enough. They contain a dangerous loophole that lets
SUVs improve gas-mileage standards later than passenger vehicles. This will spur production of
even more SUVs, and the auto industry is attempting to weaken these already-inadequate
standards. Increasing the fuel efficiency of our vehicles is essential in the battle against
dangerous climate change. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0221-A1, p.1]

These standards leave the United States behind Europe. Japan and China in fuel efficiency. In the
long run, higher standards will benefit both American consumers and manufacturers by pushing
innovation instead of stagnation. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0221-A1, p.1]

These rules can and should be significantly strengthened. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0221-A1, p.1]

All but one of the alternative standards discussed in the rule's would allow greenhouse gas
emissions from cars and light trucks to increase through 2025; but dangerous climate change
cannot be avoided unless greenhouse gases actually, decrease. The rules should adopt

the alternative that actually decreases carbon pollution ever year through 2025. [NHTSA-2010-
0131-0221-A1, p.1]

Organization: Center for Biological Diversity

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 214-216.]

We also do believe, though, the rules are not good enough. They are certainly not good enough
when you look at the scale of the problems we face; and they are also not good enough when you
look at what is technologically feasible and what is going on around the world.

And so while we really appreciate the fact that the rule is willing to increase fuel efficiency, we
don't believe they do so fast enough, and they leave the U.S. far behind fuel efficiency standards
in the European Union, Japan and China.

So we fear that putting these standards, which are a step forward and we appreciate the effort in

place for the next 13 years until 2025, would still leave the U.S. behind what's happening in the
EU, China and Japan instead of putting it as a forefront.
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Clearly, the transportation sector is the low hanging fruit here and I realize a lot can be done
here, a lot is being done, and we appreciate that effort, but we hope that you will look at
strengthening these rules because of the gravity of the crises we are facing when you issue the
final rule.

The Center supports the Agencies’ efforts to limit greenhouse gas pollution from new passenger
vehicles and light trucks, and we appreciate efforts the Agencies have made to respond to our
comments to earlier CAFE and vehicle greenhouse gas rulemakings. But as we point out below,
the current NPRM contains a number of significant flaws. We request that the Agencies remedy
them to bring the forthcoming final MY 2017-2025 vehicle and greenhouse gas rulemaking into
compliance with the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (“EPCA”), as amended by the Energy
Independence and Security Act of 2007 (“EISA”), and the Clean Air Act (“CAA”). [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 2]

The importance of achieving maximum feasible fuel efficiency, along with maximum feasible
greenhouse gas reductions, in the 14 years between now and the end of 2025 cannot be
overstated. As the Agencies themselves observe, “DOE has stated that vehicle efficiency has the
greatest short-to mid-term impact on oil consumption.” 1 Further, “20% of total U.S. CO,
emissions come from passenger cars and light trucks,” a total that amounts to 4% of global
emissions. But the CAFE rules issued by the Agencies over the years, and therefore their effect
on reducing greenhouse gas emissions, has failed to make inroads on the problem: “Passenger
cars and light trucks . . . account for more than half of U.S. transportation CO, emissions, and
CO; emissions from these vehicles have increased by 17 percent since 1990.” The alternative the
Agencies prefer would continue to increase greenhouse gas emissions through 2025. The
Agencies should, for the first time in their history, reverse this trend and promulgate a
rulemaking that reduces rather than increases greenhouse gas emissions. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9479-A1, p. 2]

The targets adopted by the Agencies as the “preferred alternative” do not achieve emissions
reductions, and do not constitute the maximum feasible fuel efficiency level under EPCA/EISA,
nor protect the public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety under the CAA. The
“preferred” alternative would arrive at what is described in the NPRM as the “equivalent” of
54.5 mpg in 2025. This number, when expressed without adequate explanation, is misleading. In
fact, when not inflated by air conditioning credits that lower greenhouse gas emissions but do
nothing to increase fuel efficiency, the number is 49.6 mpg — though even that number signifies
only the “estimated average required fleet-wide fuel economy”; once carmakers’ use of various
“flexibilities” and credits are accounted for, the estimated average “achieved” mileage drops to
just 46.7 mpg. The actual real-world fleet-wide fuel efficiency number is even lower, translating
to no more than approximately just 40 mpg (and 223 grams per mile). Because fuel efficiency
itself, regardless of how it is counted, never exceeds 49.6 mpg, it is simply incorrect to claim a
fuel efficiency “equivalent to” 54.5 mpg, and we urge the Agencies to clarify the effects of the
rulemaking without referring to the highly ambiguous concept of equivalency. Equivalency
relates to calculations of greenhouse gas emissions but in no way to mileage standards, a
distinction certain to escape the average reader. But whether stated as 46.7 mpg or 49.6 mpg, the
target is insufficient. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al, pp. 2-3]
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The failure to implement maximum feasible mileage standards through the next 14 years — a
period exceeding the years between 2010 and 2020 that have been named the “critical decade”
because of their unparalleled importance in the effort to avoid the most drastic effects of climate
change — would not only be in violation of Congressional mandates, but would also constitute a
regulatory failure of potentially irremediable proportions. Only Alternative 4 actually reduces
greenhouse gas emissions. Adopting any other alternative will also continue to leave the U.S. far
behind its competitors in the global automotive market. The preferred alternative is far from
what is both technically and economically feasible to reduce the nation’s dependence on foreign
oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 3]

Below we point out the various deficiencies inherent in the rulemaking. Among the most
egregious is the laundry list of near-exemptions, credits, and other give-aways that would be
provided to the largest and least efficient vehicles covered by the rulemaking: the SUVs, pickup
trucks and other “light trucks” that have constituted the most profitable vehicle class, and that
have proliferated on America’s highways while stymieing real progress on fuel efficiency for
decades. Yet, this rulemaking would reintroduce the SUV loophole with a vengeance. We
encourage the Agencies to address these deficiencies, abandon the preferred alternative and
instead drive industry to use the next 14 years to overhaul, rather than merely tinker with, vehicle
technology and achieve the results the statutes demand. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p.
3]

1. The Agencies must set fuel efficiency standards that achieve maximum fuel efficiency and
energy conservation

The Agencies’ discussion of the factors that must be considered in setting CAFE standards — and,
more importantly, the manner in which the Agencies weigh them — must be corrected in a
number of ways. While noting in passing that they cannot undermine energy conservation, the
Agencies nonetheless list energy conservation merely as one among many factors to consider,
failing to discern that it is the overriding purpose of the statutes. That energy conservation has
been ignored or, at a minimum, arbitrarily relegated to secondary or tertiary importance, is
evident from the following statement: [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 4]

While the GHG emissions targets do become more stringent each year, the emissions targets
have been selected to allow compliance by vehicles of all sizes and with current levels of vehicle
attributes such as utility, size, safety, and performance. Accordingly, these proposed standards
are projected to allow consumers to choose from the same mix of vehicles that are currently in
the marketplace. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al, p. 4]

In other words, the Agencies have selected standards that value purported consumer choice and
the continued production of every vehicle in its current form over the need to conserve energy: as
soon as increased fuel efficiency begins to affect any attribute of any existing vehicle, stringency
increases cease. That is clearly impermissible and contrary to Congressional purpose.17 Given
this outcome, it is not surprising that, as has been widely reported, the NPRM is the result of an
“agreement” between the Agencies and the regulated industries — something that, at a minimum,
taints the objectivity of the rulemaking process but instead is touted as an accomplishment.18
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Protecting “the same mix of vehicles currently on the market” or the “current levels of vehicle
attributes” is decidedly not the Agencies’ task. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al, p. 4]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 215-216.]

Secondly, all but one of the alternative standards discussed in the rules would allow overall
greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light trucks to increase in 2025. And given the climate
crisis, we don't believe we can afford this, and so we would look at pushing for fuel efficiency
standards in the range of 60 miles per gallon rather than 54, which is the current proposal, and
real world looks more like something like 49.

G. The Agencies Should Adopt Alternative 4

As we pointed out in our comments to the DEIS, only Alternative 4 would actually reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from the nation’s vehicle fleet; for all of the reasons stated, adopting
this standard is a necessity if exceptional damage from climate change is to be avoided. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 23]

Cars achieving and even exceeding the fuel economy level of 69 mpg, reached by Alternative 4
by 2025, are already on the road today, such as the Toyota Prius and the Nissan Leaf.106
Accordingly, it is clear that 69 mpg by 2025 is technically feasible 14 years from now. Indeed, it
is beyond question that a fleet-wide average of 62 mpg (representing approximately a 6% annual
increase) can be achieved based mostly on existing, off-the-shelf technologies, such as
downsized turbocharged engines, electric power-train design, regenerative breaking, six-and
seven-speed transmissions, high strength, high-strength lightweight materials, and enhanced
aerodynamic designs.107 As stated above, to arrive at a technology-forcing alternative, NHTSA
must push beyond existing technologies and include those still in the research and development
stage in its modeling assumptions, which can model uncertainties concerning adoption and fleet
penetration the Agencies perceive. Doing so demonstrates that Alternative 4 will be
technologically feasible in the time provided. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 23]

The Agencies in the past have justified decisions not to adopt higher stringency standards
because of concerns about economic feasibility. But the economic benefits of the rulemaking
here would exceed its costs by more than $300 billion, at a minimum. And, even leaving aside
the huge benefits external to the immediate purchase transaction, it is clear that fuel savings
alone will more than make up for realistically estimated vehicle cost increases. We note here that
the Agencies present no analysis of maximized societal benefits, where the benefits most
optimally compare to the anticipated costs. In other words, there is no rigorous analysis of
economic feasibility that justifies rejecting Alternative 4 as the appropriate standard for this
rulemaking. Energy conservation along with the prevention of extreme climate change damages,
however, demands it. Because Alternative 4 is both technological and economic feasible and best
promotes energy conservation, it must be adopted. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 23]
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The Agencies’ preferred alternative of 49.6 mpg clearly does not constitute the maximum
feasible fuel economy level because other countries will surpass that number (and in case of the
EU, far surpass it) five years earlier, by 2020: by then, the EU will have achieved 64.8 mpg,
Japan 55.1 mpg, and China 50.1 mpg.108 The following graph demonstrates this point: [See
figure on p. 24 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9479-A1, p. 24]

Given the accelerating rapidity of technical improvements, reaching 69 mpg by 2025, five years
after Europe reaches 64.8 mpg, is clearly feasible and is the alternative the Agencies should
embrace. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 24]

106 The Prius, for example, achieves 71 mpg in CAFE testing. See UCS, Translating New Auto
Standards Into On- Road Fuel Efficiency at 2 (May 2011), available at
http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_vehicles/solutions/cleaner_cars_pickups_and_suvs/clean-car-
standards-resourcecenter. html. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 23]

107 UCS, The Road Ahead at 3 (Sept. 2010), available at
http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_vehicles/solutions/cleaner_cars_pickups_and_suvs/clean-car-
standards-resourcecenter. html; see also Interim Joint Technical Assessment Report in this
docket, which finds that technologies to achieve a 6% annual efficiency increase are available
today or will become available and, as compared to the other standards it analyzed, would
provide the largest societal gains, far exceeding costs, and deliver the greatest net lifetime owner
savings and greenhouse gas reductions. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al, p. 23]

108 International Council on Clean Transportation, Global Comparison of Light-Duty Vehicle
Fuel Economy/GHG Emissions Standards (Aug. 2011), Figure: Historical Fleet Fuel Economy
Performance and Current or Proposed Standards, available at http://www.theicct.org/global-
passenger-vehicle-standards-update. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al, p. 24]

1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Corporate Average Fuel Economy (“CAFE”)
Standards, Passenger Cars and Light Truck Model Years 2017-2025 (“DEIS”) at S-7. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 2]

17 CBD v. NHTSA, 538 F.3d at 1195. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 4]

18 See, e.g., Jason Plautz, Fuel Economy: Cost Concerns Still Dog Newly Released CAFE
Standards, GREENWIRE, Nov. 4 2011. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 4]

Organization: Chrysler Group LLC
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The challenge of meeting the proposed 2025 MY standards must not be underestimated. We
believe it’s important to observe that reaching the projected overall average of 163 grams per
mile of carbon dioxide will require manufacturers to make unprecedented reductions in light-
duty vehicle greenhouse gas emissions and fuel consumption following the large improvements
which will be necessary in the 2012-2016 model years. Market acceptance of the technologies
required (and costs incurred) to meet these standards will be a critical factor in the success of the
2017-2025 MY National Program; customer choice and uptake will ultimately determine the
success of this program. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 1]

The proposed 2017-2025 standards are very aggressive. Manufacturers are only beginning their
compliance with the 2012-2016 National Program, which will drive a 24% improvement over the
2008 MY baseline to achieve the 2016 MY standard. The proposed standards for 2017-2025
model years continue this unprecedented rate of improvement, driving an additional 35%
improvement over roughly two product cycles. These improvements will be made possible, in
part, through flexibilities such the recognition of air conditioning and off-cycle improvements
and incentive programs such as the “game-changing” pickup truck incentives and advanced
technology vehicle multipliers for electric, plug-in hybrid electric and CNG vehicles. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 5]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 51-52.]

The challenge of meeting the proposed standards must not be underestimated. We believe it's
important to observe that reaching the projected overall average of 163 grams per mile of carbon
dioxide in model year 2025 will have to be achieved within 13 years or approximately two
product cycles.

[This comment was also submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing
on January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 24.]

The proposed 2017-2025 National Program reaches thirteen years into the future. Setting
standards this far into the future provides long-term fuel economy and greenhouse gas goals to
automotive manufacturers and suppliers enabling strategic planning for the needed
improvements. However, this lead-time comes at the cost of less certain estimates for technology
development, cost, and customer acceptance and demand. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1,

p. 5]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 58.]

We believe it is important to observe that reaching the projected overall average of 163 grams
per mile carbon dioxide in model year 2025 will have to be achieved within 13 years or roughly
two product cycles.

Organization: Consumer Federation of America (CFA)
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The proposed rule recognizes the need to keep the standards in touch with reality in several
important ways.

The standards are set at a moderately aggressive level that is clearly beneficial and achievable.

The cost estimates are consistent with the results of independent analyses of technology costs
made over the past decade.

The proposed standards are consistent with the rate of improvement that the auto industry
achieved in the first decade of the fuel economy standard setting program.

The new approach to setting standards is consumer-friendly and facilitates automaker
compliance. The standards do not require dramatic shifts in power train technologies or
reductions in weight and offer flexibility and incentives for new technologies, and include a mid-
term review.

The setting of a coordinated national standard that lays out a steady rate of increase over a long
time period gives consumers and the industry certainty and time to adapt to change. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9419-A1, p. 8]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 90-91.]

The standards accelerate the adoption of existing technologies at costs that are widely
recognized. They provide incentives in flexibility for new technologies.

The setting of a long steady path over a long time period coordinated across all the agencies in
this country gives consumers and the industry the time they need to adjust.

Fifth, the auto industry has a strong incentive to comply. The standard takes the risk out of
investing in fuel efficiency. All the auto makers have to do -- you don't have to worry about
some guy manufacturing cheap fuel inefficient cars. They all have to comply.

Organization: Consumer Reports

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 168.]

The proposed targets are aggressive, but they're also conservative enough to allow the
manufacturers to increase the deployment of new technologies to meet these requirements.

Organization: Consumers Union

Because the proposed rule provides ample lead time—approximately two and a half design
cycles by 2025—automakers will be able to incorporate more efficient technologies and
materials into the vehicles at a measured pace, thus reducing compliance costs and putting
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everyone on the same playing field in the race to find the best, most efficient way to meet new
fuel economy targets. The proposed targets are aggressive enough to encourage groundbreaking
new technological advances, but conservative enough to be attained even with strong
incremental improvements and increased deployment of existing technology. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9454-A2, p.2]

Organization: Ecology Center

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 188-189.]

Second, we do like the longer time frame contained in the proposed rules. By looking out further
into the future the rules can ensure consistency of approach and allow manufacturers to better
plan for the vehicles that they will need to develop.

Organization: Environmental Consultants of Michigan
Tailpipe greenhouse gas standards (the flip side of CAFE) cannot achieve the target reductions

Using the latest government greenhouse gas lifecycle model for the transportation sector,
GREET 2011, one can conclude that achieving carbon neutrality through tailpipe emission
standards is not within the realm of possibility. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1, p. 3]

According to the 2011 Department of Energy greenhouse gas model, replacing the entire on road
fleet of light duty cars and trucks with gasoline powered vehicles that achieve over 125 miles per
gallon is necessary to reduce segment GHGs by 80%. This is not a CAFE standard of 125 mpg
but every car and truck on the road would have to achieve this level of on-road efficiency. These
levels are more than double the proposal. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1, p. 3]

Battery electric vehicles are even less useful in reaching the goal of carbon neutrality. Replacing
every car and truck on the road with electric vehicles would reduce GHG emissions by only 26%
at a cost of $2.5 trillion plus the cost of additional fuel production. Advocates of the electric
option opine that use of carbon free electricity will be prevalent in the future. The federal
government recently invested a half trillion dollars in the solar power company Solyndra only to
have the company go bankrupt. The dream of solar power is a long way off. Others point to wind
power as the solution for electricity. Already environmentalists are lining up protesting wind
farms because of the noise pollution and the fact that the turbine blades kill large numbers of
migratory birds7. Nuclear power is not supported by environmentalists and hydropower can also
present problems for endangered species. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1, pp. 3-4]

Replacing every car and truck on the road with a hydrogen fuel cell powered vehicle would
reduce GHG emissions by only 41% at a cost of $2.5 trillion not counting the fuel infrastructure
cost. Hydrogen is one of the most difficult fuels to transport because of the corrosive effect of
hydrogen on most metals. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-Al, p. 4]
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Agency Was Arbitrary and Capricious In Its Selection of Standards

The Agency suggests the proposed standards of 50 miles per gallon could be achieved at a cost
of about $2000 per vehicle. Even a cursory look at the data from EPAs 2012 model year fuel
economy mileage guide demonstrates this review was arbitrary and capricious. [NHTSA-2010-
0131-0166-A1, p. 5]

Only seven of the 900 plus models listed in the 2012 model year fuel economy guide would meet
the 2025 model year proposed standards; one hydrogen fuel cell vehicle, three battery electric
vehicles and three hybrid electric vehicles. As demonstrated above, hydrogen and electric
vehicles cannot achieve the necessary greenhouse gas emissions and cost substantially more than
$2000 per vehicle. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-Al, p. 6]

The median MSRP price increase for a hybrid electric vehicle in the 2011 model year was over
$7000. Using the EPAs own fuel economy benefit and annual fuel costs published in the fuel
economy guide it would take over 273,000 miles of driving to pay off the initial price premium
for the average hybrid10 not counting the batteryl1 replacement every 10 years. The breakeven
mileage for the highest selling hybrid electric vehicle, the Toyota Prius, is over 226,000 miles
not counting the battery replacements. The second highest selling hybrid electric vehicle, the
Honda Civic, never reaches its breakeven mileage. Over half the hybrid electric vehicles in the
market last year would neverl12 reach their breakeven point according to EPA annual fuel costs
not factoring in the cost of replacement batteries. More than half (60%) of 2012 model year
hybrid electric vehicles (Table 3) were more than 10 miles per gallon below their 2025 model
year target and all the hybrid electric vehicles have 6 or more forward gears. The average
shortfall for all hybrid electric vehicles was over 9 miles per gallon. [Table 3 can be found on p.
24 of Docket number NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1] [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1, p. 6]

Hybrid electric vehicles have been in the market for fourteen years and still represent less than
2.5% of sales despite generous subsidies. There were 26 hybrid electric vehicles in the market in
2011 yet over half the sales were a single model. Hybrids are having a difficult time gaining
acceptance in the marketplace likely due to the economic reality that they do not save consumers
money. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1, p. 6]

The median price increase for a diesel engine in the 2012 model year is over $5000. Using the
EPA fuel economy benefit and annual fuel costs it would take over 214,000 miles of driving to
pay off the initial price premium. Eighty-five percent of 2012 model year diesel equipped
vehicles (Table 4) were more than 10 miles per gallon below their 2025 model year target despite
having six or more forward gears. The average shortfall was over 12 miles per gallon. Thus
advanced technology diesel and hybrid technology as currently deployed in the market are
insufficient to meet the projected standards and cost substantially more than the Agency
estimates. [Table 4 can be found on p. 25 of Docket number NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-

Al] [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1, p. 6]

Ninety percent of the 50 most fuel efficient non-hybrid 2012 model year trucks (Table 7) were
more than 10 miles per gallon short of their 2025 model year target. The average shortfall was
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over 23 miles per gallon. [Table 7 can be found on p. 27 of Docket number NHTSA-2010-0131-
0166-A1] [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1, p. 7]

Ninety-four percent of the 50 most fuel efficient non-hybrid 2012 model year passenger cars
(Table 8) were more than 10 miles per gallon short of their 2025 model year target. The average
shortfall was over 15 miles per gallon. [Table 8 can be found on p. 28 of Docket

number NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1] [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-Al, p. 7]

Collectively, the 2012 model year data clearly demonstrates that the proposed targets cannot be
achieved at the costs assumed by the Agency or with conventional technology. [NHTSA-2010-
0131-0166-A1, p. 7]

Applying the technology already present in the 2012 model year mileage guide to the Agencies
projected penetration rates result in a sizable shortfall to the proposed standards. Even using the
best available hybrid technology in the market today, a manufacturer would have to have a
penetration rate of over 70% hybrid electric vehicle and 3% electric vehicles to achieve the
proposed standards. This is substantially higher than the rates projected by the Agency. [See
Table 2 on p. 8 of Docket number NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1] [NHTSA-2010-0131-0166-A1,

pp. 7-8]

7 Wind power is the fastest developing source of energy in the United States and can be an
important part of the solution to climate change. However, wind farms can kill birds through
collisions with turbines and associated structures, and also harm them through the loss of habitat
that birds need for survival. A 2008 Department of Energy report calls for the U.S. to generate
20% of its electricity from wind by 2030. By then, wind turbines are expected to be killing at
least one million birds each year, and probably significantly more, depending on the final scale
of wind build-out. Wind farms are also expected to impact almost 20,000 square miles of
terrestrial habitat, and over 4,000 square miles of marine habitat by 2030, some critical to
threatened species. (American Bird Conservancy)

10 Comparisons are to gasoline counterpart similar to consumers’ purchase decisions; the
proposal counts fuel savings from the fleet average and does not use a comparable vehicle as the
basis for fuel saving.

11 The Agency values the battery at about $4000; requiring over 150,000 miles of additional
driving to pay back; Honda also lists the battery at about $4000

12 Defined as having a breakeven mileage in excess of 300,000 miles
Organization: Ferrari

We believe that it is right to propose now a CAFE regulation that covers the entire 9-year period
MYs 2017-25, but it is necessary to make a mid-term review, to verify the consistency of the
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proposed standards, due to the many uncertainties that are implicit in the technical and economic
assumptions that form the basis for the proposed standards. In case of any changes or mores\
stringent requirements, enough lead-time should be allowed. It is important for vehicle
manufacturers to have clear and stable regulations, and enough lead-time before they are first
adopted or modified. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9535-A2, p.14]

Organization: Ford Motor Company

The standards that have been proposed by EPA and NHTSA through the 2025 model year
represent the most significant federal action ever taken by the US federal government to improve
fuel economy and reduce greenhouse gas emissions — nearly doubling the standards that were in
place for the 2010 model year. To meet these requirements throughout the 2017-2025 period,
substantial capital investments will be necessary to meet consumer demand for more fuel-
efficient vehicles, to incorporate new technologies that consumers want, and to compete against
other automakers in the marketplace. Some examples of the major planned investments include
converting three truck and SUV plants to build small cars, re-tooling our powertrain facilities to
manufacture fuel-efficient EcoBoost engines, offering more advanced six-speed transmissions,
leveraging our global platforms, increasing our hybrid offerings and production, and moving
forward with an aggressive electrification strategy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-Al, p. 8]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 33.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 86.]

The proposed rules extend through the 2025 model year, which is an unprecedented time frame
in the context of fuel economy regulations. This presents a significant challenge for
manufacturers. While the establishment of longer-term standards provides manufacturers with
targets for future product planning and investment, the longer time frame leads to greater risk
that the assumptions underlying the standards do not come to fruition. For example, if the lack of
adequate infrastructure hinders the introduction of new fuel-saving technologies, or if fuel prices
turn out to be substantially lower than anticipated, it might be necessary to change the standards
in order to avoid damage to American auto jobs and the U.S. economy.

Organization: Growth Energy

The fuel economy and GHG standards proposed by the Agencies sent ambitious targets for the
automobile industry. The standards and other requirements that the Joint NPRM propose, along
with other safety and emissions programs, will determine how the U.S. automobile industry
allocates its human and financial resources for the next decade. The new-vehicle market will
determine whether the automobile industry’s efforts to comply with the Agencies’ GHG and fuel
economy standards are successful. Greenhouse gas standards of the type being proposed by EPA
are, for all practical purposes, fuel economy standards, and like fuel economy standards such
standards affect nearly every attribute of vehicle design and performance, as well as vehicle
retail and operating costs. One of the most ambitious aspects of the Joint NPRM is that it would
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set standards for the industry over a much longer time frame than any previous fuel economy
standards established by NHTSA, including the model-year (“MY”") 2012-2016 GHG standards
recently promulgated by EPA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9505-A1, p. 1]

Programs that try to force the market to purchase electric vehicles that the public does not want
to buy require public subsidies, increases in the prices of conventional vehicles to subsidize the
manufacturers’ cost, or both. While California may have some discretion under the Clean Air
Act to experiment with its own new-vehicle market, and while the Joint NPRM’s approach may
have the support of some stakeholders in addition to California, NHTSA and EPA have
independent duties to determine whether the standards it adopts are economically practicable and
take proper account of the state of technology, including the costs of technology. See 49 U.S.C. §
32902(f); 42 U.S.C. 8 7521 (a)(2). If the reliance on electric vehicles is misplaced, because there
IS no statutory mandate for such vehicles in federal law nor any requirement that the Agencies
rely on such vehicles in writing GHG or fuel economy standards, the proposed standards in the
Joint NPRM need to be scaled back to conform to levels that are economically practicable and
also technologically feasible after accounting for costs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9505-A1, p.
2]

Organization: Haroldson, C.
The proposed standards are too strict [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11137-A1, p. 1]
Organization: Honeywell International, Inc.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 257.]

The program should instead remain technology neutral and recognize all significant performance
improvements.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 209-210.]

Manufacturers must have confidence in a regulatory approach to take the risks necessary to
innovate and world's most pressing environment and energy security challenges. We believe that
better regulatory approaches are performance-driven, technology neutral, and provide some
flexibility, and they must reflect the best available data and signs incorporating the most up-to-
date research and technical information.

Organization: Honeywell Transportation Systems

Honeywell strongly endorses a performance-based, technology-neutral approach to regulating
emissions and fuel consumption. Honeywell believes that government policy should promote all
technology in the same way. Even at the end of the MY 2025 timeframe, internal combustion
engine vehicles will continue to dominate the new light duty fleet. Proven, cost-effective

2-29



EPA Response to Comments

technologies that use the nation’s current infrastructure and numerous breakthroughs in many
internal combustion engine technologies will become available in the years ahead, substantially
improving the environmental performance of the vehicle fleet. Yet those benefits could be lost or
diminished if the government directs investment towards electric vehicles without
simultaneously encouraging continued investment in advanced ICE technologies. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9474-A1, pp.1-2]

Although we recognize that the overall stringency of the regulations encourages investment and
improvement throughout the fleet, it is also true that an OEM may gain significant compliance
advantage from EVs and PHEVs -- a compliance advantage that would be further enhanced if the
credit multipliers are finalized. Much of the technology utilized to obtain that advantage is
limited to the battery technology so that the technological advancement does not necessarily
transfer to other vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9474-A1, p.5]

Organization: Howard, P.
One thing | would like to see is that these standards only apply to newly manufactured vehicles

and that there will be absolutely no provisions or punishments requiring people to get rid of their
perfectly good and operating older vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10063-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Hrin, S.

It would be good for our national security if cars were required to get more miles to the gallon.
I'm not talking about a few miles per gallon more, but much more. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1568, p.1]

I believe car makers should be required to get 100/gallon by 2025. Anything less would be a
travesty. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1568, p.1]

Organization: Hyundai America Technical Center

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 22.]

In our discussions with the agencies on this rulemaking, we have consistently supported the
standard in excess of 50 miles per gallon.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 24.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 23.]

Finally, Hyundai appreciates a substantial lead time for these regulations which will
provide stability for long-term product planning.

2-30



CO, Emissions Standards

Organization: International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT)

The ICCT has two overall objectives for our comments. First, given the accelerating pace of
technology development and cost reduction, the proposed standards are not pushing the limits of
technology and it will not be difficult or expensive for manufacturers to meet them. Second,
many cost effective technologies may not be adopted should the stringency be weakened due to
unwarranted credits. Our comments are focused on ensuring that the final rule is as robust as
possible, including data and information on technology and consumers and suggestions for
improvements to the credits. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1, p. 2]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 196.]

ICCT strongly supports the overall program stringency. However, we are concerned some cost-
effective reductions may not be achieved due to certain elements found in the performance rule.

Organization: Jackson, F.W.

10. Equating a 54.5 mpgge average EPA proposal 'mix’ to 54.5 mpgg vehicle performance, they
are not interchangeable because the 'mix’ vehicles need to consider each vehicles 'weight' while a
54.5 mpgge average implies no ‘weighting’; e.g. to show the point, a 54.5 mpgge vehicle
performance calcs to 1.835 gge to go 100 miles; whereas one 60 mpgge Volt and one 49 mpg
HEV also average 54.5 mpgge but the 49 mpg uses 2.04 gg per 100 miles and the 60 mpgge uses
1.67 gge per 100 miles for 2 vehicles using 3.71 gge for 200 miles or an average of 53.9 gge, i.e.,
not 54.5. Clearly not equivalent. and the farther the vehicles are from the average the more
impact, e.g., use one Leaf at 97 mpgge and one 12 mpg 'guzzler' and average is still 54.5 but
‘guzzler' alone for 100 miles is by itself 8.33 gge! Then add the 1.03 gge for the Leaf for a 200
mile total of 9.36 gge, or per 100 miles 4.68 gge (21.4 mpgge), or 155% more gge than a 54.5
vehicle. While EPA ref 2 shows 6 vehicle mix scenarios, plug in penetrations minor in all 6,
however the option for manufacturers to sell plug-ins to obtain credits and/or multipliers to allow
more profitable 'guzzlers' is available and where profitable I expect the profit motive will prevail;
yet in EPA's Ref. 2 scenarios | did not find a 2025 model year scenario with high plug-in
penetration! [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8041-A1, pp. 5-6]

2. EPA Draft Regulatory Impact Analysis 'Proposed Rulemaking for 2017-2025 Light-Duty
Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards'
EPA-420-D-11-004 November 2011

Organization: Manufacturers of Emission Controls Association (MECA)
The Manufacturers of Emission Controls Association (MECA) is pleased to provide comments

in support of the U.S. EPA’s proposed rulemaking to establish 2017 and later model year light-
duty vehicle greenhouse gas emission standards and corporate average fuel economy standards.
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We believe an important opportunity exists to significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
improve fuel economy from passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty passenger
vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9452-A3, p.1]

Controlling greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector is essential to the overall
efforts to alleviate long-term impacts on the climate. As detailed in EPA’s proposal, there are a
large set of technology combinations that are available to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from
passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks, including fuel efficient, state-of-the-art and future
advanced gasoline and diesel powertrains. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9452-A3, pp.1-2]

In summary, there are significant opportunities to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the
transportation sector through the design of fuel efficient powertrains that include advanced
exhaust emission controls for meeting even the most stringent criteria pollutant standards.
MECA believes that advanced emission control systems have a critically important role in future
policies that aim to reduce mobile source greenhouse gas emissions. These emission control
technologies allow all high efficiency powertrains to compete in the marketplace by enabling
these powertrains to meet current and future criteria pollutant standards. In nearly all cases, these
fuel-efficient powertrain designs, combined with appropriate emission controls, can be optimized
to either minimize fuel consumption impacts associated with the emission control technology, or,
in some cases, improve overall fuel consumption of the vehicle. This optimization extends
beyond carbon dioxide emissions to include other significant greenhouse gases such as methane,
nitrous oxide, and black carbon. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9452-A3, p.6]

MECA commends EPA for taking important steps to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
improve fuel economy from light-duty vehicles. Our industry is prepared to do its part and
deliver cost effective, advanced emission control technologies to the market. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9452-A3, p.6]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 180.]

MECA, like many commented already today, supports performance-based standards that are
technology neutral.

Organization: Marlinghaus, E.

The stakes are too high. We must dramatically reduce our consumption of fossil fuels - imported
or domestic - if we are to prevent catastrophic climate change. Although I support the proposed
rule to increase fuel economy for new passenger vehicles to an average of 54.5 miles per gallon
by 2025, personally | feel that the date for reaching this standard should be moved forward to at
least 2020. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1581-A1, p. 1]

This spring, you set a goal of reducing oil imports by one-third this decade, and in November
you proposed fuel efficiency standards that will effectively double current requirements. |
commend your efforts, but urge you to set your goals even higher. | believe it is important to
increase U.S. investment in fuel efficient technologies, save consumers money at the pump, help
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this country break its dependence on oil & all fossil/carbon based fuels, and most importantly,
protect the environment. Do NOT let these standards be watered down--protect and finalize the
new fuel efficiency rules. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1581-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Marshall, C.

Promulgating the standard might best be done by also implementing companion federal
programs involving other agencies, e.g., a financing program allowing U.S. auto manufacturers
to retool plants and re-train workers. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5917-A2, p. 1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (10) (National Wildlife Federation Action Fund-1)

President Obama pledged to reduce our oil imports by one-third by 2025. Setting strong vehicle
efficiency and emissions standards is the most effective, common-sense step we can take to
reduce our dependence on oil. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1244-A1_MASS, p.1]

These standards would also deeply cut US global warming pollution, and help speed the
adoption of technology domestically and globally to cut emissions even further. The deep cuts in
oil use that result from setting the strongest standards are also critical to reducing the need to
drill for oil in increasingly risky, environmentally destructive and higher emitting locations.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1244-A1 MASS, p.1]

From more advanced engines to stronger lightweight materials, automakers have the technology
to reach standards of at least 60 miles per gallon by 2025 and achieve the President's goal. Strong
standards would also spur American innovation to help our auto industry compete and thrive in a
global marketplace, while helping households and businesses save money. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-1244-A1 _MASS, p.1]

The difference between the strongest and weakest standards you are considering would cost
Americans $370 billion at the pump (with most of the money ending up outside of the U.S.), and
add twice as much global warming pollution to the atmosphere. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1244-A1_MASS, p.1]

We need your leadership to set strong fuel economy standards that will break our dependence on
oil, curb global warming pollution and provide consumers with more choices of fuel efficient our
cars and trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1244-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (4,505) (Unknown Organization)

All but one of the alternative standards discussed in the rules would allow greenhouse gas
emissions from cars and light trucks to increase through 2025; but dangerous climate change
cannot be avoided unless greenhouse gases actually decrease. The rules should adopt the
alternative that actually decreases carbon pollution every year through 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9595-A1 MASS, p.1]
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The rules do not push car makers to look for technological innovation; they allow manufacturers
to simply rely on small improvements to technology that already exists. As a result even 13 years
from now, in 2025, the U.S. fleet would still do no better than what some cars can already
achieve today. By 2025 the United States should do better than the European Union, China and
Japan, not continue to lag behind them. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9595-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (61) (The Social Justice Group)

We, the undersigned, applaud the proposed 54.5 miles per gallon carbon and fuel efficiency
standards for cars and light trucks. We urge you to maintain these strong standards and make
them final in July of this year. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7406-A1 _MASS, p.2]

Organization: Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT)

In our Report, we have shown that the proposed regulations are highly demanding on both
technological and market deployment fronts. Strong coordinated policies in addition to stringent
CAFE requirements will thus be required to incentivize aggressive development of greatly
improved propulsion system and vehicle technologies as well as the rapid market penetration of
that technology, along with increasing deployment of alternative vehicles and fuels, into actual
use. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0229-A1,p.1]

We are submitting our Report titled “U.S. CAFE Standards: Potential for Meeting Light-duty
Vehicle Fuel Economy Targets, 2016-2025” which we have prepared as our response to the joint
NHTSA and EPA proposal for extending the U.S. National Program to further improve light-
duty vehicle fuel economy and reduce greenhouse gas emissions, for model years 2017 through
2025. It is based on our research of the past year or so, using a forwardlooking stochastic fleet
assessment model for analyzing the impact of uncertainly on projected future light-duty vehicle
fuel use and greenhouse gas emissions (Bastani, P. Heywood, J.B., Hope, C., SAE paper 2012-
01-0647, SAE 2012 World Congress, Detroit, MI), with appropriate assumptions for future
average car and light-truck operating characteristics and sales volumes. [NHTSA-2010-0131-
0229-Al, p.1] [[ See Docket Number NHTSA-2010-0131-0229-A1, pp3-35 for the report.]]

We quantitatively analyze three different scenarios. First, we define an “operational space”
within which we evaluate specific scenarios, using evolving upper and lower bounds on the
assumed vehicle characteristics, sales volumes of each major technology, and anticipated travel
demand. Within this context we show that:

1. With our “plausible yet ambitious” scenario, (see Bastani, P., Heywood, J.B., & Hope, C.,
Transportation Research Part A, vol. 46, pp. 517-548, 2012) the likelihood of exceeding the 2016
fleet average targets is moderate for passenger cars, but very low for the combined car plus light-
truck new vehicle fleets. The prospects of meeting the 2025 targets with this scenario are
extremely low. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0229-A1, p.1]

2. With a more optimistic scenario where, for example, vehicle performance remains unchanged

(a significant departure from the history of the last two or so decades), the prospects for meeting
the 2016 fleet targets with passenger cars rises to some 50% but for the combined cars and light
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trucks sales are still only a few percent. The potential for the combined car and light truck sales
meeting the 2025 targets on time is very low indeed. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0229-A1,p.1]

3. With the proposed EPA/DOT preferred alternative scenario, as spelled out in the proposed rule
making, the prospects for meeting these targets are better: some 20% for the combined car and
light truck fleet meeting the 2016 CAFE fleet-average targets, but still only about 15% for the
2025 targets. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0229-A1, p.1]

We hope that this probabilistic analysis with the logic behind its assumptions carefully explained
(and referenced), with it’s detailed results and findings, will prove useful to you in your
deliberations of these proposed CAFE requirements. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0229-A1, p.2]

Organization: Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC

Despite this overall support, the continuing stringency increases in the proposal are extremely
aggressive, especially for a company that traditionally sells in the luxury car market and with
modest volumes over which to spread its compliance obligations. As more fully explained in the
Attachment to this letter, DAG suggests the following additional flexibilities and provisions.
These measures would assist companies in overcoming market barriers, bringing new and
advanced vehicles to market and combining advancements in crash avoidance technology with
the fuel consumption reduction and emissions benefits they produce: [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9483-A1, p. 2]

The final regulation will impose a set of aggressive and challenging standards. As a technology
leader, DAG will continue to employ in its fleet all available technological advancements and
will gain real world CO, and fuel economy benefits through off-cycle technologies. DAG
appreciates the opportunity to comment upon the proposal and looks forward to continuing to
work with the agencies during finalization and implementation of the regulations. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9483-Al, p. A-19]

* DAG supports establishing an alternative compliance pathway for companies to choose more
stringent standards in the later model years to allow more lead time to diversify their U.S.
product line-ups and to bring additional advance technology vehicles, such as fuel cell vehicles,
to the U.S. market. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9483-A1, p. 2]

DAG supports a concept introduced in the proposal to provide an alternative compliance
pathway to allow manufacturers additional lead time to reconstitute the light duty vehicle fleet.
This suggestion was raised in the context of explaining that the agency would not extend the
Temporary Leadtime Allowance Alternative Standard (‘'TLAAS'). The agency requested
comments on whether the intermediate-volume, limited-line manufacturers should receive
additional flexibility in the latter years of the proposal, and whether the phase-in should be
spread over more years for lower volume manufacturers. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9483-A1,
p. A-1]
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DAG understands the agency's decision not to extend the TLAAS beyond its original terms.
However, DAG agrees that manufacturers be accorded an option to adopt an alternative
compliance pathway. The alternative would reduce the grams per mile reduction requirements
during earlier model years and then make up most, or all of those carbon reductions in later
model years.® [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9483-A1, p. A-1]

The alternative pathway would be available to all manufacturers. We anticipate, however, that
most manufacturers, who are able to spread compliance costs across a broader fleet, would
continue to choose the basic option since doing so would allow those manufacturers more
consistency across model years. The alternative pathway would likely be utilized primarily by
the small number of manufacturers with more concentrated product line-ups in order to diversify
their U.S. market fleets and to bring more long-ranging advanced technology vehicles, such as
fuel cell or dedicated CNG vehicles, to market. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9483-A1, pp. A-1-
A-2]

DAG looks forward to discussing this option with the agencies and to developing an alternative
compliance pathway that is likely to provide the necessary assistance while maintaining similar
or equal overall levels of CO; reduction. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9483-A1, p. A-2]

3 One possibility within the first four model years, MY's 2017-2020, would be to adjust the
grams per mile reductions during the first two model years with corresponding increases in the
latter two model years. Another possibility would be to spread the alternative pathway across the
eight model years covered by the overall rulemaking.

Organization: Miller, P.

This rule should be moved to 2020 with an addition of a separate part which provides far more
federal R&D for cars that don't use fossil fuels at all -- including hydrogen and advanced electric
cars, funds for plug ins, etc. This would help global warming by reducing carbon emissions
while it developed entire new industries that keep our energy dollars in the US = lasting
industries. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1755-A1, p. 1]

Organization: National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA)

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 42.]

And go to finally, NACAA urges that EPA and NHTSA ensure that this final rule is promulgated
by July 2012 as planned, and encourages EPA upon promulgation of this rule to begin assessing
the efficacy of another phase of standards to apply to post 2025 model year vehicles.

Organization: National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA)
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These comments do not devote much attention to technological feasibility, largely taking on faith
the proposal’s assumptions in that regard. Likewise, little attention is paid to the proposal’s
assumptions regarding program benefits, except to stress that if and to the extent vehicles
covered by the program rule are not sold and used as predicted, those benefits will be reduced.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9575-A1, p. 3]

The proposal seeks to establish CAFE and GHG mandates which would take effect with MY
2017. No statutory mandate requires that standards be set so far in advance, for so long a period
of time. In fact, the 35.5 mpg standard recently promulgated for MY 2016 will kick in some four
years earlier than Congress contemplated in EISA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9575-A1, p. 11]

Absent a specific statutory direction, NHTSA and EPA should be guided by three principal
factors. First, a timetable should be designed to provide adequate lead-time for manufacturers to
achieve technologically feasible standards. Statutory language on lead-time is found in both the
Energy Policy and Conservation Act and the Clean Air Act. CAFE standards must be issued at
least 18 months prior to the model year in question and for no more than 5 model years. In
addition, new GHG standards may not take effect sooner than the model year commencing 4
years after they are promulgated. Technological feasibility directly relates to what manufacturers
can do and when they can do it. The longer out into the future standards are set, the less likely
NHTSA and EPA will have credible information to accurately predict technological feasibility.
This is one of the key lessons taught by the heavy-duty truck emissions look-back discussed
above and found in Exhibit B. Setting standards too far in advance dramatically increases the risk
that those standards will prove to be technologically infeasible. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9575-A1, p. 11]

Proposed standards also must be economically practicable. Although NADA has considerable
confidence that vehicle manufacturers will be able to research, design, manufacture, and
incorporate technologies and designs aimed to meet the proposed standards, serious questions
exist regarding whether they will be able to do so in a cost effective or economically practicable
manner. As discussed at length above, regulatory benefits will not attain unless and until vehicles
subject to the proposal are bought. And, to the extent they prove unaffordable, they will not be
bought. There are simply too many variables involved with the reasonable modeling of economic
practicability to warrant the setting of standards unnecessarily too far in advance. Fuel costs,
materials costs, general economic conditions, and interest rates are but a few of these very hard
to forecast, yet critical variables. In short, NHTSA and EPA have no justification for setting
standards for longer than the statutory five year period. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9575-A1,

pp. 11-12]

Prospective light-duty vehicle purchasers, and the dealers who sell to them, will be directly
impacted by the vehicle production mandates under consideration. If no rule were to issue, in-use
passenger car and light truck fuel economy and GHG performance would continue to improve,
as older, less fuel-efficient vehicles are replaced by newer ones offering comparable performance
with improved fuel economy. NHTSA and EPA must preserve this trend by avoiding mandates
which, through product compromises or high costs, would impede fleet turnover. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9575-A1, p. 13]
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The automobile industry has traveled a steep technology path over the last century, resulting in
astounding improvements to light-duty cars and trucks. Today’s vehicles are lighter and more
powerful, yet safer and more fuel efficient than ever in history. Fuel economy/GHG standards
should encourage manufacturers to continue along this technology path, but only if it allows
them to deliver to new vehicle showrooms products that are acceptable by and affordable to
consumers. Future light-duty vehicles must be affordable up-front, and must also offer a total
value package that includes fuel economy, but with no safety or performance trade-offs. Unless
and until new vehicles sell, regulatory benefits will be unrealized. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9575-A1, p. 13]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 69.]

Secondly, NADA wants the highest fuel economy that we can get as long as the mandates are
feasible and affordable as customers do have choices.

Organization: National Wildlife Federation (NWF)

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 32.]

A recent survey by Consumers Reports found that 93 percent of the public is in support of
stricter fuel economy standards. The public understands how the fuel standards work. They work
for wildlife, they work for American families and they work for the auto industry and
autoworkers and for the overall economy.

Organization: Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management (NESCAUM)

Annual Rates of Emissions Reductions

EPA’s proposed rule would incorporate a carbon dioxide equivalent standard that requires annual
average reduction rates of 5 percent for passenger cars and 3.5 percent for light trucks in model
years (MY) 2017 to 2021 and 5 percent for all light-duty vehicles for MY 2022 to 2025. For
reasons set forth herein and in our November 1, 2010 letter (attached), NESCAUM believes a 6
percent rate for passenger cars is technically feasible and economically practicable. We strongly
encourage EPA to consider incorporating a more stringent rate of improvement in this
rule.[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9476-Al, p. 1]

EPA’s technology analysis projects that battery electric vehicles (BEVs) and plug-in hybrid
electric vehicles (PHEVs) will account for as little as 1 percent of sales in 2021 and 3 percent of
sales in 2025. EPA and the NHSTA previously estimated that a 6 percent annual rate of
improvement for the combined passenger car and truck fleet could be achieved with as little as 4
percent combined sales share of BEVs and PHEVs in 2025, provided that sales of conventional
hybrids continue to increase. Given the proposed rule initially establishes a less stringent
standard for light trucks (3.5 percent reduction rate from MY 2017 to 2021), achieving a 6
percent reduction rate for passenger cars alone would likely require even lower penetration rates
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than EPA’s previous estimates. The majority of major auto manufacturers will be selling BEVs
or PHEVs as part of their offering of passenger cars, beginning with MY 2013. Forecasts of
significant reductions in the weight and cost of electric vehicle technologies further support our
conclusion that the modest increase in sales of these advanced technology vehicles required to
achieve a fleet-wide 6 percent annual rate of improvement for passenger cars is viable.4 [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9476-A1, pp. 1-2]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 70-74.]

The proposed rule before us today incorporates carbon dioxide emissions reduction at average
annual rates in model years 2017 through 2021 of five percent for passenger cars and three point
five percent for light trucks.

For model years '22 through 2025 the rate is set at five percent for all light-duty vehicles.

NESCAUM states continue to affirm our previous position that a six-percent rate is technically
feasible and economically practical and encourage EPA to strongly consider incorporating this
more stringent rate of improvement into the rule.

NESCAUM states encourage EPA to consider the six-percent annual rate of improvement.

4 MIT Energy Initiative. Electrification of the Transportation System. April, 2010.
Organization: RVIA

EPA and NHTSA should closely examine whether they have appropriately considered future
light vehicle towing trends in setting standards for light duty passenger cars, cross-over vehicles,
minivans and other vehicles that will be used more in the future to tow RV trailers and similar
towable products. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9550-A2, p.5]

Organization: Smith, Frank Houston

Please note that the current 40 UK gasoline vehicle configurations rated >60 mpg(Imperial)
combined are generally similar in size to the Fiat 500 or for two. This suggests something more
than “advanced” gasoline ICE technologies are necessary to accomplish fuel economies above
45~50 mpg(US) combined for machines currently considered mid and compact sized light
passenger vehicles in the US. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0240-Al, p.2]

Here are the 20 US vehicles that have broken the 50 mpg highway barrier since 1984:

http://www.fueleconomy.gov/feg/Power...g=50&maxmpg=70 [NHTSA-2010-0131-0240-A1,
p.2]
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51~53 mpg - Chevy Sprinter ER 1986~1987
51 mpg - Chevy Sprint Metro 1988

52 mpg - Chevy Sprint Metro 1989~1994
51 mpg - Civic CRX HF 1986~1987

50 mpg - Civic HB VX 1994~1995

58~61 mpg - Honda Insight 2001~2006

A total of 20 vehicles in the last 28 years, with nothing post 2006. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0240-
Al p.2]

And, here are the only 11 vehicles recognized by
http://www.fueleconomy.gov/feg/powerSearch.jsp to have achieved > 50 mpg(US) combined
since 1984:

50 mpg(US) combined - Toyota Prius C 2012 & Prius 2010 through 2012

52~53 mpg(US) combined - Honda Insight 2000 through 2006 [NHTSA-2010-0131-0240-A1,
p.3]

Organization: Society of the Plastics Industry, Inc. (SPI)

SPI supports the aim to preserve consumer choice in vehicles, and likewise seeks for
manufacturers to have a fully captured and incentivized range of technological options to reduce
emissions and increase fuel efficiency. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9492-A1, p.2]

Organization: Susan R.

Please increase the minimum MPG. If auto makers will routinely offer vehicles that offer a 50+
MPG, the gas savings alone would pay for an upgrade in vehicle. PLEASE - for our environment
and just plain common sense, increase the minimums! [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10792-A1, p.
1]

Organization: Tarazevich, Yegor

There should be one target for everyone (by 2025 it will be CAFE 54.5 MPG which is equal
EPA 40 MPG). Every new car that does not meet the target should pay a penalty of $500 per
every MPG under the standard. If one wants to buy a huge 20 MPG gas guzzler he will pay a
$10,000 penalty for air pollution and oil dependency. This is the only way to eliminate all
loopholes. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0199,p.1]
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Organization: Toyota Motor North America

The 163 grams per mile (54.5 miles per gallon equivalent) proposed standard for 2025 model
year is truly groundbreaking and will provide significant environmental and energy savings
benefits. While Toyota feels confident that our leadership in advanced technology vehicles
provides a strong foundation, meeting the proposed standards poses a formidable challenge for
our engineers and product planners. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.2]

The overall level of the proposed standards in 2025 model year is consistent with the agreement
signed by Toyota last July and the joint Supplemental Notice of Intent (NOI) published last
August. These standards will pose a substantial challenge our engineers and product planners,
but Toyota is prepared to make every effort to comply. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1,

p.5]

Further, subject to specific comments provided later in this document, Toyota generally supports
the added flexibilities proposed by EPA in the form of the following provisions: (1) sales
multipliers for advanced technology vehicles; (2) unlimited transfer of credits between fleets; (3)
A/C system leakage credits; and (4) one-time carry forward of 20102016 model year GHG
credits through the 2021 model year. Unfortunately, NHTSA does not believe it can propose or
adopt these same flexibility provisions for the CAFE regulations. To account for these
differences, NHTSA has proposed to set the CAFE target curves at different (lower) '"MPGe'
levels than EPA's GHG target curves for a given model year. However, Toyota's understanding
is that NHTSA's target curves have only been adjusted to account for the lack of sales multiplier
and A/C system leakage credits in the proposed NHTSA regulations, while no adjustments have
been made to account the lack of unlimited credit trading and one-time carry forward in the
proposed NHTSA regulations. The result of this difference in flexibility is a difference in
.stringency between the programs. Granted, the one-time carry forward is a temporary flexibility
that has no impact beyond 2021 model year, so the long-term effect of this difference is less
material. However, the difference in credit trading and transferring is a significant and long-term
(fixed) difference that substantively affects stringency. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-Al1,

pp.5-6]

We request that the agencies further evaluate this potential stringency gap and take measures to
address this gap, either through increased flexibility in the NHTSA program or by adjusting the
NHTSA curves to account for the difference in stringency. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-Al1,

p.6]

Organization: Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS)

(a) Overall Stringency & Technical Feasibility

In the proposed rule, EPA presents standards yielding a projected fleetwide greenhouse gas
average of 163 g/mi in model year 2025. NHTSA is proposing a harmonized CAFE standard

yielding a projected fleet average of 40.9 mpg in MY2021 and 49.6 mpg in MY 2025 — due to its
statutory limitations requiring rulemakings no longer than five model years. While the proposed
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standards represent significant progress, the technology exists to establish even more stringent
standards consistent with the agencies’ statutory obligations. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-
A2, p. 5]

The agencies’ original TAR laid out four scenarios ranging from a 3-6% annual reduction in
greenhouse gas emissions. As stated in our original comments to the NOI, the data continue to
support a 6% annual reduction (143 g/mi in MY2025) as technically feasible and increasing the
net societal benefits as demonstrated by our joint technical analysis with the Natural Resources
Defense Council that has already been submitted to the docket. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9567-A2, p. 5]

Current market conditions reflect that more stringent standards are achievable. According to
UCS analysis, 39 models sold today — including conventional, hybrid, and advanced technology
—are already sold in a version that meets their MY2017 proposed targets. Of these models,
nearly two dozen meet the target for MY2020.26 An analysis in the Draft Joint Regulatory
Impact Analysis confirms these findings, and identifies another 33 nameplates sold today that
nearly meet their MY2017 targets, missing them by five percent or less.27 These data, as well as
the agencies’ data on technology potential, indicate that higher stringencies should be set —
particularly in the light-truck fleet, where the proposed annual rate of improvement is
exceedingly weak for large footprint models. We provide further detail regarding our concerns
on the light truck standards in Section I1(b) below. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, pp. 6-
7]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 215.]

UCS urges the agencies to finalize strong vehicle standards with the attention paid to susceptible

provisions in the proposal that if exploited by auto makers would reduce the programs
anticipated benefits.

19 Union of Concerned Scientists. Comments Concerning EPA’s and NHTSA's Notice of Intent
to Conduct a Joint Rulemaking, 2017 and Later Model Year Light Duty Vehicle GHG Emissions
and CAFE Standards. November 3, 2010. p. 4 [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 5]

26 http://blog.ucsusa.org/the-future-is-now-39-models-meet-tomorrow%e2%80%99s-fuel-
economy-requirements-today

27 Draft Joint Regulatory Analysis, Table 3.12-1
Organization: United Automobile Workers (UAW)

The UAW believes strongly that the proposed regulations are sensible, achievable and needed.
They are good for the auto industry and its workers, good for the broader economy, good for the
environment and good for our national security. Adopting the proposed rules will give an
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additional boost to the ongoing revitalization of the auto industry, and for those reasons we
recommend adoption of these proposals in the final rules. Thank you for considering the views of
the UAW on these important issues. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9563-A2, p.8]

Organization: Van Coppenolle, J. and L.

The need for stringent vehicle performance standards is critical. Vehicles are a major cause of
poor air quality and adverse climate conditions, and the larger the vehicle, the greater the effect.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1284-A1, p. 1]

1) The higher standards do not apply to all vehicles across the board, allowing automakers a
potential loophole if they decide to reclassify cars as SUVSs, pick up trucks, etc., which have
lower proposed standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1284-A1, p. 1]

2) The new standards take effect only in 2017, though automakers are fully capable of
implementing them far sooner than that. The effective date should be moved forward, to 2015 at
the very latest. Please do not allow automakers to deceive you into believing they cannot meet an
earlier deadline. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1284-A1, p. 1]

Please revise the standards so that the highest ones apply to all vehicles and they take effect
within the next three years. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1284-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Volkswagen Group of America

Volkswagen provided a framework of what we believe to be an achievable and balanced
regulatory program aimed at advancing environmental and energy objectives while maintaining
market feasibility and customer acceptance. In general VVolkswagen put forward a concept for a
regulation with equitable CO, reductions amongst all segments and sizes of vehicles. We
combined this with broad incentives targeted at advancing interest by consumers into more
efficient, lower emitting vehicles. We further proposed incentives to promote use of bio-based
fuels which would help drive low emitting technology into vehicles while also advancing the
goals of the US Renewable Fuels Standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-Al, letter p. 2]

Volkswagen remains predominantly a passenger cars manufacturer. We believe that cars offering
a balanced mix of premium features, advanced safety, and invigorating dynamics can deliver a
first order reduction in CO, emissions versus other common choices made for daily consumer
use. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, letter p. 2]

The SNOI and subsequent NPRM outline an aggressive advancement of CO, emission targets.
However VVolkswagen disagrees with details of the framework, primarily the imbalanced
distribution of burden and the inclusion of targeted, segment and technology specific incentives.
As such, we were not in a position to endorse the proposal as did many of our industry
counterparts. Instead, VVolkswagen will offer within these comments a suite of proposals aimed at
improving the overall balance of the proposal. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, letter p. 2]
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Volkswagen markets a broad range of fuel efficient passenger cars and light trucks in the US.
We understand the importance of increasing fuel economy with standards that are:

- Aimed at reaching aggressive environmental targets

- Achievable with an assortment of conventional and advanced technology

- Flexible and feature a broad package of flexibility

- Most importantly, affordable for consumers [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 3]

We are committed to continually offering fuel efficient vehicles, such as the new mid-size, clean
diesel Passat TDI, available to the U.S. market.

- Built in our new LEED Platinum Certified factory in Chattanooga, TN
- Passat TDI achieves 43 mpg highway and can travel almost 800 miles on a single tank of fuel

- Volkswagen anticipates that over 30% of our customers will select the fuel-saving TDI Passat
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 3]

In addition, Volkswagen continues to develop vehicles featuring a broad array of fuel saving
technologies. It is our overall goal to offer a competitive suite of market viable technologies for
our customers to choose from. We recognize that a full range of affordable technologies and
vehicles will be needed to fit the diverse needs of our customers. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9569-Al, p. 3]

Volkswagen actively engaged with the agencies at a technical level to provide estimates of future
emissions reduction and fuel economy technology. During this time, Volkswagen outlined a
series of key principles to help define a balanced regulatory program for 2017+. However,
following our review of the 2010 Supplemental Notice of Intent (SNOI) and subsequently the
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM), Volkswagen was concerned that the proposed
regulation contained elements which would eventually produce an unbalanced, inequitable

rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 3]

Organization: Volvo Car Corporation (VCC)

VCC believes that the current classification framework, the footprint attribute, and the footprint
cut-points are reasonable and should be retained. Moreover, any changes to these fundamental
elements of the program could have a major impact on the stringency of the standards
themselves, and would require extensive reevaluation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9551-A2, p.
12]

Response:
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The majority of comments received on the topic of the stringency of the standards were
supportive, with many commenters noting that the standards are challenging but achievable, and
will result in significant reductions in GHG emissions and significant fuel savings. Comments
on the topic were also received requesting modifications to the stringency of the proposed
standards, either increasing or decreasing the year-to-year reduction in target emissions, and
either increasing or decreasing the lead time provided for manufacturers to adopt new
technologies. A detailed description of the selection of the curve shapes, stringency, and
alternatives considered are provided in sections 11.C, 111.B.2, and 111.D.6 of the preamble, and
section 2.5.3 of the joint TSD. These sections contain detailed responses to most of the
comments received on the topic of stringency and curve shape, while a summary of these
responses, along with additional information, is provided below.

Response to comments that standards should be more or less stringent

EPA considered standards that were less stringent and more stringent than those adopted.
The analysis of technology penetration rates and costs of these alternative standards is described
in section 111.D.6 of the preamble. EPA believes the final standards are preferable to the more
stringent alternatives based on considerations of cost — both to manufacturers and consumers —
and the potential for exceeding feasible penetration rates with sufficient lead-time for advanced
technologies, especially given the unknown degree of consumer acceptance of both the increased
costs and of the technologies themselves. EPA’s analysis of more stringent alternatives as set
out in section 111.D.6 of the preamble, which encompass the alternatives suggested by
commenters, supports these conclusions. At the same time, EPA believes the final standards are
preferable to the less stringent alternatives EPA examined, given that the final standards provide
significant reductions in GHG emissions and save consumers significant fuel — and thereby,
money — that far exceed the costs. These benefits would be foregone with less stringent
standards.

ACEEE stated that the alternative standards demanding higher penetration rates of
advanced technologies are preferable because “[t]hese alternatives adhere to technology
penetration rates that fall within the caps set by EPA to ensure feasibility.” EPA agrees with the
observation, but disagrees that this (by itself) is a justification for increasing the stringency of the
standards. This is because EPA believes that ACEEE has misinterpreted the purpose of the
technology caps, which are discussed in detail in chapter 3.4.2 of the joint TSD and section
111.D.6 of the preamble. As a modeling tool, EPA imposes upper limits on the penetration rates
allowed under our modeling. These maximum penetration rates are intended to account for the
physical limits of technical capability in light of conditions such as supplier capacity, up-front
investment capital requirements, manufacturability, and other factors. While they may reflect
technical judgments about technology feasibility and availability, consumer acceptance, lead
time, and other factors, these caps are not meant to imply that rates below that cap are a priori
practical or reasonable. That so many manufacturers are pushing up against those limits for the
alternative standard advocated by the commenter raises legitimate issues of not only lead time
and cost, but consumer acceptance as well.

ACEEE further commented that EPA did not take into account the various proposed
flexibilities, such as credits for plug-in vehicles and hybrid credits for large pickups. EPA has
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certainly considered carefully the role of incentives and flexibilities for advanced technologies
versus adopting standards predicated on wide-scale use of those technologies. We explained in
sections I11.C.3 and 111.D.6 of the preamble that there is a legitimate policy decision to be made
regarding whether to potentially jeopardize much of the rule’s benefits due to lack of consumer
acceptance of trucks with advanced technologies (for example due to cost, or discomfort with
power train electrification on hauling vehicles). EPA has reasonably chosen instead to adopt
aggressive standards which nonetheless do not force such technologies’ use as sharply but rather
promote penetration of these technologies by means of incentives and flexibilities. We note the
comments of the U.S. Coalition for Advanced Diesel Engines, among others, which documented
the low rates of penetration of hybridization in large footprint trucks in the current fleet as
evidence of a lack of consumer demand for these technologies. We note further that we have
incorporated the credits for use of hybrid technologies on pickup trucks into the OMEGA
modeling (see preamble section 111.D.5). Our analysis shows that on a fleet-wide basis, the
impact of these pickup truck flexibilities in 2025 is small, as shown in Table 111.2 of the
preamble. Therefore, EPA believes it is reasonable to rely on incentives, rather than rely
exclusively on potentially overly-aggressive standards, to obtain market penetration of these
potentially game-changing technologies.

Some commenters (CBD, J. Capozzelli, Mass Campaign) expressed concern that the
standards will not result in an overall reduction in greenhouse gas emissions over the rulemaking
timeframe. However, CBD’s observation that "[t]he alternative the Agencies prefer would
continue to increase greenhouse gas emissions through 2025" is incorrect. EPA believes that the
commenters incorrectly read Table 5.4.1-2-B of the DEIS, which shows that even when future
projected VMT growth is accounted for, net greenhouse gas emissions from light-duty vehicles
are reduced under the preferred alternative through 2040. As shown in Table 111-60 in the
preamble, without these standards, overall emissions from light-duty vehicles in the U.S. would
increase from 1,100 MMTCO?2 eq. per year in 2010 to 1,600 in 2050. In the analysis conducted
for this rule, total light-duty vehicle emissions in 2050 are calculated to be reduced by 569
MMTOCO?2 eq. per year, as shown in Table I11-61. This will result in total light-duty vehicle
emissions of 1,031 MMTCO2 eq. per year in 2050 — a reduction from the 2010 level.

CBD, a mass comment campaign, and several individuals commented that these
standards are not as stringent as certain other standards internationally, specifically those in the
European Union, Japan, and China. EPA notes that the standards in this rule are not directly
comparable to foreign fuel economy or emissions standards because 1) the standards are based
on a footprint attribute whereas foreign standards are based on other attributes, 2) the
measurement test cycles are different than foreign standards, and 3) the composition of each
country's vehicle fleet reflects the unique consumer preferences and vehicle usage patterns of
that country. Regarding the last point, as a result of differences in consumer preference and
vehicle usage, the fleet make-up in other nations is quite different than that of the United States.
These regions cited by the commenters have a large fraction of small vehicles (with lower
average weight, and footprint size) when compared to vehicles in the U.S. Also the U.S. has a
much greater fraction of light-duty trucks. When looked at from a technology-basis, with the
exception of the existing large penetration of diesels and manual transmissions in the European
fleet — there is no unique technology in the European and Japanese markets which leads to lower
fleet-wide CO2 emissions. The commenters have not provided any detailed analysis of what
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technologies are available in these regions which EPA is not considering — and indeed, there are
no such “magic” technologies. The vast majority of the differences between the current and
future CO2 performance of the Japanese and European light-duty vehicle fleets are due to
differences in the size and current composition of the vehicle fleets in those two regions — not
because EPA has ignored technologies which are available for application to the U.S. market
during the rulemaking time frame.

CBD commented that more stringent standards are possible, stating “it is clear that 69
mpg by 2025 is technically feasible 14 years from now. Indeed, it is beyond question that a fleet-
wide average of 62 mpg (representing approximately a 6% annual increase) can be achieved
based mostly on existing, off-the-shelf technologies ...”. CBD went on to advocate that the
agencies adopt the most stringent alternative from the DEIS, which would require a 7 percent
annual increase for the car and truck fleets. UCS proposed more stringent standards of 6 percent
for cars and trucks, while NESCAUM proposed higher stringency for the car standard only,
stating that they believe “a 6 percent rate for passenger cars is technically feasible and
economically practicable”. In support of its position, CBD cited as evidence two of the most
efficient vehicles currently available (the Toyota Prius and the Nissan Leaf). EPA agrees that
technologies are currently available that will enable significant reductions in fuel use and
emissions under this rule. However, EPA does not agree, as the commenter suggests, that
feasible improvements in smaller footprint cars are representative of gains that can be achieved
in a cost-effective manner by all vehicles, noting that this rule promulgates standards for
manufacturers’ fleets which consist of a wide range of vehicles and footprints.

In the analysis conducted for this rule, among the alternatives considered were
Alternatives 2 and 4, both of which have higher stringencies than the standards being finalized
by this rule. While EPA believes that the technology penetration required for these more
stringent alternatives are, in the narrow sense, technically achievable, they were not selected.
EPA explains in detail in sections I11.D.6 and 7 of the preamble to the final rule that our analyses
have shown that increasing the stringency beyond the promulgated levels would add significant
cost with diminishing additional benefit, and for light trucks, potentially leading to overly
aggressive penetration rates of certain advanced technologies, raising issues of lead time, costs,
and consumer acceptance, as well as creating incentives to comply by reducing vehicle utility.
As explained in section 111.D.6.d of the preamble, the more stringent alternatives we considered
would affect penetration rates of MHEVs, HEVSs, EVs, and PHEVS, especially in MY 2025.
Alternative 4, which would require a similar increase in car stringency to the NESCAUM’s
proposed 6 percent, would lead to penetration rates of 7 percent for PHEVs and EVs, and much
higher penetration (up to 45 percent) for some individual manufacturers, as shown in Table Il1-
54 of the preamble. The UCS and CBD proposals for 6 and 7 percent increases, respectively, for
both cars and trucks would be more stringent than both Alternatives 2 and 4 considered by the
EPA, with correspondingly higher penetration of PHEVs and EVs. These increases in
technology penetration rates raise serious concerns about the ability and likelihood
manufacturers can smoothly implement the increased technology penetration in a fleet that has
so far seen limited usage of these technologies. While this is more pronounced for 2025, lead
time issues would also exist for MY 2021 and earlier years. As such, EPA has not made changes
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to increase or decrease the overall stringency across the car and truck fleets from the levels of the
proposal, as advocated by these commenters.

CBD also expressed concern that agencies have “selected standards that value purported
consumer choice and the continued production of every vehicle in its current form over the need
to conserve energy: as soon as increased fuel efficiency begins to affect any attribute of any
existing vehicle, stringency increases cease.” EPA disagrees with this comment. It is important
to note that the standards do not apply to individual vehicles, so that manufacturers can produce,
and consumers can purchase, vehicles with attributes that differ from those of existing vehicles.
Furthermore, in evaluating the costs of the rule, the agencies have included costs to preserve
vehicle utility (see EPA RIA 1-40) but have not “ceased ... increases in stringency” in the face
of those costs. Indeed, were the commenter correct, the standards for cars and trucks would not
increase in stringency at all, much less in each model year. Furthermore, EPA acknowledges
that multiple pathways exist for manufacturers to come into compliance. One way is through the
reduction of some vehicle attribute. That attribute may be content, acceleration performance,
hauling, towing, all wheel drive, NVH, ride height, etc. However, EPA has not captured these
options in the analysis as we are showing compliance choosing pathways through the addition of
technology that maintain these consumer desirable attribute(s). A more detailed response to
CBD’s comment is provided in the introductory portion of section 111.D of the preamble.

Several commenters referred to an “SUV loophole” in expressing their concern that these
standards will encourage the production of more trucks, thereby diminishing the benefits of the
rule (CBD, J. Capozzelli, J. and L. Van Coppenolle). EPA disagrees with these comments. As
discussed in section 111.D.6 of the preamble and section 2.2.2 of this document, EPA believes the
car and truck curves appropriately reflect the differences in cost between the car and truck fleets
for adding efficiency technologies. Moreover, intentional “gaming”, whereby a manufacturer
modifies a design so that a car can be reclassified as a truck, comes at significant cost to the
manufacture, with added production and component costs, and to the consumer in the form of
reduced fuel savings and a higher purchase price. Therefore, EPA does not agree that
manufacturers will shift production to trucks as a result of this rule.

EPA recognizes that a challenge faced by manufacturers of luxury vehicles will likely be
higher compliance costs than other manufacturers. BMW commented that the “significant
penetration of these advanced conventional technologies in our existing fleet will make it even
more challenging for BMW to achieve compliance.” However, compliance challenges should
not be interpreted to mean that the standard is unreasonable or infeasible. Furthermore, EPA
recognizes that each manufacturer’s unique combination of vehicle types, sizes, and previously
adopted technologies may result in variation among manufacturers in the technologies available
for achieving compliance and their associated costs. EPA notes that some of this variation is the
result of product decisions made by the manufacturers to offer consumers additional vehicle
features and enhanced attributes, such as higher engine power. Some of the variation also
reflects that these manufacturers for years paid fines (or civil penalties) in lieu of compliance
with CAFE standards and now have further improvements to make to attain the same level of
control as other manufacturers. See 75 FR at 25414. In the analysis conducted for this rule, and
described in section 111.D.6 and 8 of the preamble and chapter 3.4.1 of the RIA, we considered
that manufacturers have already adopted, to varying degrees, some of the advanced technologies
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that will enable emissions reductions, and demonstrate that a feasible compliance path exists for
all manufacturers.

ECM commented that “achieving carbon neutrality through tailpipe emission standards is
not within the realm of possibility”. EPA notes that the objective of this rule is not to achieve
“carbon neutrality”, but rather to reduce GHG emissions through technology-based standards,
while considering issues of technical feasibility, cost, and available lead time, as discussed in
section 1.A.1.b of the preamble. See Coalition for Responsible Regulation v. EPA, No. 09-1322
(D.C. Cir. June 26, 2012) slip op. p. 43 (in setting section 202 (a) standards, EPA is not required
to adopt standards that mitigate a specific quantum of the endangerment caused or contributed to
by vehicular GHG emissions). Nevertheless, in the context of the standards in this rule, ECM’s
observations about some of the obstacles to the development of low-carbon technologies for
electricity generation are still relevant. However, the availability of these electricity generation
technologies will not have a major impact on a manufacturer’s ability to comply with the
standard. EPA’s Integrated Planning Model (IPM) predicts that only a small fraction of the
incremental electricity generation will come from renewable sources in 2030, as described in
section I11.C.2.c.vi. Furthermore, EPA’s analysis shows that manufacturers will be able to
achieve compliance with relatively modest penetrations of PHEV and EV technologies. At the
same time, EPA recognizes that the accelerated development of low-carbon electricity sources
will result in emissions reductions beyond what are projected by the analysis for this rule.

EPA does not agree with the comments that the proposed targets cannot be achieved
primarily through improvements in gasoline ICE technologies (Frank Houston Smith) or that
MY 2012 fuel economy and purchase price data show that “the proposed targets cannot be
achieved at the costs assumed by the Agency or with conventional technology” (ECM). As
described in section 111.D.8 of the preamble, a significant number of MY 2012 vehicles achieve
or surpass targets for MY's 2017-2022. The compliance pathways for each manufacturer set
forth in section 111.D.6 of the preamble likewise are predicated largely on improvements to
internal combustion engines, indicating that ‘conventional technology’ compliance pathways are
not only feasible, but expected. Additionally, further advancements in technology are likely that
will enable more manufactures to adopt technologies that currently exist, but are not yet
implemented in full production, for compliance in the latter years of the rulemaking. For this
reason, EPA does not agree with ECM’s conclusion that, as evidenced by the low number of
MY 2012 vehicles that comply with MY 2025 standards, the standards are not achievable using
conventional technologies. In the latter years of the rule making, vehicle designs will certainly
be different from those of today, and manufacturers are expected to adopt additional technologies
as a result of this rule — indeed that is the primary mechanism of a technology-based standard.

We also disagree with ECM’s statement that compliance will require a “penetration rate
of over 70% hybrid electric vehicle and 3% electric vehicles”. According to our technology
penetration analysis, HEVs, PHEVs, and EVs will comprise only 7 percent of the fleet in
MY 2025, while diesel engines will comprise less than 1 percent, as shown in Table I11-52 of the
preamble and Table 3-25 of EPA’s RIA. Finally, we do not believe that most of major vehicle
manufacturers would support the standards if basic feasibility was at issue. See, e.g. Comments
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of the Alliance quoted above (“Given that many of our member companies support the standards
as proposed....”).

ECM also argued that the agencies underestimated the costs of the rule, and provided
their own calculations for payback periods for selected hybrid and diesel vehicles. As noted
above, our technology penetration analysis concludes that compliance for these standards can be
achieved primarily through the adoption of technologies applied to internal combustion engines,
such as turbo downsizing. In cases where more advanced technologies are applied, we do not
believe the MSRP values used by the commenter in these calculations accurately represent the
actual costs that will be paid by consumers, now or in the future. For example, while the
commenter assumes a cost of $7000 for hybrid technology, EPA reasonably has estimated a cost
of $2,861 for a midsize car in MY2025 (in 2010 dollars, see Table I11-23). This basis for this
estimate is set out in detail in joint TSD section 3. 3.3.6. Furthermore, as discussed in section
I11.H.5 of the preamble, although payback analysis in this rule considers the average number of
vehicle miles traveled per year, in reality, drivers who travel more than average will incur fuel-
related savings more quickly, and therefore, the payback will come sooner. For these reasons,
EPA does not agree with the commenter’s assertion that a long payback period for efficiency
technologies for some drivers will present an obstacle to their adoption.

Several private citizens commented that the standards are too stringent, while the
environmental and regional planning organizations mentioned above and private citizens
requested that the NPRM stringency be increased. As stated earlier, EPA believes that the final
standards will result in significant reductions in GHG emissions and fuel savings at a reasonable
cost, and are preferable to the more stringent alternative standards EPA considered (which bound
the ranges of more stringent standards requested by commenters), taking into account costs,
manufacturer lead time, product development cycles, and consumer acceptance. See Preamble
sections I11.D.6 and 7 for more details.

Response to comments that lead time is too long or too short

EPA’s analysis of the technologies that will enable manufacturers to achieve the
emissions reductions required by this rule includes technologies that are either currently
commercially available, or (for a few technologies) projected to be commercially available
during the rulemaking timeframe. EPA agrees with comments expressing support for the lead
time and period covered by this rule (ACC, CFA, Ecology Center, Ferrari, Hyundai), and those
commenters who noted that the rule provides a reasonable amount of time for manufacturers to
plan for and implement technologies for reducing emissions (CFA, Consumers Union, Ecology
Center).

A number of commenters noted that the long lead time and number model years covered

by this rule will provide a level of certainty that will allow manufacturers to plan and adjust
future product. While EPA agrees with these commenters, we also recognize the difficulty of
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forecasting consumer preferences into the future (Mitsubishi, Suzuki, Chrysler, NADA®), and the
greater uncertainty in the assumptions used for future production planning and investment (Ford,
Global Automakers) that arise from the longer lead time covered by the rules. The mid-term
evaluation is planned as the chief mechanism to address uncertainties like those noted by the
commenters, and at that time, EPA will evaluate the assumptions upon which the rules are based.

Mercedes-Benz proposed an alternative compliance pathway, which would reduce the
emissions target levels in early years of the rule, and make up most or all of the reductions in
later years. EPA agrees that flexibility is an integral part of the standard setting in order to help
manufacturers phase-in technologies given their typical redesign schedules. In this rule, these
flexibilities are provided, in part, through the Averaging, Banking, and Trading Provisions
(ABT) described in detail in section I11.B.4 of the preamble. These ABT provisions achieve the
aim of the commenter, which is to provide additional lead time as necessary without reducing the
GHG emissions reductions and fuel savings benefits of the rule. For example, ABT provides
three year credit carry-back provisions which allow a manufacturer to run a deficit and cover that
deficit with future credits (i.e., carry back credits to a previous year). This is conceptually very
similar to the alternative pathway approach suggested by the commenter. Therefore EPA,
believes that additional flexibilities are not justified.

Porsche, Jaguar Land Rover, and Suzuki raised concerns about feasibility and adequate
lead time for intermediate volume, limited line manufacturers. As discussed in section I11.B.6,
EPA is providing intermediate volume manufacturers with additional lead time to meet the
principal standards in response to these comments.

Response to other comments on stringency

RVIA suggested that the agencies “closely examine whether they have appropriately
considered future light vehicle towing trends in setting standards...”. EPA agrees with the
commenter that towing is an important attribute for many consumers, and notes the technology
penetration and cost analyses for this rule were all conducted with the underlying requirement
that vehicle utility be maintained. EPA believes that there is no contradiction between the
adoption of certain efficiency technologies to reduce GHG emissions, and the preservation of
other vehicle attributes, such as towing capability. For example, turbo-downsizing can be
adopted without reducing performance, as evidenced by the MY2012 Ford F150, for which the
optional 3.5L EcoBoost® V6 has a higher maximum towing capacity than the 5.0L V8.

EPA appreciates the work done by the faculty and students of MIT, and their
probabilistic analysis of the impact of uncertainty on projecting fuel use and GHG emissions.
We recognize the importance of considering uncertainty, and for that reason conduct sensitivity
analyses, which is described in chapters 3.11, 4.5, and 8.1 of the EPA RIA.

1 NADA cited the 2007/2010 heavy-duty emissions rule as an example of how setting standards with a long-lead
time can cause difficulty in estimating costs. A detailed response to this comment is provided in chapter 18.2 of this
document.
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EPA agrees with the suggestion of the Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers to
“examine [the] approach to adjusting the curves for year-over-year stringency.” As discussed in
sections I1.C.4 and 111.D.7 of the preamble, we plan to review the estimation and selection of the
target curves during the mid-term evaluation. We also plan on reviewing the fleet data as it
becomes available: this includes footprint distribution, technology content, safety, changes in
attributes (such as acceleration performance), credit balances etc. to determine what strategies
manufacturers are employing to come into compliance with the standards.

2.2.2. Car and Light Truck Footprint Curve Shapes and Level of the Standards

Organizations Included in this Section

American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE)
American Honda Motor Co., Inc.

Anonymous Public Citizen 1

Association of Global Automakers, Inc. (Global Automakers)
Capozzelli, J.

Center for Biological Diversity

Chrysler Group LLC

Consumers Union

Ford Motor Company

General Motors Company

Institute for Policy Integrity, New York University School of Law
Insurance Institute for Highway Safety (I1HS)

International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT)

Mass Comment Campaign (20,500) (Union of Concerned Scientists-3)
Mass Comment Campaign (375) (Union of Concerned Scientists-2)
Mass Comment Campaign (4,505) (Unknown Organization)
Mass Comment Campaign (9,570) (Unknown Organization)
National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA)

Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)

Nissan North America, Inc.

RVIA

Salinas, A.

Sierra Club, Environment America, Safe Climate Campaign, and Clean Air Council
Smith, Frank Houston

South Coast AQMD

Toyota Motor North America

Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS)

United Automobile Workers (UAW)

Volkswagen Group of America

Weiner, L.

Whitefoot, K. and Skerlos, S.

Organization: American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE)
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We do have concerns regarding the structure of the proposed rule, especially its lenient treatment
of large light trucks in the early years and the resulting increase in the slope of the light truck
target curves. Below we provide comments and recommendations on these issues, among others.
While we take issue with a few aspects of the analysis, on the whole the process and the analysis
were thorough, transparent, and well documented. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.1]

The concluding argument regarding the superiority of the proposed standard (NPRM p.75084) is
not compelling, and Table 111-53 begs the question of how the compliance cost differential
between cars and trucks in 2017-2020 can be justified. This concern would presumably be
amplified by further disaggregation, showing that in fact incremental costs for large trucks are
negligible in those years. The proposal appears to favor (in the near term) manufacturers with
disproportionate production of large trucks during those years. EPA should show compliance
costs by manufacturer, not just for 2021 and 2025, but for all years. The small improvements
required of large trucks in 2017-2020, followed by a larger improvement in 2021 is of particular
concern given the agencies’ plan to conduct a midterm evaluation. This situation raises the
possibility that the more significant improvements proposed for large trucks in the period 2021-
2025 will never be realized, because manufacturers may allow technology development for these
vehicles to stagnate in the early years of the rule and use this to influence the outcome of the
midterm evaluation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.8]Shape of the Light Truck Target
Curves

An issue of particular concern in the proposal is the lenient treatment of large light trucks. In
2017-2020, emissions reductions required of the heaviest light trucks are small. This reflects the
agencies’ recognition of “manufacturers’ technical concerns regarding their abilities to comply
with a similarly shallow curve after MY 2016 given the anticipated mix of light trucks in MYs
2017-2025.” We have not, however, been able to find a clear technical explanation of the
justification for these concerns, or of the approach taken, in the proposed rule or in related
documents. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.3]

The agencies refer to the possibility of compromising load-carrying and towing capability of
full-size pickups (NPRM p.74915), but neither evidence nor quantification of such a problem is
provided. Similarly, section 2.4.2.2 of the TSD discusses the decision to increase the slope of the
light truck curve at length, yet the justification remains unclear. The agencies’ methodologies for
generating the curves and for simulating manufacturers’ compliance strategies are quite capable
of taking into account any such constraints to the extent that they actually exist. The agencies do
explain that the aggregation of models in some cases results in treating non-towing vehicles as
towing vehicles, and vice versa; but this appears to apply mostly to smaller vehicles, and
certainly not to the large pickups that have prompted the agencies to increase the slopes of the
target curves. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.3]

The agencies also state: “Flatter standards (i.e., curves) increase the risk that both the weight and
size of vehicles will be reduced, compromising highway safety” (NPRM p.74915). What the
agencies have proposed, however, is to increase the slope of the truck curve, relative to what it
would have been using the curve-fitting approach used for MY2012-2016. We do not believe,
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and presumably the agencies do not believe, that the curves in the rule now in place are
dangerously flat. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.3]

Technical basis for curve / rate of improvement

The approach to selecting the target curves in the current proposal deviates from the approach
used for the 2012-2016 rule in several respects that substantially alter the relative stringencies of
small truck and large truck standards. The most significant change is that the agencies have
adjusted the technology-corrected data points for “density”, i.e., weight-to-footprint ratio. This
results in a steeper slope for the light truck curve, because pickup trucks, and in particular the
large pickups that dominate the high end of the footprint spectrum, have low densities due to
their flat beds (TSD p.2-17). Adjusting the data to reflect this means that large pickup data points
are pushed up vertically on a footprint vs. emissions/consumption curve to reflect the higher
weight (and hence higher fuel consumption) that would be expected based on the footprints of
those trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.3]

The rationale offered for this adjustment is as follows: “The agencies agree with manufacturers
of full-size pick-up trucks that in order to maintain towing and hauling utility, the engines on
pick-up trucks must be more powerful, than their low ‘density’ nature would statistically suggest
based on the agencies’ current MY2008-based market forecast and the agencies’ current
estimates of the effectiveness of different fuel-saving technologies” (TSD 2043). This suggests
that the reference fleet, after all available gasoline technologies have been added, is incorrect and
shows unrealistically low pickup truck fuel consumption, due to the overstatement of the benefits
of certain technologies. If that is the case, the agencies should revisit the adjustments made to
generate the reference fleet and remove technologies from pickups that are not suited to those
trucks. This would be a far more satisfactory approach than the speculative and non-quantitative
approach of adjusting for vehicle density. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, pp.3-4]

Indeed, it is important to note that the fuel consumption trend that the density adjustment is
meant to correct appears in the unadjusted fleet as well as the technology-adjusted fleet of light
trucks (TSD Figures 2-1 and 2-2). That is, the flattening of fuel consumption at higher footprints
is not a byproduct of unrealistic technology adjustments, but rather a reflection of actual fuel
economy trends in today’s market. That being the case, adjusting fuel consumption of “low-
density” trucks upwards before fitting the curve simply does not make sense. It is also puzzling
that the agencies’ analysis shows that trucks’ HP-to-weight ratio increases only slightly with
footprint (TSD p.2-17), yet “pick-up trucks must be more powerful, than their low ‘density’
nature would statistically suggest.” If pick-up trucks have high horsepower and low weight, their
HP-to-weight ratios should be especially high. An explanation of this apparent contradiction
would be helpful. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.4]

The agencies explored a similar adjustment to the curve to reflect increasing HP-to-weight ratios,
but did not adopt it. This adjustment is effectively the approach used to develop weight-based
COg targets in the EU and results in flatter curves (Mock 2011). In the EU, the adjustment was
made to ensure that the standards do not provide an incentive to increase vehicle weight. In the
U.S., the agencies’ decision not to apply this correction in the proposed rule yields steeper curves
than the alternative choice, as does the decision to apply the correction for density. Both help to
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ensure that the proposed curves will provide an incentive to upsize vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9528-A2, p.4]

After adjusting the data based on density, the agencies fit lines to the adjusted data. This process
differs from that used for MY2012-2016 rule, in that the data is sales-weighted and the fit uses
an ordinary least squares (OLS) method instead of minimum absolute deviation (MAD). In that
case, the agencies were “concerned that the steeper curves resulting from weighted least-squares
analysis would increase the risk that energy savings and environmental benefits would be lower
than projected, because the steeper curves would provide a greater incentive to increase sales of
larger vehicles with lower fuel economy levels” (MY?2012-2016 TSD p.2-13). That concern
remains valid for the current rulemaking. While we agree with the agencies’ position that either
method of fitting is technically sound, we note that in this NPRM, the agencies have consistently
made choices that have the effect of increasing the slopes of the light truck curves, namely to
adjust for density and not to adjust for HP-to-weight ratio, as well as to alter the curve-fitting
method, as just mentioned. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.4]

Large truck cutpoint

The problems created by increasing the slope of the truck curve are aggravated by the decision to
move the right-hand cutpoint (i.e., the point at which the curve becomes flat) out to 74 square
feet, up from 66 square feet in the MY2012-2016 rule. Not only will targets be less stringent for
large trucks than they should be, but also the target emissions will continue to rise with truck
footprint well beyond the point at which they flattened out in the MY2012-2016 rule. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.4]

In the MY2012-16 rule, the agencies rejected the requests of auto manufacturers to raise the
right-hand truck cutpoint from 66 square feet: [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.4]

The agencies also disagree with comments by the Alliance and several individual manufacturers
that the cut-off point for light trucks should be shifted to 72 square feet (from the proposed 66
square feet) to ease compliance burdens facing manufacturers serving the large pickup market.
Such a shift would increase the risk that energy and environmental benefits of the standards
would be compromised by induced increases in the sales of large pickups, in situations where the
increased compliance burden is feasible and appropriate. Also, the agencies* market forecast
suggests that most of the light trucks models with footprints larger than 66 square feet have curb
weights near or above 5,000 pounds. This suggests, in turn, that in terms of highway safety, there
is little or no need to discourage downsizing of light trucks with footprints larger than 66 square
feet. Based on these energy, environmental, technological feasibility, economic practicability,
and safety considerations, the agencies conclude that the light truck curve should be cut off at 66
square feet, as proposed, rather than at 72 square feet. (2012-2016 Final Rule p.25363) [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, pp.4-5]

Yet this time, the discussion of policy considerations in developing the target curves includes the

following: “If cutpoints are adopted, given the same industry-wide average required fuel
economy, moving large-vehicle cutpoints to the right (i.e., down in terms of fuel economy, up in
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terms of CO, emissions) better accommodates the unique design requirements of larger
vehicles—especially large pickups—and extends the size range over which downsizing is
discouraged.” (NPRM p.74915). While the agencies note that they had previously
“underestimate[d] the impact of the different pickup truck model configurations above 66 square
feet on manufacturers’ fleet average fuel economy and CO; levels” (NPRM p.74919), this is
unrelated to the sound reasons they had previously offered for keeping the cutpoint at 66 feet. In
particular, they previously noted that there is no safety-related reason to discourage downsizing
of these large trucks. Indeed, given that vehicle compatibility is a major determinant of the
severity of two-vehicle crashes, reducing the size and weight differential across the vehicle fleet
should be a priority to improve highway safety. Thus, for environmental, energy, and safety
reasons, the final rule should restore the 66 square foot cutoff for MY 2017-2025. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.5]

Potential consequences of lenient standards for large light trucks

The agencies seek comment on whether their adjustments to the slope of the target curves “may
encourage changes other than encouraging the application of technology to improve fuel
economy and reduce CO, emissions” (TSD 2-27). The weakness of the standards at the large
footprint end of the light truck spectrum not only will result in a direct loss in GHG reductions
relative to what would have been saved with a uniform five percent annual emissions reduction
across all classes, but also runs the risk of pushing production towards that larger end. Such a
shift raises safety concerns as well. This concern applies across all large light trucks, including
SUVs, even though difficulty in reducing emissions at a higher rate was alleged for large pickups
only. According to agency projections (NOI TAR Appendix), pickups will account for only one-
quarter of large truck sales in MY 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.5]

A recent analysis appearing in the journal Energy Policy concludes that the curves defining fuel
economy standards for MY2011-2016 already create an incentive for upsizing, and as a result it
will likely increase vehicle emissions by 5-15 percent (Whitefoot and Skerlos 2011). This
analysis found that, assuming “consumer preferences for vehicle size, fuel efficiency, and
acceleration performance are all at their midpoints,” the slope of light truck curve for MY 2014
would need to be reduced by % to avoid promoting vehicle upsizing. This result suggests that the
proposed light truck curve for 2025, for example, will provide a strong incentive to upsize and
will lead to major losses in benefits for the program. In order to avoid this outcome, the curves
for 2025 and earlier years would need to be much flatter. Figure 1 shows the MY2014 light truck
target curve and the flatter curve (dotted blue) that the Whitefoot and Skerlos analysis indicates
would be necessary to avoid upsizing. The red curves represent the proposed MY 2025 targets
and a curve (dotted red) scaled down from the adjusted MY?2014 curve, which could reasonably
be taken to approximate the slope necessary to avoid upsizing in 2025. The difference in slopes
between the two 2025 curves is very large. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.5] [For
Figure 1 please refer to EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.6]

The integrity of the analytical basis for the standard depends upon a clear and consistent basis for
the treatment of all vehicles. In the case of large light trucks, we find that i) the deviations from
the analytical approach previously adopted are not justified with data provided in the NPRM, and
i) the resulting ad hoc adjustments to the curve-fitting process detract from the agencies’
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argument for their proposals. Thus, in addition to reducing the fuel and GHG savings that the
rule will bring, the weakening of standards for large light trucks undermines the technical
foundation for the rule going forward. The treatment of this issue in the NPRM and related
documents unfortunately gives the impression that the analytical components of the development
the target curves are subjective and can be used to justify a very wide range of outcomes.
Introducing this degree of subjectivity to the technical analysis invites unnecessary challenges to
the standard-setting process. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.6]

Regardless of whether the agencies change the truck curve in the final rule, we believe that
adjusting the analytical approach to yield curves satisfying certain policy considerations is
inadvisable. It would be preferable to choose the most robust analytical approach, and then to
make exceptions as needed for a limited period to accommodate those policy considerations, and
to explain the targets in those terms. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.6]

Inflating the slope of the truck is counterproductive from a policy perspective as well. The
domestic auto industry owes its strength today in part to its having been induced by the federal
government to improve fuel economy, which in turn has enabled it to better compete with the
other manufacturers. These same domestic manufacturers, by demanding lenient treatment for a
subset of their products, are repeating their earlier mistake and will suffer the consequences in
the long run of slowing technological improvement of their large light trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9528-A2, p.6]

We strongly support the agencies’ plan to revisit the choice of curve-fitting options in the final
rule (TSD p.2-44). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.6]

Recommendations

« Do not apply the density adjustment to the reference fleet data before fitting the light
truck curve. If necessary to ensure that towing and hauling capability is maintained,
revisit the process of adding technologies to the reference fleet to ensure that only
technologies consistent with the functional requirements of the vehicle are added.

o Starting in 2017, apply the same annual percentage reduction to light trucks as to cars.
Restore the 66 square foot cutoff for MY 2017-2025 (Figure 2, dotted green).

e If no such changes are possible in the final rule, introduce a provision to ensure the
standards do not promote upsizing as follows: once sales of light trucks of 66 square feet
and above in a given year reach MY 2008 sales of pickups 66 square feet and above, the
upper bound for the light truck targets should be fixed at the 66 square foot target (Figure
2, dotted purple). This would ensure that automakers do not increase sales volume at this
end by producing lower cost, inefficient vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2,
pp.6-7] [For Figure 2 please refer to EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9528-A2, p.7]

Organization: American Honda Motor Co., Inc.

Honda is concerned that the relative stringency between small footprint light trucks and large
footprint light trucks diverge dramatically from one another, and the stringency increases fall
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disproportionately on the smaller foot-print light trucks. One example is comparing the Omega
package 807 and with package 1804. [See table on p. 1 of Docket number [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9489-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9489-A1, p. 1]

These similar technology packages respectively are applied to a small footprint light truck and a
large footprint light truck. While the 2021 costs of these two package sets are relatively similar,
with the cost/1% CO, reduction and flat costs both slightly higher for the smaller light truck, the
increased stringency of the standards for these two vehicles are significantly dissimilar. A small
footprint light truck such as the Honda CR-V (footprint of 44 square feet) has a proposed
increased stringency of 18%, while a large truck, like a Ford F150 (footprint of 72.8 square feet)
has a proposed increased in stringency of less than 5%. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9489-A1, p.
1]

This pattern repeats elsewhere within the light truck category, all showing that the stringency
increases are falling disproportionately on small light trucks like the Honda CR-V and its
competitors. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9489-A1, p. 2]

As noted above in #1, above, the stringency for the larger footprint light trucks is very low,
compared to the smaller footprint light trucks. The combination of the lower stringency and the
“game changing” credits cannot be justified as a matter of science, in furtherance of social goals
and objectives or as a matter of simple fairness and equity. Not only are large footprint pick up
trucks required to do very little (no stringency increase for a number of years), they are overly
rewarded if they do increase their performance: in other words, required to do nothing, and
highly rewarded for doing something. [This comment can also be found in section 5.1 of this
comment summary.] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9489-A1, p. 2]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 119-120.]

EPA and NHTSA propose for the 2017 to 2025 periods to radically alter the light-duty truck
curves from their '12 to '16 slopes. The agencies have proposed dramatically increased
stringency for the smaller footprint truck and little or no stringent increases for the larger
footprint trucks. Honda previously shared data with the agencies indicating that if any change
were to be made to the curves, it was more appropriate to flatten out the curves or moderate the
increase in stringency for the smaller footprint trucks and to increase the stringency for the larger
trucks. In other words, Honda believes that smaller light trucks are being unfairly singled out for
increases in their standards, especially compared to the larger vehicles. This obvious -- this is
obviously because the smallest trucks will have an annual increase of around 4 percent while the
largest truck will have an annual increase of less than 1 percent.

Subsequent to the publication of the NPRM, on December 7th, 2011, the University of Michigan
issued a study by Whitefoot and Skerlos. Honda agrees with their conclusion. And I'm quoting:
'In the near term, the analysis suggests that the slope of the function determining fuel economy
targets based on vehicle footprint should be flattened for both passenger cars and light trucks and
even further for light trucks.
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Additionally, the agencies' own data show this to be true. Simply looking at the EPA's and
NHTSA's estimates for the compliance cost differences between passenger cars and trucks, both
agencies estimate lower compliance costs for trucks than passenger cars, and this is primarily
due to an imbalance in the light truck slope and a much more stringent burden being placed on
the lower sales volumes of the smaller light trucks and little to no additional stringency being put
on the larger light trucks.

EPA and NHTSA believe that full-sized pickup trucks have unique challenges in improving fuel
economy and GHG emissions due to payload and towing requirements. Honda believes that
vehicles other than full-size pickup trucks should receive similar consideration in preserving
their utility. SUVs and minivans, for example, are often fully loaded by families resulting in
expectations or coming from expectations of 7- or 8-passenger seating capabilities while
maintaining payload and towing functionality. Similarly situated vehicles ought to be treated the
same.

Organization: Anonymous Public Citizen 1

Close the loophole for SUVs. This rule will be only very mildly effective without that loophole
being closed. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0231, p.1]

Organization: Association of Global Automakers, Inc. (Global Automakers)
A. Lower “cutpoint” of light truck standard curve

We note that the lower “cutpoint” of the truck standards curve is set at the same footprint point
(41 square feet) as the passenger car standard. In our view, it would be more appropriate to set
that cutpoint at the same sales point (i.e., representing approximately 10 percent of sales) as the
passenger car curve. In this way, the same portion of the respective fleets would fall within the
flat portions of the footprint curves. The same arguments advanced by the agencies in support of
the selection of the lower cutpoint of the passenger car curve apply as well to trucks (small
market segment, minimal incentive to downsize, possible disincentives for manufacturers to
offer small vehicles if the curve continues to slope downward at the low end). See 76 Federal
Register (FR) 74919. We believe that this change should be made for consistency of
methodology and that it should have minimal impact on the standards for light trucks. Therefore,
we recommend that EPA and NHTSA incorporate this change in the final rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9466-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Capozzelli, J.

The proposed rules allow light trucks to increase their fuel efficiency at a much slower rate than
cars. For many years; this problem led automakers to build bigger vehicles so they could take
advantage of these weaker standards, which caused efficiency standards in the United States to
stagnate. We should not make the same mistake twice, and should strengthen the standards for
light trucks on par with cars. We cannot afford to skew the rules in favor of gas-guzzling SUVs.
[NHTSA-2010-0131-0221-A1, p.1]
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Organization: Center for Biological Diversity

In setting maximum feasible fuel economy standards, Congress instructed NHTSA to prescribe
separate standards for passenger and non-passenger vehicles based on one or more vehicle
attributes related to fuel economy and to express each standard in the form of a mathematical
function.40 In the NPRM, the Agencies set forth separate targets based on vehicle size, or
footprint. Using a projected make-up of the nationwide fleet, NHTSA estimates the average fuel
efficiency for passenger cars and light trucks in each model year (MY).41 [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9479-A1, p. 8]

[See Table 1 on p. 8 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1] [See Table 2 on p.
9 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1]

The fleet-wide fuel economy standards actually achieved in any year, however, depend on each
individual manufacturer’s choice of vehicles and production volume. Once a manufacturer
determines its models and production volume for a MY, fuel economy standards for that
manufacturer are determined using the attribute-based formula of the fleet that has been built
during the year; every manufacturer must meet only the fuel economy standard that correlates to
its own fleet mix. Because manufacturers control the size and number of the vehicles they
produce, their choices also control their fuel economy targets, and the aggregate choice of all
manufacturers determine the actual fleet-wide fuel economy achieved in any one year. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 9]

The proposed standards substantially and improperly favor light trucks, particularly the largest
and least fuel efficient trucks, and they provide an economically compelling incentive to upsize
vehicle footprint. Because the NPRM, without a backstop, creates a system that incentivizes
manufacturers to produce larger, less fuel efficient vehicles, the Agencies’ mileage projections —
especially over a time span of a decade and a half — are likely to be wrong. These errors must be
corrected in the final rulemaking. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 9]

1. The proposed increases for light trucks are back-loaded rather than ratable, contravening
Congressional intent [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 9]

As the tables above demonstrate, the standards the Agencies propose to set for light trucks are
dramatically less stringent than the standards for passenger cars. While passenger cars’
efficiency increases by 4.3% annually, the increase for light trucks is only 2.9%. In addition, the
light truck standards increase at a significantly slower rate than the passenger car rate.44
Together, the minimal increases for light trucks for the first four years of the covered period and
the overall decreased stringency exacerbate the historical “advantage” enjoyed by SUVs and
pickup trucks, delay gains in fuel efficiency for the overall fleet, and incentivize gamesmanship
and an ever-increasing SUV loophole. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 10]

Title 49 U.S.C section 32902 requires NHTSA to prescribe “annual fuel economy standard
increases that increase the applicable average fuel economy standard ratably.” 45 “Ratably” is
defined as “in a proportional, well-proportioned or proportionate manner.”46 In other words, the
statute requires not only that fuel efficiency increase every year, but also that it do so
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proportionally. The legislative history of the provision demonstrates that Congress intended fuel
economy standards to “make rapid and consistent annual progress.”47 In requiring “ratable”
increases, Congress sought “relatively consistent proportional increases in fuel economy
standards each year.”48 [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 10]

Flatly contravening Congressional intent, the Agencies have proposed inconsistent, slow, and
disproportionally small average fuel economy increases for light duty trucks during the first
years of the covered period. They propose a mere .6 mpg average increase per year from 2017
through 2020. As further discussed below, this disproportionality is exacerbated by the fact that
the heaviest “light” trucks are required to increase their fuel efficiency by the least amount. The
increase then jumps to 2.1 mpg in 2021, a near four-fold increase, and stays in a higher range for
the remaining rulemaking period — not coincidentally, the period when of time the Agencies
propose for a de novo rulemaking review, an event that presents another chance for industry to
convince the Agencies that the higher standards during the latter period of the rulemaking must
once again be watered down. 49 These proposed average increases are neither rapid and
proportional when compared to the increases proposed for passenger cars or to the later
rulemaking period [see Tables 1 and 2] nor consistent given the sudden jump in 2021. The total
percentage increase for trucks also is not consistent or proportional with the increase for
passenger cars. Rather, light cars and trucks will be left even further behind passenger vehicles.
The Agencies’ own interpretation of “ratable” contradicts their proposed treatment of light
trucks. They interpret “ratable” to mean that “annual increases should not be disproportionately
large or small in relation to each other.” Yet the Agencies propose minimal annual increases for
the first part of the rulemaking, followed by a three- to four-fold jump after 2021. Rather than
being rapid, consistent or proportional, the proposed light truck increases are overwhelmingly
backloaded into later years. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 10]

The effect of allowing minimal efficiency increases early and demanding larger increases later is
only to delay efficiency gains that could be achieved much sooner, at a much lower price. As we
have frequently stated (see our comments to the DEIS), because greenhouse gases remain in the
atmosphere for centuries and their warming effect is delayed for decades, it is essential to
decrease their emissions as soon as possible; the benefits of avoiding the emission of a ton of
carbon today by far exceed the benefits of avoiding the release of the same ton of carbon several
years from now. The Agencies recognize this to some extent as they increase the social cost of
carbon over time (though insufficiently so). Conversely, remedial efforts get more expensive the
longer action is delayed. Even setting aside the triggering of catastrophic events by crossing
tipping points and assuming arguendo that the social cost of carbon grows by no more than the
Agencies currently assume, it is undoubtedly vastly preferable to remove a given ton of carbon in
year 1 rather than year 4, when it has wrought that much more damage. From the CAFE
perspective, something similar can be said: the longer vehicles retain the same, rather than
increased, fuel efficiency standards, the more fuel, a finite commodity that Congress mandates
must be conserved, is wasted. Thus, the Agencies’ failure to comply with the Congressional
mandate to devise ratable fuel efficiency increases, and its decision to backload achievable gains
instead, has the additional pernicious effect of increasing the rulemaking’s cost. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 11]
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The Agencies seek to justify the anemic annual rate of improvement for trucks by referencing the
“unique challenges in improving the fuel economy . . . of full-size pick-up trucks, while
preserving the utility of these trucks.” Specifically, they explain that due to characteristics such
as 4WD and towing and hauling capacity, “the vehicles in the current light truck fleet are
generally less capable of achieving higher fuel economy levels as compared to vehicles in
passenger car fleet.” While this reasoning may address the fact that stringency for trucks is
currently lower than that of cars, it does nothing to explain the lack of the required ratable annual
increases — i.e., increases that are proportional, lead to rapid and consistent progress, and do not
create incentives to upsize cars to light trucks and lighter trucks to heavier ones. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 11]

In any event, the explanation lacks merit. Studies show that trucks are indeed capable of
maintaining towing and hauling capacity with higher fuel economy standards.53 The claim that
the “unique challenges” faced by trucks justify a slower and disproportional increase in fuel
economy standards, or any of the other regulatory leniencies the Agencies provide for them in
the NPRM, fails in light of the fact that technologies exist that fully enable trucks to improve fuel
efficiency while retaining utilities like hauling and towing. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1,
p. 11]

The Agencies also cite cost concerns as a reason for setting lower stringencies for trucks than for
cars. This justification does not withstand scrutiny. It ignores that U.S. manufactured light truck
models have been the most profitable vehicle for manufacturers since 1990. 54 Moreover, in
general, because small cars cost almost as much as large cars to design, build and distribute,
small cars generate small gross margins, while light trucks earn manufacturers greater profit.55
Ironically, the rulemaking demands the least from the most profitable segment of the automotive
industry. This result is arbitrary and capricious, and contrary to law. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9479-A1, p. 11]

The Agencies further reason that the different standards for passenger cars and trucks will
preserve consumer choice and “should not affect consumers’ opportunity to purchase the size of
vehicle that meets their needs.”56 As discussed above, although the Agencies can consider
consumer demand, “it would clearly be impermissible for NHTSA to rely on consumer demand
to such an extent that it ignored the overarching goal of fuel conservation.”57 The Agencies here
have elevated purported consumer choice for larger, heavier, less efficient vehicles over energy
conservation and thus violated Congressional intent. Moreover, this choice, improper in itself,
cannot justify overriding the Congressional mandate to set fuel efficiency standards that increase
ratably every year. As discussed below, manufacturers created consumer demand to use larger,
less efficient, and more profitable light trucks as passenger vehicles,58 and a wide range of
consumer options exist in this category. Consumers who desire to purchase the most fuel
efficient and least polluting vehicles, on the other hand, are left with far fewer options, and the
U.S. is left in last place in passenger vehicle and light truck fuel economy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 12]

We note here the Agencies’ assertion that the NPRM “will not create significant incentives to

produce vehicles of particular sizes, and thus there should be no significant effect on the relative
availability of different vehicle sizes in the fleet due to the proposed standards, which will help
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maintain consumer choice during the rulemaking timeframe.” This assertion is insupportable.
Lower efficiency standards for trucks have caused their manufacture and sale to balloon for
decades, and these differences would be exacerbated by the proposed rule, which goes so far as
to demand almost no increases of the most inefficient and polluting vehicles in the fleet. The fact
that incentives for upsizing would be created simply cannot be disputed. The Agencies come
close to admitting this fact: “[A] steeper slope [in compliance curves] relaxes the stringency of
targets for larger vehicles relative to those for smaller vehicles, thereby shifting relative
compliance burdens among manufactures based on their respective product mix.” Indeed. And a
further shift to the least efficient vehicles in the fleet is inevitable. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9479-A1, p. 12]

Moreover, we strongly disagree with the Agencies’ belief that their regulatory efforts should
have no effect (and have no effect) on consumer choice or market forces that drive auto sales in
general. It is EPCA and EISA’s very purpose to change those forces toward the conservation of
energy. And, in the context of their safety discussion, even the Agencies admit that, “[f]or full
size (i.e. 3/4- and 1-ton) pickups, risk increases as mass increases.” Thus, the more heavy
vehicles are built, the more risk. Far from having no effect on consumer choice and market
forces, the NPRM proposes regulations that will create the market forces that drive increased
production of the least energy efficient vehicles on our highways. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9479-A1, pp. 12-13]

Creating different (and for some years, next to no) efficiency standards for the heaviest trucks
also plays havoc with the footprint-based attribute system the Agencies have, until now,
staunchly defended. Tellingly, the Agencies admit as much — they state that they had rejected
allowing different standards for light pickup trucks based on different attributes, such as power,
because doing so would introduce’ multi-attribute standards’ that the Agencies had “judged . . .
to be more subject to gaming than a footprint-only standard.” Influenced by industry comments,
they abandoned that previously-held line in the sand because the “challenges faced by
manufacturers of large pickups currently outweigh[] these prior concerns.” As shown above,
however, the “challenges” allegedly facing these most profitable and least energy efficient
vehicles in the fleet are bogus. If abandoning the footprint-based attribute system to create this
loophole was a price for the “agreement” between the regulators and the regulated in July 2011,
it was too high a price to pay. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 13]

The minimal increases proposed by NHTSA become even more problematic when combined
with carry-forward credits. Congress allows manufacturers to utilize credits earned after model
year 2010 for five subsequent years.63 There is a 1.5 mpg credit cap for model year 2017, and a
2 mpg credit cap for model years 2018 and beyond.64 Given the small increases proposed here,
the amount of credit that can be carried forward by manufacturers is now greater than the
average estimated increase for light duty trucks for the first years of the covered period.
Accordingly, manufacturers with credits available from efficiencies obtained from other
automobiles can use these credits to avoid implementing any fuel saving technologies on certain
trucks with larger footprints. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 13]
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Congress intended that use of credits “not in any way reduce the oil savings achieved by the
standards set for any year.”65 Light duty trucks, and particularly the largest trucks within this
sector, consume the highest amounts of fuel. Setting minimal increases that can be satisfied with
available credits provides a disincentive for manufacturers to design more fuel efficient trucks
and runs counter to statutory mandates. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 13]

The Agencies’ decision to backload increases in fuel efficiency for trucks — as well as for
passenger vehicles, though to a lesser extent — is arbitrary and capricious. That trucks historically
have been exempted from proportional efficiency increases does not justify continuing the
practice and so as to exacerbate the efficiency inequality between the two types of vehicles
throughout the covered period, providing even more incentive for manufacturers to produce
more “light trucks.” Moreover, letting consumer choice trump fuel conservation violates the
statute. A ratable footprint curve for light trucks that contains proportional annual increases and
is proportional to the passenger car curve is necessary to comport with Congressional

intent. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 14]

2. The NPRM creates an SUV loophole that is contrary to Congress’ purpose in enacting EPCA
— energy conservation

The National Academy of Sciences (“NAS”) found that from 1970 to 1982, CAFE standards
helped contribute to a 50 percent increase in fuel economy for new light trucks.68 This progress
soon stalled, however. Light trucks became ever more popular in the ensuing decades because
less stringent CAFE standards for light trucks provided incentives for manufacturers to invest in
vehicles like SUVs and minivans and to promote them to consumers.69 NAS found that this
market shift had a “pronounced” negative effect on overall fuel economy.70 [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 14]

The NPRM would continue and exacerbate this market shift. Light trucks are disproportionately
favored in the NPRM; starting off with lower fuel efficiency targets, their targets increase at a
lower rate than passenger cars, and the heaviest and dirtiest light trucks are near-exempt during
the first two years of the covered period, making them even more profitable. The Agencies
repeatedly claim that the attribute-based standards discourage changes in vehicle size.71 Focused
on safety concerns that have now been largely dispelled, the Agencies state that attribute-based
standards are laudable because they prevent manufacturers from gaming the system by building
too many light vehicles.72 That concern, however, has no basis in fact: historically it is the SUV
segment, not the segment for small and efficient cars, which has shown the largest growth. The
manufacture of too many fuel efficient cars sadly has never been the problem. Instead, the
NPRM incentivizes the manufacture of too many gas guzzlers. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9479-A1, p. 15]

3. The NPRM must require ratable fuel efficiency increases for all light trucks
As shown in the tables above, the Agencies provide an estimate of the average fuel economy
standards per year for all light trucks. In fact, however, the Agencies are proposing the smallest

increases for the largest and dirtiest trucks for the first two years of the covered period. 73 [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 15]
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Not only does this proposal quite obviously remove any incentive to improve the gas mileage of
these largest vehicles, it may also result in an additional statutory violation. Given the long lead-
time between the final rule and 2017, manufacturers have substantial time to adjust to this
scheme by manufacturing larger light trucks with less stringent fuel economy standards. Because
the actual national fuel efficiency level is determined not by the standards themselves but by
what manufacturers decide to build, it is possible that this predictable shift toward larger, less
fuel efficient cars could prevent the nationwide fleet from reaching the statutory minimum of 35
mpg in 2020.74 The near-exemption for larger trucks must be dropped for this reason

alone. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 15]

4. The NPRM should tighten the definition of light trucks to prevent incentives to reclassify

As has been recognized for some time, because there are separate curves for passenger cars and
light trucks, manufacturers have incentives to reclassify passenger cars as light trucks to render
them subject to less stringent fuel economy goals.

The EPCA defines passenger automobiles as follows: [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al, p.
15]

[A]ny automobile that the Secretary decides by regulation is manufactured primarily for
transporting not more than 10 individuals, but does not include an automobile capable of off-
highway operation that the Secretary decides by regulation —

(A) has a significant feature (except 4-wheel drive) designed for offhighway operation; and

(B) is a 4-wheel drive automobile or is rated at more than 6,000 pounds gross vehicle
weight.75 [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 16]

Light trucks are defined by exclusion as automobiles that are not passenger automobiles or work
trucks.76 NHTSA has further defined light trucks as automobiles with greater cargo-carrying
than passenger-carrying volume, and as automobiles that permit expanded use of the automobile
for cargo-carrying purposes through removal of seats or stowing of foldable seats.77 [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 16]

This statutory definition can already incentivize upsizing as it allows manufacturers to add 4WD
technology plus any other “off-highway” feature to a vehicle to automatically fall within the less
stringent light truck classification. The Agencies themselves recognize that this incentive exists
if the fuel economy standard for a truck with a given footprint is less stringent than that for
passenger car with the same footprint.78 The issue is particularly significant where a vehicle is
built with both a 4WD and a 2WD version. The 2WD drive version, if it does not otherwise
qualify as a truck, is subject to the passenger car curve. The same version with 4WD and some
other off-road feature such as higher ground clearance, however, becomes subject to the truck
curve. These circumstances create different fuel economy standards for vehicles with the same
footprint. Manufacturers thus have incentive to redesign 2WD vehicles by adding 4WD and
some off-road feature. The even greater disparity in mileage standards between trucks and
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passenger cars created by the NPRM provides even larger incentives for this type of abuse of the
statutory scheme. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 16]

The Agencies have addressed this concern by noting that “despite comments in prior
rulemakings suggesting that any vehicle that appears to be manufactured ‘primarily’ for
transporting passengers must be classified as a passenger car, the statute as currently written
clearly provides that vehicles that are off-highway capable are not passenger cars.”79 Congress,
however, intended that “passenger automobiles be defined as those used primarily for the
transport of individuals.” 80 And, as the Ninth Circuit noted, “many light trucks today are
manufactured primarily for transporting passengers.”81 Indeed, “[c]onsumers use light trucks
primarily for passenger-carrying purposes in large part because that is precisely the purpose for
which manufacturers have manufactured and marketed them.”82 EPCA’s drafters surely never
intended manufacturers to be able to manipulate their products for the sole purpose of escaping
higher efficiency standards. Accordingly, the Agencies must remove the SUV loophole.
Moreover, we urge the Agencies to create a single footprint for both passenger vehicles and light
trucks because that change would eliminate the gamesmanship that has played out historically
and is sure to continue without it. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al, pp. 16-17]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 214-216.]

Rather than promoting technological innovations, these rules rely on small improvements in
existing technology. And, also, rather than pushing industry to make more efficient smaller
vehicles, these rules create what we're calling an SUV loophole by incentivizing industry to build
more trucks and SUVs that won't have to increase their fuel efficiency standards at the same rate
as passenger vehicles. And those are our three very big points of concerns for us in these rules.

And the result of these problems with the rules are they actually could end up with an increase in
overall greenhouse gas emissions from our transportation center rather than a decrease.

So in regards to what we would like to see done in the final rule, we would like to see these rules
significantly strengthened.

One of our main concerns is the fact that the proposed rules allow light-duty trucks and SUVs to
increase their fuel efficiency at a much slower rate and pace than cars, and for many years this
problem has caused automakers to build bigger vehicles so they could take advantage of these
weaker standards that have caused our efficiency to stagnate behind the efficiency across the
world.

And we should not make the same mistake twice; we should strengthen those standards for light-
duty trucks and put them on a par with cars, and we can't afford to skew the rules in favor of
more gas-guzzling SUVs and light trucks.

40 See 49 U.S.C. 32902(b)(3)(A). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 8]
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41 See Tables 1 & 2. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 8]
44 Compare Tables 1 & 2. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 10]
45 49 U.S.C. § 32902(b)(2)(C)(emphasis added). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 10]

46 Webster's Online Dictionary, http://www.websters-online-dictionary.org (Search 'rateably’)
(last visited Feb. 9, 2012). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al, p. 10]

47 153 Cong. Rec. H16659, 16750 (emphasis added) (daily ed. Dec. 19, 2007). [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 10]

48 Id. (emphasis added). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 10]
49 See Table 2. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 10]

53 See Ricardo, Inc., Computer Simulation of Light-Duty Vehicle Technologies for Greenhouse
Gas Emission Reduction in the 2020-2025 Timeframe, EPA-420-R-11-020, at 66-67 (Nov. 29,
2011). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 11]

54 Max Warburton, et al., Bernstein Research, “Euro Autos: What Are the 10 Most Profitable
Cards of Modern Times?, p. 4 (Nov. 15, 2011) (concluding that the top ten most profitable
vehicles of modern time are led by pick-up trucks manufactured by Ford and GM, due to the
large volume sold and because they have not undergone frequent technology upgrades). [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 11]

55 Id. at 2. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 12]

56 NPRM, 76 Fed. Reg. at 74,860. The Agencies’ overemphasis of consumer choice also
overlooks the fact that each consumer’s choice of a low-efficiency vehicle affects the overall
fleet’s standards and thus decreases the benefits to society as a whole. The statutes set fuel
efficiency standards that counteract individual choices that prevent energy conservation. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 12]

57 CBD v. NHTSA, 538 F.3d at 1195 (quoting Center for Auto Safety v. NHTSA, 793 F.2d
1322, 1338 (D.C. Cir. 1986). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 12]

58 See CBD v. NHTSA, 538 F.3d at 1207. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al, p. 12]
68 National Research Council. Effectiveness and Impact of Corporate Average Fuel Economy

(CAFE) Standards, p. 14, Washington, DC: The National Academies Press, 2002. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 14]
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69 Id. at 18. The fact that domestic manufacturers faced less competition in this category and
could generate greater profits also contributed to the growth in SUV production. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 14]

70 1d. at 19. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 14]

71 See, e.g., NPRM, 76 Fed. Reg. at 74,875; 74,913. According to Kate S. Whitefoot and Steven
J. Skerlos, “NHTSA constructed the foot-print based CAFE standards using a quantitative
analysis but did not study whether manufacturers would have an incentive to change vehicle size
as a result of the standards”. See Kate S. Whitefoot and Steven J. Skerlos, Design | incentives to
Increase Vehicle Size Created from the U.S. Footprint-Based Fuel Economy Standards, 41
ENERGY POLICY 402, 403 (2012). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 15]

72 Indeed, the Agencies admit that safety considerations that could support any provision of a
disincentive for downsizing as a compliance strategy “apply weakly, if at all, to the very largest
vehicles.” 76 Fed. Reg. 74918. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 15]

73 See NPRM, 76 Fed. Reg. at 74,872, Figure 5-2. Through 2021, the annual fuel economy
increase for light trucks is 4.0% for these smallest trucks, 2.3% for larger SUVs, and only 0.4%
for the largest pickup trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 15]

74 “Increasing vehicle footprint leads to a reduction in fuel economy and acceleration
performance of the vehicle due to the increase in vehicle weight.” Whitefoot, 41 ENERGY
POLICY at 404. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al, p. 15]

7549 U.S.C. § 32901(a)(18). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 16]

76 See id. at ()(17). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al1, p. 16]

77 49 C.F.R. 523.5(4)-(5). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 16]

78 See NPRM, 76 Fed. Reg. at 75,337. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 16]

79 NPRM, 76 Fed. Reg. at 75,337, n. 218. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al, p. 16]

80 See 68 Fed. Reg. 74,908, 74926 (Dec. 29, 2003). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al, p. 16]
81 See CBD v, NHTSA, 538 F.3d at 1207. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al, p. 16]

82 Id. at 1208. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 16]

Organization: Chrysler Group LLC

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 54.]
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[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 60-61.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 26.]

Chrysler agrees with setting the truck performance requirements based on the underlying physics
of these types of vehicles. We believe the proposed 2017 through 2025 standards support this
premise and correct the deficiencies in the 2016 model year rule, which overlooked these factors.
The 2017 to 2025 truck standards are challenging while respecting the utility of these vehicles
and their importance to the nation's economy.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 54.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 61.]

The truck standards for 2012 through '16 model year were not supported by fundamental science.
Accommodating that science will seem to be restricted by statutory direction to not backslide on
standards from previous years.

Organization: Consumers Union

It is counterintuitive and counterproductive to let the least fuel efficient models improve more
slowly than more efficient models, and Consumers Union recommends that the light truck
standard should be made more stringent, particularly in the cross-over range. A delta of 10-15
mpg by 2025 between passenger cars and light trucks of the same footprint is unreasonable,
given the range of technologies and designs available for improving fuel economy. The gap in
the proposed standards grows over time because light trucks are required to improve at a lesser
rate, in addition to being subject to lower targets in absolute terms. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9454-A2, p.6]

IV. A stricter standard would deliver even greater consumer benefits

The proposed standards will likely save consumers billions of dollars and provide additional
national security and environmental benefits. However, a higher CAFE target is achievable and
would save consumers even more money on fuel at a reasonable investment cost. Especially
given the regulatory flexibility and discrepancy between real-world and test results, a higher
CAFE target is both achievable and desirable. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9454-A2, p.6]

As noted in prior comments, Consumers Union believes that allowing manufacturers to avoid
stringent fuel economy standards by reclassifying passenger vehicles as light trucks as a way to
game the system erodes consumer and oil saving benefits.*® The current proposal’s use of
footprint-based curves that require vehicles of all size to improve in fuel economy is a significant
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improvement from letting light trucks off the CAFE hook. Indeed, vehicle “footprint” is a
desirable attribute on which to base standards, for reasons noted in on pages 115-116 of
NHTSA'’s Preliminary Regulatory Impact Analysis (PRIA). However, the gap between the
curves is too large, especially in the cross-over SUV (approximately 42-50 sf) segment. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9454-A2, p.6]

There are several strong indicators that the gap between the curves is too large. First, the cost-
per-vehicle to achieve the proposed standards is much lower for light trucks ($1,500) than for
passenger cars ($1,950). This significant discrepancy indicates that light trucks have additional
room for improvement at a reasonable cost. In addition, since passenger cars tend to be cheaper
than light trucks, light trucks get off even easier in terms of compliance cost as a percentage of
purchase price. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9454-A2, p.6]

Secondly, fuel economy savings are logarithmic, so allowing a lower percentage of improvement
for vehicles that already have the lowest mpg is counterproductive for maximizing fuel savings
and other benefits. The greatest potential for fuel savings is at the least efficient end of a fleet,
but the vehicles at the bottom are provided the least stringent targets, even as a percentage of
their current dismal performance. Third, the large gap provides a greater incentive to game the
system by altering a vehicle to put it in the light truck category (increasing clearance or adding
4WD). For some vehicles, the compliance cost could be less than simply altering the vehicle to
switch categories. Adding all-wheel or four-wheel drive does not generally warrant the extra
leeway afforded under the proposed rules, especially in the cross-over market segment.® [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9454-A2, p.7]

Negative consequences could result from the large gap. Cross-over vehicles are a growing
market segment, and allowing cross-over vehicles to be counted in the light truck category
significantly boosts a manufacturer’s achieved CAFE average for light trucks. As a result, the
larger and heavier vehicles will not need to make as much improvement as they would otherwise,
even though the greater investment needed to make these improvements in the larger vehicles is
the reason for a segmented standard in the first place. If the growing cross-over trend continues,
the large gap between the curves will have deleterious effects on projected consumer savings and
oil reduction.”® [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9454-A2, p.7]

As long as the light truck-passenger vehicle distinction remains in place, our recommended
course of action is to alter the slope and floor values of the compliance curves so that there is less
incentive to switch categories and to preserve the projected consumer savings. At the very least,
the gap between the curves should be narrowed for the cross-over segment, and the gap should
decrease, instead of increase, over time. The Union of Concerned Scientists has done extensive
analysis on this topic, and we agree with their analysis and conclusion that a “backstop” would
be an effective tool to preserve expected consumer savings and prevent exploitation of loopholes.
If the agencies do not address this potential problem in the current rulemaking, we would urge
them to perform rigorous analysis of this issue during the mid-term review to make sure that
consumer benefits are indeed on track and that potential savings are not being squandered
through manipulation of the standard. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9454-A2, p.7]
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18 - See Appendix F: 'Comments of Consumers Union of the U.S., Inc. In response to Advance
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Docket No. 2003-16128 on Reforming the Automobile Fuel
Economy Standards Program.’

19 - See Appendix G Comparison of Price and Operating Costs for 2WD and 4WD for real
world examples of fuel economy differences between 2WD and AWD/4WD.

20 - NHTSA notes on page 71 of the PRIA that indeed, the market is expected to shift towards
light trucks.

Organization: Ford Motor Company

The truck standards previously established for the 2012-2016 model years underestimated the
unique challenges posed by the standards for the larger trucks, which have unique loadcarrying
and towing capabilities that can be compromised by the fuel efficiency improvements more
successfully applied on smaller vehicles. The current proposal will better enable manufacturers
to develop and apply fuel economy technologies to light trucks without sacrificing the utility for
which these vehicles are designed. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-A1, pp. 2 and 5]

Car and Truck Stringencies: The proposed fuel economy and GHG standards for 2017 and
beyond take into account the particular attributes, needs and customer expectations for light
trucks relative to passenger cars, and this must carry through to the final rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9463-Al, pp. 2 and 5]

Ford also believes that the relative stringency levels for the car and truck fleets, as proposed by
the agencies, are appropriate. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-A1, p. 8]

Although the proposed 2017 — 2021 model year truck standards may appear to be less stringent
than the car standards for the same years, this is not the case. In terms of the product actions
necessary to comply, the proposed car and truck standards are roughly equivalent in stringency.
This is attributable to the unique attributes expected from trucks—particularly the larger work
trucks that constitute a significant portion of our full-line vehicle fleet offering—and also to the
overly stringent standards imposed on light duty trucks in the 2012-2016 model year regulation.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-Al1, p. 8]

Heavier pick-up trucks are expected to deliver even more cargo carrying and towing capacity not
required from passenger vehicles. Such vehicles are used by consumers and small business
owners for activities such as towing or hauling construction goods and machines, farm goods,
landscape material, lawn maintenance equipment, home furnishings, animals, vehicles and
trailers. Ford survey data shows up to 82% of F-150 customers use their vehicles for hauling. Up
to 41% haul on at least a monthly basis; and 72% of F-150 customers use their vehicles for
towing. Up to 28% tow on at least a monthly basis. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-Al, p. 8]
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To achieve this capability, vehicles equipped with trailer tow packages include additional
features that clearly distinguish them from passenger cars, and can negatively impact fuel
economy:

Auxiliary transmission oil coolers

Upgraded radiators

Trailer hitch connectors and wiring harness equipment

Different steering ratios, upgraded rear bumpers and different springs for heavier tongue

load (for upgraded 'max’ trailer tow packages)

« Body on frame (vs. unibody) construction to support capability and an aggressive duty
cycle

o Lower axle ratios for better pulling power/capability

in addition, vehicles with towing capability generally have increased aerodynamic drag caused
by a modified frontal area, increased rolling resistance, and a heavier frame and suspension to
support this additional capability.

We are seeing a continuing trend that our customers are purchasing these vehicles for work
purposes. Based on 2011 segmentation models for our full size pick-up trucks, Business users
account for approximately 30% of the market. The Business category includes fleet and work
trucks (e.g. small business owner, farmer, foreman), as well as those customers who use their
truck for occupational purposes during the week and personal use on the weekend. About 58% of
the market is comprised of Recreational users, including hunters, boaters, fisherman, etc. These
consumers rely on their vehicles for hauling and towing to support their recreational activities.
Only a relatively small segment (12%) of the market is comprised of consumers who do not
make significant use of the towing/ hauling/off-road capabilities of the truck. Based on the trends
we have seen in the market, we fully anticipate that such buyers will continue to be a shrinking
portion of our market. We believe that within a few years, the Business category will increase to
over 40% of the market, and the combined Business/Recreational users will increase to over 90%
of the market for full size pick-up trucks.

And to further demonstrate the importance of these vehicles to the American economy, the
following graph demonstrates that new home construction, a key financial indicator, and the
sales of the trucks needed to help this industry, go hand in hand. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9463-A1, p. 9]

In order to be fair to all manufacturers and avoid creating market imbalances, the stringency of
the car and truck standards needs to be comparable in terms of the effort and level of investment
necessary to comply. The imbalance in the relative stringency of the car/truck standards in the
2012-2016 rules needed to be corrected. In light of the above, we believe that the agencies'
proposal with respect to car/truck stringency is sound and should be carried through to the final
rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-A1, p. 10]

In the proposal, EPA makes reference to the fact that it “underestimated the impact of the

different pickup truck model configurations” in the model year 2012-2016 rule, and that the
“very largest light trucks have significant load-carrying and towing capabilities that make it
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particularly challenging for manufacturers to add fuel economy-improving/CO,-reducing
technologies in a way that maintains the full functionality of those capabilities.” (76 Fed. Reg.
74919). We agree with this observation. The 2012-2016 truck standards did not fully account for
the consumer-driven attributes of larger trucks, which, due to the technology trade-offs discussed
above, created particular challenges for full-line truck manufacturers. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9463-A1, p. 10]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 45-46.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 35.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 87.]

In particular, EPA acknowledged it had underestimated the impact of the different pickup truck
model configurations in the model year 2012 to 2016 rule. They further acknowledged that the
'very largest light trucks have significant load-carrying and towing capabilities that make it
particularly challenging for manufacturers to add fuel economy-improving technologies in a way
that maintains the full functionality of those capabilities." We concur with the agencies' analysis
and conclusions

Organization: General Motors Company

GM supports the target standard curve shapes, the relative car and truck stringency, and the
statistical analysis used to analyze the fleet. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9465-A1, p.2]

GM also urges careful consideration of two key issues raised in the Alliance comments that
would affect the implementation stringency of the proposal, namely whether NHTSA should
change the current definition of what constitutes a passenger car and a light truck and whether
NHTSA needs to further adjust the stringency of its proposed curves to more fully harmonize
with the EPA proposed requirements and flexibilities. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9465-A1, p.
2]

Organization: Institute for Policy Integrity, New York University School of Law

The second justification offered is that a footprint-based approach will avoid negative safety
impacts. To start, the footprint-based approach does not completely eliminate the incentive to
build smaller cars to comply with the rule. The mathematical formulas that set the standards are
only strictly increasing along the range from 40 square feet to either 55 square feet for cars or 75
square feet for trucks; at other points, the curve is flat. Admittedly, that central range covers most
vehicle models.88 However, at least several dozen models (mostly subcompacts and sports cars)
fall in the 30-40 square feet range,89 which are all subject to the same standards. At a minimum,
the manufacturers of these models may have an incentive to decrease footprints as a compliance
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strategy, since doing so would not trigger more stringent standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9480-A1, p. 14]

Organization: Insurance Institute for Highway Safety (11HS)

ITHS does have some concern regarding the “breakpoint” of the fuel economy curve at the lower
extreme where footprint is the smallest (see Figure I-1 on page 74871 of the notice). This
“breakpoint” is the leveling-off point on the fuel economy curve where the fuel economy
requirement ceases to increase as footprint decreases. Moving this breakpoint farther to the left
so that even smaller vehicles have increasing fuel economy requirements would reduce the
chance that manufacturers would downsize the lightest vehicles for further fuel economy credits.
[NHTSA-2010-0131-0222-A1, p. 1].

Organization: International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT)

17. Separate footprint curves for cars and light trucks distort the requirements by making it easier
for vehicle classified as light trucks to comply. Unlike the 20122016 requirements, the 2017-
2025 rule increased the gap between cars and light trucks, providing stronger incentives for
manufacturers to reclassify cars as light trucks and potentially undermining the benefits of the
rule. A single footprint function would still give larger trucks a less stringent target to meet,
while avoiding vehicle classification games. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1, p. 4]

The proposed 2022-25 standards would set consistent improvements for all cars and light trucks,
with annual CAFE increases of 4.7% per year and annual GHG reductions of 5.0% per year.
However, both EPA and NHTSA proposed a lower annual rate of improvement for light-trucks
in the early years of the program. EPA is proposing an annual GHG reduction for cars of 5%, but
only 3.5% for light trucks. Similarly, NHTSA is proposing an annual fuel economy increase of
4.3% for cars, but only 2.9% for light trucks. The required reductions for light trucks are also
tilted, such that the smallest light trucks have larger increases (but still less than cars), while the
larger light trucks have smaller increases. Figure 4 illustrates this effect. The annual fuel
economy increases from 2016 to 2021 for cars is almost flat and ranges from 4.2% to 4.4%. The
annual fuel economy increase for light trucks starts at 4.0% for the smallest trucks, drops to 2.3%
for larger SUVs, and falls off to only 0.4% for the largest pickup trucks. Note that the 2012-16
standards also imposed smaller increases on the larger vehicles than they did on smaller
vehicles. [Figure 4 can be found on p. 49 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-
Al] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1, pp. 48-49]

Footprint systems are designed to encourage the use of lightweight materials (unlike weight-
based standards) without affecting the mix of vehicles sold in the market. Under a footprint-
based system, selling more small vehicles does not necessarily help manufacturers meet the
standards, as smaller vehicles are subject to more stringent targets. However, the slope of the
footprint curve and the difference between the car and light truck curves matter. The steeper the
slope of the footprint curve, the more incentive manufacturers have to increase the size of their
vehicles. And the larger the difference between the car and light truck curves, the more incentive
a manufacturer has to add four-wheel drive and jack the vehicle up just enough to meet the
ground clearance criteria so that the vehicle can be reclassified as a light truck. These are
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perverse incentives, as increasing the size of the vehicle or reclassifying cars as light trucks
makes it easier for a manufacturer to meet the requirements while also increasing the fuel
consumption and CO, emissions from the vehicle. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-Al, p. 49]

The tilt in the increase in light truck stringency, as illustrated in Figure 4, increases the incentive
for manufacturers to increase the size of light trucks, especially pickup trucks. [Figure 4 can be
found on p. 49 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9512-A1, p. 49]

More importantly, the lower requirements for all light trucks would increase the incentive to
reclassify cars as light trucks. As illustrated in Figure 5, the 2012-2016 standards and the 2022-
2025 standards have almost no impact on the relationship between the stringency of the car and
the light truck targets. However, during the 2017 to 2021 timeframe, when the annual efficiency
gains for light trucks are much lower than for cars, the difference in stringency between cars and
trucks grows dramatically. As proposed, the 2017-2021 standards will increase the incentive to
reclassify cars as light trucks, with a small additional incentive for the smallest cars and
gradually increasing for larger cars. Fortunately, few cars have a footprint larger than about 54
sg.ft at present. [Figure 5 can be found on p. 50 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9512-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1, p. 50]

Single footprint curve

The proposed rule maintains separate footprint curves for cars and light trucks. This subjects
light trucks with the same footprint to much less stringent standards and gives manufacturers a
tremendous incentive to reclassify cars as light trucks. In the future it is likely to cause
manufacturers to drop many 2wd versions of their small SUVs and make less efficient 4wd
versions standard, so that they can be classified as light trucks instead of cars. This will actually
increase overall real world fuel consumption and CO, emissions in two ways. First, it will
increase 4wd installation and directly increase the fuel consumption of the fleet. Second, it
makes it easier for manufacturers to meet the standards, so that they do not have to implement as
much technology on other vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1, p. 50]

The large majority of light trucks today are based on car platforms with unibody construction.
All minivans use unibody construction and cab-and-chassis construction for SUVs is rapidly
disappearing. Except for pickup trucks, full-size cargo vans, and a few relatively low volume
SUVs, such as the Jeep Wrangler and the Suburban, in the 2017-25 timeframe of the rule all light
trucks will be based on car platforms. In addition, due to the empty pickup bed and empty cargo
box, pickup trucks and cargo vans are considerable lighter than SUVs with the same footprint
and fit well on a single footprint line. Thus, there is no technical reason to maintain separate
footprint lines for cars and light trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1, pp. 50-51]

EPA recognized the importance of this issue when it established a single Tier 2 emission
standard for all cars and light trucks. The issue here is just as important. It is time to begin the
process to end this artificial distinction between cars and light trucks for fuel efficiency and
greenhouse gas emissions. The ICCT recommends a single footprint function, which will still
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give larger trucks a less stringent target to meet, while avoiding vehicle classification games and
helping to ensure fuel consumption and GHG emission goals are actually met. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9512-A1, p. 51]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 197.]

The separate footprint curve to cars and light trucks also distort the requirements by making it
easier for vehicles classified as light trucks to comply. A single footprint function would still
give larger trucks a less stringent target to meet while avoiding vehicle classification games.

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (20,500) (Union of Concerned Scientists-3)

The proposed standards for light trucks are significantly weaker than for cars. In the past,
automakers made vehicles bigger to qualify for weaker standards. Light truck standards should
be strengthened to prevent automakers from gaming the system. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
10166-A2_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (375) (Union of Concerned Scientists-2)

The proposed standards for light trucks are significantly weaker than for cars. In the past,
automakers made vehicles bigger to qualify for weaker standards. Light truck standards should
be strengthened to prevent automakers from gaming the system. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
1246-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (4,505) (Unknown Organization)

The proposed rules allow light trucks to increase their fuel efficiency at a much slower rate than
cars. For many years, this problem led automakers to build bigger vehicles so they could take
advantage of these weaker standards, which caused efficiency standards in the United States to
stagnate. We should not make the same mistake twice, and should strengthen the standards for
light trucks on a par with cars. We cannot afford to skew the rules in favor of gas-guzzling
SUVs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9595-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (9,570) (Unknown Organization)

The proposed standards for light trucks are significantly weaker than for cars. In the past,
automakers made vehicles bigger to qualify for weaker standards. Light truck standards should
be strengthened to prevent automakers from gaming the system. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9578-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA)
First, NACAA understands that EPA and NHTSA are proposing that passenger cars have an

average rate of improvement of 5 percent for MYs 2017 to 2025. However, light-duty trucks will
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start with an average rate of improvement of 3.5 percent for MY's 2017 through 2021 and 5
percent for MY's 2022 through 2025. These proposed rates of improvement are envisioned to
result in an average CO, emissions rate of 163 grams per mile (g/mile) with an average fleet
performance of 54.5 miles per gallon (mpg) if every manufacturer incorporates enhanced engine
technologies. In addition, the proposal provides only a conditional approval of the standards by
NHTSA for MY 2022 to 2025 vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8084-Al, p. 3]

NACAA supports EPA’s and NHTSA'’s goal of a fleetwide performance that will result in 54.5
mpg fuel efficiency. We are concerned, however, that the approach taken in the proposal may
undermine achievement of this goal. In fact, in a recently published study, researchers at the
University of Michigan consider whether allowing a more lenient 3.5-percent rate of
improvement requirement for larger vehicles creates an incentive for the manufacture of larger
vehicles to the extent that it could lower the overall fleet performance standard by as much as
four miles per gallon, thus undermining the goal of a 54.5-mpg fuel economy standard.*?
Accordingly, NACAA urges EPA and NHTSA to ensure that the full measure of the reductions
envisioned by EPA and NHTSA is achieved. In addition, NACAA requests that EPA and
NHTSA respond to the issues raised in the University of Michigan study. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-8084-A1, p. 3]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public
hearing on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 39-40.]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public
hearing on January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 34-35.]

12 Kate S. Whitefoot and Steven J. Skerlos, “Design Incentives to Increase Vehicle Size Created
from the U.S. Footprint-based Fuel Economy Standards,” January 2012, available at
http://designscience.umich.edu/alumni/katie/Whitefoot_Skerlos_Footprint.pdf. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-8084-A1, p. 3]

Organization: Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)

NHTSA should revise truck definitions to reduce the incentive for cars to be reclassified as
trucks and take advantage of a less stringent compliance regime. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9472-A2, p. 3]

2. Fuel Consumption and Pollution Reductions are Undermined by Large Gap between Car and
Truck Curves; Agencies Should Revise Truck Definitions to Prevent Gaming

The large gap between the car and light truck curves creates an incentive that threatens to
undermine the predicted oil and GHG reductions of the program. Automakers could have a
strong incentive to modify vehicles classified as cars today to be reclassified as trucks because
the truck curve has substantially less stringent compliance levels for the same footprint. NHTSA

2-77



EPA Response to Comments

previously recognized that many crossover vehicles had been inappropriately classified as trucks.
Starting with MY 2011, NHTSA required two-wheel drive crossovers that were previously
subject to truck fuel economy standards to be shifted to the car fuel economy compliance
requirements. NHTSA estimated that over a million vehicles required reclassification from
trucks to cars.33 It is our concern that many automakers will modify vehicles or shift sales from
crossovers currently on the car curve to the truck curve. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p.
10]

One way to make the curve shift is by the addition of four-wheel drive (4WD) capability. Adding
four-wheel drive technology could classify a car into a truck yet have minimal impact on the
actual fuel efficiency and emissions of the vehicle. By making the shift, a vehicle was previously
complying with the car curve would immediately overcomply on the truck curve. The
automaker’s decision to add 4WD capability will largely be influenced by whether or not the
cost to add the 4WD technology is less than adding the fuel efficiency and emissions technology
necessary to stay compliant on the car curve. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 10]

Consider the case of the popular Toyota RAV4 crossover and compliance with GHG emission
standards. With a footprint of 44.6 square feet (ft2), the two-wheel drive RAV4 car requirement
in 2016 is 223 g/mi. Adding 4WD will increase emissions by about 5 g/mi to 228 g/mi. If
reclassified as a truck, the 4WD RAV4 would subject to less stringent compliance standards and
at 228 g/mi, it would meet the meet the MY 2020 requirement for trucks at the 44.6 ft2
footprint. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 10]

By immediately complying with the MY 2020 standard, Toyota could avoid adding technologies
to cut emissions from 2016 to 2020, and save approximately $1000. If Toyota can add 4WD
technology for less than $1000, then they would have an incentive to shift RAV4 models from
car classification to truck classification. The difference in MSRP between 2WD and 4WD
models of the 2012 RAV4 is $1400 but actual costs could be less than $1000. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 10]

NHTSA and EPA should reduce the incentive to reclassify vehicles from the car to truck curves.
The gap between the car and truck curves should be reduced, especially for footprints of
crossovers similar to the RAV4. The emissions and fuel efficiency difference between 2WD and
4WD crossovers on the market today is often less than 10 g/mi yet the car and truck curves differ
by over 40 g/mi. The agencies should also revise truck definitions to better distinguish truck-only
capabilities. For example, trucks should be required to have technologies that are necessary for
true off-road capability vs. typical all-wheel on-road driving. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-
A2, p. 10]

33 74 FR 14196 at 14204. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 10]

Organization: Nissan North America, Inc.
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The standards applicable to the light-duty truck fleet for MY's 2022-2025 are particularly
challenging. Especially for automakers with more limited volumes in the light truck segment, the
cost feasibility of implementing more advanced technology is limited. As manufacturers re-
evaluate their commitment to these market segments, the broad industry-wide investment in
truck technologies that can be spread through the industry is uncertain. Moreover, the
willingness of the market to absorb substantial additional costs to ensure achieving the proposed
standards is questionable as the light-duty truck segment is a cost-sensitive market. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9471-A1, p.8]

Organization: RVIA
Towing considerations for full size pickups

RVIA has commented in the past on the importance of considering towing when setting future
GHG and CAFE standards for full size pickups. RVIA is pleased to see that the proposed
standards for full size pickups do indeed take towing into consideration and we therefore support
the standards proposed for the 2017-2021 model years. However, we are concerned that the costs
associated with the standards proposed for the 2022-2025 model years could potentially hurt full
size pickup truck sales. This would in turn have a negative effect on sales of towable RVs
because when a person shopping for a new towable RV cannot afford to buy the vehicle capable
of towing it, they will not purchase the RV. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9550-A2, pp.1-2]

Towing considerations for large passenger cars, small SUVs and crossover vehicles

With the price of gasoline hovering around four dollars per gallon today, consumers are buying
SUVs that ride more like a car, get better fuel economy, but have a greatly diminished towing
capacity. For example, the consumer who several years ago might have purchased a Chevy
Tahoe (3 rows of seats and towing capacity of 8,500 Ibs) might instead today purchase a Chevy
Traverse which also has three rows of seats but has a maximum towing capacity of only 5,200
Ibs. Similarly, consumers that previously might have purchased an SUV like a VVolkswagen
Toureg now consider smaller SUVs like the Tiguan, a minivan or even a station wagon. As this
downsizing trend progresses, consumers (as they are already) will demand that these vehicles
offer more towing capability than offered today. Therefore, we recommend that EPA and
NHTSA closely examine whether they have appropriately considered this future light vehicle
towing trend in setting standards for light duty passenger cars, cross-over vehicles, minivans and
other vehicles that will be used by consumers to tow RV trailers, boats, ATVs, utility trailers, U-
Haul rental trailers and the like. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9550-A2, p.2] [There are also
images associated with this paragraph, please refer to EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9550-A2, pp.2-
3]

Organization: Salinas, A.

SUVs are being allowed to improve gas-mileage standards later than passenger vehicles, and that
has spurred the production of even more SUVs. These standards leave the United States behind
Europe, Japan, and China in fuel efficiency. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7119-Al, p. 1]
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Auto makers are being coddled into taking only baby-steps to improve already-existing
technology. We are much better than that. At this pace, 2025 will not see much more fuel-
efficiency than what some cars already have. By 2025 the United States should do better than
the European Union, China and Japan, not continue to lag behind them. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-7119-A1, p. 1]

We need better, stronger rules to make real progress in the fight to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and improve fuel efficiency, and we need for SUVs to be made adhering to the same
standards as passenger vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7119-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Sierra Club, Environment America, Safe Climate Campaign, and Clean Air
Council

Take steps to address weaker standards for light trucks: Closing the gap between cars and trucks
has been a long-term concern for our organizations. We remain deeply concerned about the
lower rate of improvement the light truck curve requires overall, driven by the much less
stringent curve at the large footprint end of the light truck spectrum. The EPA is proposing lower
annual emissions reductions of 3.5 percent per year for MY 2017-2021 light duty trucks.
NHTSA is also proposing a low annual increase in fuel economy for light trucks for the first
phase of standards which include MY 2017-2021 to be 2.9 percent per year on average (even
lower for larger light trucks). The proposed rule presumes that additional increases will be
achievable after 2021 — 5% emissions reductions for trucks and 4.7% annual efficiency
improvements. This treatment results in the direct loss of greenhouse gas reductions relative to
reductions that would have been achieved with a uniform 5% annual emissions reduction across
all classes, and may undermine the benefits of the program. The lower rate of improvement in
the early years could undermine the mid-term review and achieving the long term stringency of
the National Program. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 6]

The agencies are continuing to use an attribute based curve for model years 2017-2025. While
the car curve is the same as from the 2012-2016 standards, the agencies are changing the light
truck curve. The proposed changes will increase the slope and extend the large footprint cut off
point to larger footprints. By increasing the slope the rule will create an incentive to upsize
vehicles that would continue through MY2025. The agencies consider this factor in the NPRM,
noting that a “steeper footprint based standards may incentivize vehicle upsizing, thus increasing
the risk that the fuel economy and greenhouse gas reduction benefits will be less than expected.
Extending the slope part of the target curve will have adverse consequences for both emissions
and safety. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 6]

We appreciate the agencies efforts to structure a program to encourage and reward application of
“game-changing” hybrid technology to the largest pickups. To limit the impact of the proposed
curves and treatment of light trucks, even with the incentive program in place, we recommend
that the agencies provide an alternate emissions target for light trucks of 60 sq. feet and above
that exceed the sales projected in the rule. This alternate emissions target will come into effect in
the year that sales exceed the projected sales in the rule. By setting an alternate emissions target
level representing a 4.8 percent annual reduction from the maximum 2016 truck target of 349 g
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of CO, per mile, automakers will be discouraged from increasing sales volumes at this end by
producing lower cost and inefficient vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 6]

The gap between average car and truck emissions would widen due to the differing rates of
improvements for cars and trucks under the proposed standards. This may further encourage
manufacturers to reclassify certain large-footprint cars as trucks and/or change the balance of
two-wheel drive and four wheel-drive SUV production, reducing the emissions benefits of the
2017-2025 standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 6]

In the past, the light truck loophole resulted in manufactures producing greater numbers of
trucks. We are concerned that in the early years of the program automakers will take advantage
of the weaker standards for light trucks, which will make it difficult to produce higher efficiency
vehicles in the later years of the program setting automakers up for failure. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 7]

Automakers are already gearing up to take advantage of this loophole. A New York Times article
reported in 2011 that sales of larger vehicles were up by 28.5% compared to an increase in car
sales of 7% from 2010 sales in the same month.22 [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 7]

Therefore we also urge the agencies to revisit the light truck definition as set by NHTSA in the
2011 fuel economy rule to further discourage reclassification of cars as trucks and substitution of

two wheel drive with four wheel drive SUVs, simply to avoid the more stringent car
standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 7]

22 http://www.nytimes.com/2011/02/02/business/02auto.html
Organization: Smith, Frank Houston

Data is also available for 1472 UK Light 4X4s, Pickups, and Vans rated Euro Step IV Emissions
and above at http://vanfueldata.dft.gov.uk/Default.aspx. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0240-Al, p. 3]

There are currently 402 Euro Step V certified vans and pickups ... only 9 gasoline, 14 CNG, and
379 diesel fueled configurations with gross weights capabilities from 1690 up to 4,560 kg

providing fuel economies from 19.5 to 78.3 mpg(Imperial) combined based on the NEDC test
cycle. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0240-A1, p.3]

Organization: South Coast AQMD

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 69.]

In addition, we want to emphasize that additional assurances are needed to ensure that the overall
fleet performance of 5 percent is met. The proposal rule allows light-duty trucks produced in
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2017 to 2021 to improve at a rate of only 3.5 percent. If sales of light-duty trucks during this
time period exceeds expectations, then the overall fleet performance will be further reduced.

In addition, the use of early credits may lead to the production of light-duty vehicles that do not
necessarily have to meet the 5 percent improvement rate.

Organization: Toyota Motor North America

While Toyota understands that the utility provided by larger trucks is a factor driving the lower
overall target increases for trucks as a whole, and the lack of improvement required for larger
trucks for 2017-2021 model years, the agencies must ensure that purchasers of affordable and
fuel efficient smaller cars (and smaller trucks) do not bear a disproportionate burden as a result.
As proposed, the standards may drive manufacturers of smaller footprint cars to add technology
and cost to vehicles that are already among the most fuel-efficient and price sensitive in the
market, while requiring little improvement of the largest vehicles on the road. This dilemma
appears to be an unintended consequence of the shift to an attribute-based fuel economy and
greenhouse gas regulation scheme and must be considered as standards are increased in this
rulemaking and in the future. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.2]

In particular, NHTSA should take steps to modify its target curves to account for the limited
credit trading and transferring allowed under its authorizing statute. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9586-A1, p.2]

Nonetheless, we remain concerned about two aspects of the proposed standards. First, the targets
for trucks require a lower average rate of improvement than for cars. And second, the targets for
larger trucks require a lower average rate of improvement than smaller trucks. In fact, the target
curves for the largest trucks remain flat for several years before increasing at all. This
discrepancy is exacerbated by the availability of several credit opportunities - discussed later in
these comments - that are applicable to certain large trucks at the exclusion of all other market
segments. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.5]

While Toyota understands that the utility provided by larger trucks is a factor driving the lower
overall target increases for trucks as a whole, and the complete lack of improvement required for
larger trucks for 2017-2021 model years, the agencies must ensure that purchasers of affordable
and fuel efficient smaller cars (and smaller trucks) do not bear a disproportionate burden as a
result. The target curves as proposed will drive manufacturers of smaller footprint cars to add
technology and cost to vehicles that are already among the most fuel efficient in the market, and
which are also among the most price-sensitive in the market, while requiring virtually nothing of
the largest vehicles on the road. This dilemma appears to be an unintended consequence of the
shift to an attribute-based fuel economy and GHG regulation scheme and must be considered as
standards are increased in this rulemaking and in the future. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-
Al, p.5]

Organization: Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS)

(b) Loss in Benefits from Increased Vehicle Size and Car/Truck Reclassification
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In the proposed rule, the agencies project a sales mix in MY 2025 of 66.9% passenger cars and
33.1% light trucks. This represents a significant consumer shift towards passenger cars from
today’s sales mix. While we agree that a variety of market and regulatory factors will move sales
in this direction, the magnitude of this shift will strongly influence the actual outcome of these
standards. This mix could shift for a host of reasons, including market forces, or because of
compliance strategies adopted by automakers to either (a) reclassify cars as light trucks or (b)
add size to vehicle footprints to qualify for weaker standards. According to the California Air
Resources Board, “the extent to which the future fleet trends move toward larger average vehicle
sizes and/or more trucks than projected in this analysis could significantly undermine the
expected GHG benefits.”29 CARB goes on to quantify how as much as a 16 percent loss in
emissions reduction could result from even a modest shift to larger vehicles and an increase in
market share of light trucks. And this concern is not without evidence. As Tom Cackette, Chief
Deputy Executive Officer of the California Air Resources Board, noted at a recent public
hearing, “We have some insight into the [auto industry’s] business plans that suggest that we
should worry about this.”30 This concern is also consistent with past efforts by automakers such
as Chrysler and Subaru to reclassify cars as “trucks” as well as the overall shift to SUVs during
the 1990s as automakers took advantage of the significant difference in the car and light truck
standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 7]

Modifying crossover-type vehicles currently defined as cars in order to qualify them as 'non-
passenger vehicles' may pose an attractive strategy to automakers, as they could generate a
windfall of credits due to weaker trucks standards. The fastest growing segment of vehicles over
the past decade has been the crossover vehicle segment, growing from less than 5% in 2000 to
nearly 25% of light-duty vehicles in 2010. The most popular of these vehicles are offered in 2wd
and 4wd configurations, such as the Ford Escape, Toyota RAV4, and Honda CR-V. Consistent
with current federal definitions, the 2wd variants of these vehicles are classified as cars while the
4wd versions are classified as light trucks. If the size of the gap between car and light truck
standards at a given vehicle footprint is large enough, it alone can provide an incentive to
automakers to modify the 2wd variant of crossover vehicles to meet the light truck definition.
Today’s popular 4wd versions of mid-size crossover vehicles emit 2 to 3 percent more global
warming emissions than their 2wd counterparts. Yet the gap in the proposed standards between
cars and trucks ranges from about 16 to 19 percent. This large gap presents a sizable loophole in
the regulation and could result in a large loss in program benefits should manufacturers find it
more economical to reclassify and migrate models to the less-stringent truck standard. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 8]

An even more troubling, though equally plausible scenario, is that a manufacturer could modify a
halo vehicle to meet the truck definition with the express intent of minimizing obligations on the
rest of its light truck fleet. At a January 19, 2012 public hearing in Philadelphia, PA on the
proposed MY2017-2025 standards, a representative of Toyota Motor North America referred to
the company’s new Prius V as a crossover vehicle. This model is classified as a station wagon in
EPA’s fuel economy guide, and should be appropriately held to the more stringent passenger
vehicle (‘car’) standard. However, if Toyota chose to apply a third row of seats, or to add a 4wd
transmission and increase the vehicle’s ground clearance, the Prius V would be close to, if not
already, meeting the non-passenger (‘light truck’) definition. Doing so could have a profound
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effect on Toyota’s remaining truck fleet. According to fueleconomy.gov, the Prius V’s
unadjusted 2-cycle fuel economy is 58.7 mpg; even assuming a 10 percent loss in (unadjusted)
fuel consumption from applying 4wd and other modifications, the model would still achieve 53.4
mpg — more than 20 mpg over the 2017 target specified for the Prius V’s 46.1 ft2 footprint. At a
reasonable sales volume, this would create a massive windfall of credits, allowing Toyota to
remain compliant while making very few improvements to the remainder of its light truck

fleet. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 8]

With examples such as the one above, it is clear that the set of criteria used to differentiate
passenger and non-passenger vehicles is inadequate, providing automakers ample opportunity to
game the system and undermine the benefits of the program. One solution is to adjust the target
curves, particularly in the 45 (+/- 3) ft2 footprint range seen by many crossover vehicles, to
minimize the gap between car and light truck targets. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 8]

Though I strongly support these standards, I am concerned about possible loopholes that
automakers could exploit. Specifically: The proposed standards for light trucks are significantly
weaker than for cars. In the past, automakers made vehicles bigger to qualify for weaker
standards. Light truck standards should be strengthened to prevent automakers from gaming the
systems. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9713-A2, p. 2]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 218-219.]

We're also very concerned that significantly weaker standards for light trucks could give auto
makers an incentive to reclassify passenger vehicles as non-passenger vehicles.

For example, the gap of roughly six to ten MPG exist between car and light truck target
stringencies in the footprint range seen by many crossover vehicles.

This gap is much larger than the fuel economy loss a crossover would face from adding four-
wheel drive, which could enable it to qualify it for a weaker standard as a non-passenger vehicle.

Gaming of the system like this will cut down on the anticipated program benefits giving the
sizable and growing popularity of the crossover vehicle segment. The agencies cannot afford to
dismiss this issue.

Organization: United Automobile Workers (UAW)

In particular the UAW supports the aspects of the proposals that recognize the importance of
balancing the challenges of adding fuel-economy improving technologies to the largest light
trucks with the need to maintain the full functionality of these vehicles across a wide range of
applications. Second, the UAW believes that the agencies made reasonable determinations
regarding the shape and slope of the curves that describe the proposed requirement for any
particular size vehicle. Third, the UAW is pleased that the proposed CAFE regulations maintain
the alternative minimum standard for domestically manufactured passenger cars. This
requirement was maintained in EISA as an express mechanism to ensure a certain level of
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efficiency for the domestically-produced passenger car fleet. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9563-
A2,p.2]

Organization: Volkswagen Group of America

Through these comments, Volkswagen will outline our main concerns and will define the
implications of key elements which will lead to the inequitable treatment amongst
manufacturers. Volkswagen will conclude the comments with a series of proposals aimed at
improving the overall balance of the rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 3]

It was Volkswagens’ position that all segments of vehicles within each compliance fleet should
be capable of carrying an equitable burden in CO, reduction per year. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9569-A1, p. 5]

a. Equal stringency for cars and trucks in the range of 4%/year for 2017-2021

It was Volkswagen’s position based on predictions for technical readiness and consumer
affordability that an annual reduction in the range of 4% CO, promoted a balanced regulation for
both cars and trucks for 2017-2021. An equal stringency equitably distributes the burden for
reduction across all segments within the fleet. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 5]

Further, Volkswagen explained that there are many uncertainties regarding the market
acceptance, cost and benefits of technologies such as hybrids, plug-in hybrids, lightweight
materials and advanced combustion engines. It was also VVolkswagen’s position that stringency
in the later phase of 2022-2025 could possibly be adjusted upward or downward following a
midterm review that would provide more certainty over the cost, benefit and market forces
surrounding more advanced technology. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 5]

In summary, Volkswagen’s principles offered an equitable regulation driving aggressive
reductions from the entire light-duty vehicle market. Importantly, the Volkswagen framework
did not penalize an auto manufacturer who is more focused on the passenger car market versus
large work trucks. We also believed that footprint curves based on equal stringency regardless of
footprint size did not penalize smaller trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-Al, p. 5]

Volkswagen contends that a regulation with equal stringency for both cars and trucks and with
equal stringency across all footprints would result in a regulation that does not encourage
manufacturers to increase footprint or change vehicle classifications. Achieving equal
distribution would help assure that manufacturers focusing on passenger cars would continue to
market or even expand this segment. VVolkswagen also contends that a regulation structured in
this manner does not place additional burden on affordable high volume vehicles that already
save the most CO, per market segment. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, pp. 5-6]

a. Requires a stringency only for passenger cars that exceeds what Volkswagen predicted as a
would be a both feasible and balanced requirement;
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b. Fails to provide equal treatment for all vehicles by requiring higher stringency for cars and
lower for trucks;

c. Continues with aggressive requirements beyond 2021 based on critical assumptions about the
market and technologies which are simply too uncertain to appropriately comprehend; [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 6]

With the publication of the SNOI and the subsequent NPRM, the agencies essentially followed
the Volkswagen vision for reduced stringency in the first phase of the regulation (see Section
1.1a). However, this only applied to the highest CO, emitting segment of the light-duty fleet,
trucks. Larger trucks in particular were provided with minimal CO, reduction requirements
through the early years of the proposal. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 6]

The combination of lower stringency for larger trucks, combined with segment exclusive credit
opportunities has the potential to distort the future light duty vehicle market. The agencies have
disputed this claim, stating that work trucks have special needs and are challenged by the
regulation even at the proposed stringency. In fact the agencies have contended that the work
truck stringency is so great that even at the proposed levels they expect work truck
manufacturers to earn credit in the passenger car segment and transfer that credit to the truck
segment to assist truck segment compliance. If this is the case the agencies could have still
created a regulation that was more equitable with equal stringency for cars and trucks. A
regulation with stringency in the range of 4% for both segments would have resulted in extra
credit in the passenger car segment that would have afforded work truck companies additional
credit they could transfer to the truck category to offset the increased stringency of a balanced
regulation compared to the lower stringency for trucks as proposed in the SNOI and NPRM.
Volkswagen will expand on this argument in the comments that follow. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9569-A1, pp. 6-7]

In summary, VVolkswagen is concerned that the proposal will result in significant competitive
inequity and will create market distortions affecting consumer purchase decisions. Furthermore,
the proposal disproportionately impacts manufacturers who market primarily passenger cars
while in turn benefitting producers of higher emitting large trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9569-A1, p. 7]

Consumers ultimately will select a vehicle which best balances their needs and wants with
affordability. The market has evolved to include a broad set of vehicles with a wide variety of
features and emissions. In spite of the regulations, the choices people make when selecting a
vehicle will have the most influence on the overall light duty carbon emissions. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 7]

Volkswagen understands that many consumers will continue to demand the utility provided by
large trucks and pick-ups, either due to work or family requirements. Indeed, once again, two of
the top-selling vehicles in the United States remain full-size pick-up trucks. Far into the future,
the utility of these vehicles will continue to make them attractive to consumers. However
Volkswagen feels that trucks and cars should be held to an equal percent burden for CO,
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reduction. Large trucks and pick-ups should not be singled out and provided a lesser
requirement. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 7]

Volkswagen contends that the policy reflected in the NPRM may disproportionately drive cost
into passenger cars versus trucks and may ultimately discourage customer consideration of lower
CO, emitting passenger cars. Market segments should compete on the merits of their utility and
affordability. Environmental regulations such as this CO, and fuel economy proposal should not
at the very least create an unintended benefit for higher emitting trucks. This seems
counterintuitive to environmental and energy goals. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-Al, p. 7]

Volkswagen will further expand upon our positions within these comments and will offer a series
of amendments aimed at improving the overall framework of the proposal. Clearly, we would
like to see a more balanced approach that equalizes the compliance burden across the industry. In
addition we will offer proposals to modify the flexibilities to recognize a broader set of
technologies and be available to other market segments. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-Al, p.
7]

As discussed previously, the Volkswagen Group maintains that the stringency and credit
inequities within this proposal create a serious competitive disadvantage for VVolkswagen. The
framework of the proposal does not align with our key principles for a balanced program. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 7]

The following sections highlight the implications of such an inequitable proposal. Much of the
competitive disadvantage for Volkswagen stems from the fact that Volkswagen as a group has
the highest percentage car/truck split of any larger manufacturer (80% cars/20% trucks) in the
US market. As a result, our fleet will be subjected to the most stringent standards, without the
benefit of several key credits being offered to higher-emitting segments. This is in spite of the
fact that due to the high percentage of passenger cars, Volkswagen has some of the

lowest corporate emissions. VVolkswagen remains unconvinced that a fleet composed primarily of
lower-emitting passenger cars should be subjected to the most stringency standard, and carry
such a disproportionate burden for CO; reduction. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, pp. 7-8]

Volkswagen is concerned that the differences in stringency levels between passenger cars and
trucks as proposed within the NPRM creates an inequity in the projected corporate targets that
each manufacturer must meet. What is immediately evident is that manufacturers who market a
larger percentage of passenger cars versus light trucks will face a more challenging compliance
outlook. The practical effect is that passenger car focused manufacturers will face a higher cost
of compliance and will be at a price disadvantage in the marketplace. The resulting disparity
amongst manufacturers is illustrated in some of the analysis included within the RIA. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 8]

Chapter 3 of EPA’s RIA provides projections for car and truck targets for major manufacturers
for the proposal and several other alternative scenarios. VVolkswagen analyzed Table 3.8-3 from
the RIA which provides EPA’s projections through 2021. Disregarding several niche
manufacturers (Aston Martin, Lotus, etc) it is apparent from the table that the proposal creates a
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higher burden on VVolkswagen compared to many of the larger manufacturers, especially those
with truck-centric fleets such as Ford or GM. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 8]

As shown below in Table 2-1, Volkswagen’s 2021 car target is projected by EPA to be 167 g/mi
CO, which is 6 g/mi less than the fleet average. When compared to manufacturers such as GM or
Ford, Volkswagen’s target is expected to be 9-10 g/mi more stringent. VVolkswagen’s truck target
shows a similar situation. [See Table 2-1 on p. 8 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9569-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 8]

However analyzing the car and truck fleet separately does not show the full extent of the
disparity. Table 2-1 also shows the combined sales weighted average target projected by EPA
and further calculates the car/truck sales mixture. The car/truck split was not shown in the RIA,
but can be derived from the individual compliance fleet and combined fleet target. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 8]

Table 2-1 shows Volkswagen having a combined sales weighted target of 184 g/mi. EPA is
estimating Volkswagen to continue into the future with an 80% PC and 20% light truck share.
This is consistent with Volkswagen’s sales history and current projection. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9569-A1, p. 8]

Ford and GM are shown to have approximate sales weighted targets of 205 and 218 g/mi
respectively. This is 21 and 34 grams less stringent when compared to Volkswagen.
Furthermore, it appears that the combined fleet averages for these two OEMs were made
assuming only 49% truck penetration for GM and 33% truck penetration for Ford. Volkswagen
notes that these levels of truck penetration are far less than GM and Ford’s current and historic
sales split between PC and LT. For example, Ford’s 2011 truck share was approximately 63% of
their total sales, nearly one-third of which is the F150. GM’s truck market share was estimated at
65% based on 2011 sales data. Projections for major manufacturers are illustrated below in
Figure 2-1. [See Figure 2-1 on p. 9 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1]
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 8]

Volkswagen is concerned that the car/truck split assumed for different manufacturers may be
unlikely to prove accurate. As illustrated in Table 2-2, had the EPA RIA calculation applied a
truck estimate more consistent with market trends for both Ford and GM, the combined sales
weighted fleet average would have approached 232 and 227 g/mi. This would further expand the
disparity between corporate standards, resulting in VVolkswagen being held to a 46 g/mi more
stringent standard. This is 25% disparity in corporate target levels. This additional 46 g/mi
translates into approximately 9 metric tons of additional CO, emissions per vehicle sold by these
manufacturers than by Volkswagen. [See Table 2-2 on p. 9 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9569-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 9]

Volkswagen recognizes that the agencies are privy to confidential product plans supplied by
manufacturers and that the agencies rely on this data to support future projections. However, the
US has been averaging a near 50/50% split between cars and trucks for many years. Even at
times of peak gasoline prices experienced during the past few years, interest in light trucks may
have waned, however not to such a drastic extent as indicated by this radical shift in future
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product plans. Most disturbing is the recent trend back to light trucks even with fuel prices
stabilizing near record highs. VVolkswagen sees no evidence that would suggest a near 30%
decline in truck market share from domestic OEMs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 9]

Volkswagen is not privy to strategic plans by competitors, but we find it unlikely for OEMs
historically focused on truck sales to so readily abandon what has proven to be a successful and
profitable market segment. Dropping 30% truck share for a company like Ford would be
equivalent to Ford cancelling their entire line-up of F150s, a vehicle which has remained a top, if
not the top, seller in the US for many years. In addition, the proposals preferential treatment for
large trucks and pick-ups further makes it unlikely that manufacturers would now prefer to
market cars. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, pp. 9-10]

NHTSA states in the NPRM that 'the increases in technology application necessary to achieve
the projected improvement in fuel economy will entail considerable monetary outlays'.
Volkswagen agrees. NHTSA further estimates that the program will require a combined
car/truck industry outlay of approximately $157 billion for 2017 through 2025. What is lost in
the broad statement is the disparity in investment required for cars versus trucks. As shown in
below in Table 2-3, the outlay for passenger cars far outweighs the investment required by light
trucks. [See Table 2-3 on p. 10 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1] [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 10]

It is again important to stress that even within the truck segment, the stringency varies
significantly. The investment data was not disaggregated to reflect investment requirements
within the truck segment. Given the minimal requirement on larger trucks, Volkswagen must
assume that the bulk of the truck investment shown in Table 2-3 is most likely concentrated
amongst smaller trucks and SUVs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 10]

The resulting cost increase disparity amongst manufacturers further illustrates the inequity of the
program. As shown in Table 2-4, by 2021 the cost to Volkswagen per car as a result of the 2012-
2016 and 2017+ regulation will exceed over $3300 per car. This is more than double the
expected price increase for the fleet as a whole. [See Table 2-4 on p. 10 of Docket number EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 10]

Volkswagen continues to support a 4% per year stringency reduction from both passenger cars
and light trucks as being the best balance between environmental objectives and market
acceptance. However, given the commitments made by stakeholders to the overall framework
provided within this proposal, Volkswagen offers the following amendments. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 26]

Volkswagen continues to support the concept that equal percent reductions in the order of 4%
per year can be applied to both the car and truck fleet. In addition, the percent reduction for each
fleet can also be equally applied across all footprint sizes. However, as mentioned above, given
the extensive commitments made by stakeholders to the SNOI, Volkswagen finds it unlikely that
the agencies will incorporate our principle for equal reductions from all cars and trucks. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 27]
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Provide an alternative CO, reduction pathway for passenger cars which could provide needed
flexibility and incentives to the segment of the fleet being most challenged with the highest
annual CO, percent reductions (5% per year for Cars); [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, pp.
2 and 4]

The NPRM requires on average a 5% annual improvement in CO, emissions from passenger
cars. This task is spread equitably across the footprint range of cars. Figure 2-2 illustrates yearly
CO,, targets for cars at the upper cut-point (56 ft2), lower cut-point (41 ft2) and EPA projected
average car footprint (45 ft2). During the course of technical discussions with agency staff,
Volkswagen supported a 4% annual percent reduction for passenger cars. Volkswagen based this
position on both technical and market evidence. [See Figure 2-2 on p. 11 of Docket number
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 11]

EPA has predicted that over the lifetime of passenger cars covered by this rulemaking, the
increasingly more stringent targets for cars will offset upwards of 1.2 billion metric tons of CO..
Light duty trucks which on average face 3.5% annual CO; reduction will contribute
approximately 800 million metric tons of reduction. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 11]

EPA predicts that during the 2017-2025 timeframe, the fleet will comprise of roughly 65%
passenger car and 35% light truck. This is according to vehicle classification as defined by
NHTSA. Figure 2-3 illustrates an example of EPA’s projected MY 2020 fleet distribution along
with the accompanying CO, inventory by segment. [See Figure 2-3 on p. 12 of Docket number
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 11]

When normalized on a percent basis of per vehicle emissions (including VMT), passenger cars
are expected to carry a higher burden of reduction as shown in Table 2-5. [See Table 2-5 on p. 12
of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-Al1,
p. 12]

What is apparent in this data is that passenger cars are underweighted in emissions relative to
their market share and trucks are overweighed in emissions. There is a value to the environment
in promoting passenger cars and not incentivizing a move towards trucks. Incentivizing a shift
away from cars and towards trucks will have a contradictory effect on the overall program GHG
reductions. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 12]

The NPRM extends aggressive reductions for passenger cars into the 2017+ timeframe. Less
demanding reductions are required for trucks. As discussed previously, Volkswagen contends
that this will create market distortion and an incentive for a manufacture to reconsider future
plans. In order to minimize the impact that this inequity could have within the market, an
alternative pathway could be tailored to encourage manufacturers to continue offering cars,
especially economy models which may otherwise have become less attractive in the
marketplace. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 26]

Volkswagen proposes that EPA and NHTSA supplement the NPRM by including an alternative

passenger car percent annual CO; reduction pathway. This pathway could consist of a series of
annual reductions applied throughout the time period of the rule in lieu of the 5% per year
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currently proposed. VVolkswagen believes that a combination of annual percent reductions can be
determined which could help provide additional flexibility for passenger car fleets. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 26]

In principle, the concept of an alternative pathway would include a combination of lower percent
reductions in early years coupled with increasing reductions in later years should technology and
market factors make this feasible. Indeed this is similar to the treatment being afforded to the
truck fleet. Volkswagen asks that a similar approach be offered for cars. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9569-A1, p. 26]

In addition to the alternative pathway being a compliance flexibility, Volkswagen believes it
could also serve as an incentive to promote and provide support for the passenger car fleet.
Volkswagen believes that a pathway could be developed which would provide support to low-
emitting passenger cars to the same degree that other market segments, are being incentivized
through their unique credit programs. As an example, the agencies could benchmark the degree
of support being provided to full-size trucks. We contend that this is a reasonable approach and
would not amount to an excessive 'loophole’ or 'give-away' since it would be consistent with
flexibilities found to be useful elsewhere. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, pp. 26-27]

d. Requires unequal % CO, reductions across the truck fleet --large trucks are benefited with
minimal requirements; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 6]

Volkswagen maintains our original position that 4% per year for both cars and trucks has the
most potential to create a balanced, effective proposal. Further, our suggestion is that the 4%
reduction be equally applied to all sizes of vehicles within each compliance category. EPA
claims that the average truck stringency for 2017-2025 is approximately 3.5% per year. This is
less than the average reduction suggested by VVolkswagen. In addition the 3.5% is a broad
characterization of the burden being applied to the truck category as a whole. VVolkswagen points
out that upon closer examination the 3.5% is not equally applied across the whole category. As
illustrated in Table 2-7, it is clear that large light trucks are provided significantly lower percent
reduction stringencies when compared to the projected average sized truck, or a small truck with
a footprint closer to the lower curve cut-point. [See Table 2-7 on p. 19 of Docket number EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 18]

This is especially evident within the first several years of the program when the stringency for
larger trucks hovers around or even less than 1%. The least efficient vehicles offered in the
market will be given at three years before any significant increases in efficiency are

required. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-Al, p. 19]

The result is inequitable compliance obligations for various types of trucks. Figure 2-8 illustrates
the decreasing CO, targets in g/mile CO, for trucks at the lower and upper footprint ranges. The
dashed lines illustrate a forward trending projection of the 2012-2016 stringencies carried
forward into the 2017-2025 timeframe. [See Figure 2-8 on p. 19 of Docket number EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 19]
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In general for the smaller trucks, the reductions for 2017-2025 are roughly in line with the
reduction trend from 2012-2016. However, for the larger light trucks, the proposed targets
deviate away from the 2012-2016 trend line becoming less stringent on a percent basis. The blue
shaded area is a representation of the pullback in the stringency provided for these vehicles.
Further, the green shaded area in Figure 2-8 includes the additional credits available explicitly to
‘game changing' full-size pick-up trucks that compose the majority of vehicles populating this
footprint range, i.e. the full-size trucks credits. These credits further expand the area of the
shaded region, increasing the gap between small and large trucks even further. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 20]

It is important to note that the top two selling vehicles for 2011, the Ford F150 and Chevrolet
Silverado, with combined sales of nearly 1 million vehicles (approximately 8% of the entire US
market light duty market) will be eligible to reside within the blue and green region of Figure 2-
8. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 20]

The shaded region in Figure 2-8 not only represents competitive inequity, but also lost
opportunity for CO, reduction from the very segment of the fleet with the highest emissions.
Volkswagen acknowledges that vehicles within this footprint range may feature duty-cycles
which may preclude adoption of certain fuel saving technologies or features, i.e. heavy duty
towing or off-road capability. This however is not a unique challenge limited to vehicles with
larger footprints. Smaller SUVs or trucks in some cases may feature near equal capability and
consumers are no less demanding to this segment versus others. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9569-A1, p. 20]

Some stakeholders have claimed that the latter half of the 2012-2016 rule created an excessive
stringency on larger light trucks, and that these vehicles were somehow more challenged than
other vehicles. The lower stringency being proposed for 2017-2025 is intended to provide
'breathing room' to allow time for the larger trucks to catch up with the requirements.
Volkswagen disagrees. We again refer to Table 2-7 which clearly shows for 2012-2016 that
larger trucks already benefited from lower percent requirements compared to less-emitting
smaller trucks and SUVs. In addition, the RIA indicates that a leading full-size truck already
available in 2011 is close to being compliant with standards for the 2017+ timeframe. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 20]

Table 3.12-1 in the EPA RIA showcases vehicles which are at or near compliance with the
2017+ expected targets. Included in this list is a non-hybridized version of a large pick-up truck
which remains the number one selling vehicle in the US, selling over 500,000 units per year.
EPA’s data indicates that the 2011MY of this vehicle achieves 372 g/mi and has about a 4% gap
from complying with its 2017 targets. EPA included assumptions regarding A/C credit usage in
making this determination. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 20]

Volkswagen created an internal model to project the CO, performance of this vehicle. The model
disaggregated the sales into various powertrain and wheelbase (affects footprint) combinations as
shown in Figure 2-9. For simplification, all the pathways are not shown. The model then applies
publically available EPA fuel economy and CO, emissions data for each of the resulting
pathways and compares them with the resulting footprint target which varies based on
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wheelbase. Some of the combinations earn credits, while others earn debits. The compliance of
the model as a whole was then determined assuming credit transfer amongst the
powertrain/footprint combinations. [See Figure 2-9 on p. 21 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9569-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 20]

The RIA compares current model year performance with the expected footprint target for 2017
and beyond. For this sample vehicle, EPA claims that the truck will fall short of its target by 4%.
This assumes that the vehicle receives no fuel saving technology upgrades from 2011 to 2017.
Volkswagen’s calculations confirms the claim that the stringency imposed on this vehicle by the
2012-2016 program indeed is challenging in the later years and results in a debit for 2015 and
2016. However, it should be noted that the vehicle earns credits in 2012 and 2013 sufficient to
cover the debits in 2015 and 2016. Regardless, the credits would be consumed and the vehicle
still faces a shortfall beginning in 2017. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 21]

What is important to consider is that the RIA shortfall assumes no application of fuel saving
technology from 2011 to 2017, a full seven years. Volkswagen exercised the model by using two
pathways to apply fuel saving technology. The first was to apply an average annual improvement
for each model year, using the average of 1-2% per year as has been claimed in the past as a
reasonable annual improvement in fuel economy. The other pathway recognizes that
improvements may not necessarily be made on an annual basis and instead are applied in
incremental steps at regular redesign intervals. For this pathway Volkswagen applied a suite of
low-cost technologies4to the vehicle using EPA assumed costs and effectiveness and waited until
2017 to make the update. This provides a five year design cycle assuming the sample truck was
potentially redesigned in 2011. An additional application of technologies is made in 2022, again
providing for a 5-year design cycle. The approach results in an average year-over-year reduction
of 1.2%. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 21]

Furthermore, Volkswagen refrained from assuming any adoption of HEV technologies for this
vehicle. Assuming that the minimum deployment thresholds are met, this would have triggered
the 'game changing' technology credit of 10 or 20 g/mi CO, depending on the degree of
hybridization. Volkswagen did not include the HEV incentive because the model showed that the
credits were simply not needed. Either of the conventional technology pathways provided
significant compliance margins resulting in the pick-up truck generating credits throughout most
of the 2012-2025 timeframe. The HEV incentive would have only 'piled on' to the credits being
earned resulting in a windfall for this vehicle. Unless the credits were needed in another segment
of the fleet, they would not be worth the investment required to earn them. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 21]

However, EPA has stated in the NPRM that it is their understanding that credits will only be
transferred from cars to trucks and not vice-versa. Therefore, one can expect limited to no
hybridization of this full-size truck. This does create doubt regarding the need to create the full-
size truck credit incentive for ‘game-changing’ technologies. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-
Al p. 22]
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Modest application of conventional technologies to full-size pick-ups, coupled with the benefit
of low annual CO, reduction requirements, more than provides for a comfortable compliance
margin for this segment of the fleet. Volkswagen questions why the other segments of the truck
fleet, let alone the car fleet, must then be taxed with the role of carrying the more significant CO,
reduction burden? [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 22]

As discussed in Section 2.7, Volkswagen predicts that credits will be accumulated within the
large truck and full-size truck segment due to the combination of lower stringency and segment
exclusive benefits. Should this occur, then the fundamental premise upon which the reduced
stringencies and unique credits are based will need to be reevaluated. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9569-A1, p. 27]

On the other hand, the NPRM and other stakeholders have claimed that large trucks face the
most challenging reductions. Volkswagen disagrees. However, even if this proves to be true,
then large trucks would be at or above their CO, g/mi targets, and would be mired in debits.
Credits earned by this segment simply would not exist. Therefore there is no need for non-
existent credits to be bankable or transferable to other segments. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9569-A1, p. 27]

Either way, large trucks, by claiming to be more uniquely challenged than any other segment of
vehicles covered by this regulation are being afforded significant benefits not awarded anywhere
else. It is therefore reasonable that the agency confine the reach of the benefit within the large
truck segment which is demanding it. What is unreasonable is to claim such a degree of
excessive hardship as to warrant less than one-fifth the stringency requirement of other segments
and then expect that benefit to be transferable. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9569-A1, p. 27]

2 EPA projects the average footprint for trucks at approximately 53.5 sg-ft for MY2017-2025.

3 The upper cut-point of the Light Truck curve changes throughout 2017-2025, therefore VW
used 72 sg-ft as a representation of vehicles near or above the upper cut-point. This is the
footprint of a major large pick-up truck representative of vehicles within this class.

4 The technologies include electric power steering (EPS) + improved accessories (IAAC1) +
aggressive shift logic (ASL-1) + low rolling-resistance tires (LRRT) + and low-drag brakes
(LDB). Total cost was less than $300 and VW expects that this selection of technologies is
neither complicated by synergy effects nor degrades towing and off-road capability, except
possibly for the LRRT which may then be an option. MY 2022 applies level-1 mass reduction
(MR-1) and a high efficiency gearbox (HEG).

Organization: Weiner, L.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 107.]
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Additionally, in the early years of the proposed standards, pickup trucks are not required to
improve with the same rate as passenger cars, but there are incentives for manufacturers to apply
advanced technologies to pickup trucks. So it's critical that the efficiency of the trucks not lag
behind cars.

Organization: Whitefoot, K. and Skerlos, S.

To reduce the incentives to upsize the passenger car and light truck fleets, the slopes of the fuel
economy curves for passenger cars and light trucks should be flattened with corresponding
changes made to the CO, curves. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 1]

Our recent analysis (attached) suggests that manufacturers likely have a profitable incentive to
upsize their vehicle fleets in response to the footprint-based standards, through a combination of
adjusting prices to shift production to larger vehicles and increasing vehicle footprint during
redesign. [See the attachment in Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-A2] [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 1]

NHTSA and EPA should develop a model to analyze profitable incentives to upsize the vehicle
fleet in response to the footprint-based standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 1]

The analysis also indicates that the incentive to upsize is greater for light trucks than for
passenger cars, encouraging a further divergence of the sizes of these two classes. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 1]

The slope for the light truck curves should be flattened by a larger percentage than the slope of
the passenger car curves to reduce the incentive to upsize light trucks to a larger extent than
passenger cars. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 1]

Minimum standards for light trucks should be set at a high-enough level to ensure that fuel
economy improvements in the total fleet are close to projected levels even if the production of
light trucks increases relative to passenger cars. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 1]

NHTSA and EPA should conduct sensitivity analyses of consumer preference scenarios on
projected improvements of fuel economy and GHG emissions. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9447-Al, p. 1]

Incentives to upsize the vehicle fleet

While we understand that NHTSA and EPA wish to reduce incentives to downsize the vehicle
fleet, we believe that the proposed standards overshoot that goal and actually create incentives to
upsize the fleet. We recently conducted an analysis, published in Energy Policy, which tests the
hypothesis that the footprint-based fuel economy standards do not create a profit incentive for
manufacturers to increase the average size of their vehicle fleet (attached). The analysis
considered a very large range of average consumer preferences for vehicle size, fuel economy,
and acceleration performance so that the set of plausible scenarios of consumer preferences are
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captured in the analysis. The findings indicate that the incentive for manufacturers to upsize their
fleets exists over almost all of these scenarios. Only in the scenarios where average consumer
preference for footprint is very low ($340 per sq ft) and average preference for acceleration
performance is very high ($5,500 per 0.01 hp/Ib) do the results indicate an incentive to slightly
downsize the fleet. In all other scenarios, the incentive to upsize the fleet leads to substantially
(5-15%) higher fuel consumption and GHG emissions than would have otherwise been achieved
without an incentive to upsize the fleet. Furthermore, the analysis indicates that the incentive to
upsize is larger for light trucks than for passenger cars, increasing the divergence of sizes of
these two classes. This finding needs to be considered from the traffic safety perspective since
the relative size of vehicles in collisions is an important risk factor. [See the attachment in
Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-A2] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p.
2]

The results of our study suggest that the risk of backsliding during MYs 2017-2025 is
substantial. Therefore, we encourage NHTSA and EPA to revise the standards to reduce the
incentives to upsize the U.S. vehicle fleet. The slopes of the fuel economy curves for passenger
cars and light trucks should be flattened (with corresponding changes made to the CO; curves) to
reduce incentives for manufacturers to upsize their passenger car and light truck fleets. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 2]

Furthermore, the fuel economy curve for light trucks should be flattened to a larger extent than
the passenger car curve to reduce the incentive to upsize light trucks even further than passenger
cars, thereby increasing the divergence of vehicle size between these two classes. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 2]

Unfortunately, the proposed rule increases the risk of backsliding by making the MY2017-2025
light truck curves steeper than the MY2011-2016 curves. These steeper curves further raise the
incentives to produce more light trucks overall (compared to passenger cars) and more large light
trucks (compared to small light trucks). NHTSA and EPA state that the light truck curve was
made steeper because large pickup trucks would be less capable of achieving further
improvements in fuel efficiency without compromising load carrying and towing capacity.
However, because the standards are fleet average standards, no specific vehicle must meet its
target as specified by the curve. Therefore, efficiency improvements in smaller light trucks could
offset the difficulties of improving fuel efficiency of larger light trucks. We encourage NHTSA
and EPA to revise the light truck curves so that the risks of upsizing are reduced. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 2]

Improve analysis of incentives to upsize the vehicle fleet.

The risk of upsizing the vehicle fleet warrants a greater level of analysis. While NHTSA and
EPA state that the fuel economy and CO, curves were chosen to minimize any incentive to
increase or decrease vehicle size, no quantitative analysis is presented to support this. Potential
incentives for automakers to upsize their vehicle fleet—by increasing sales of larger vehicles, or
making vehicle models larger during redesign, or some combination—need to be carefully
analyzed to ensure that the projected improvements in fuel economy and GHG emissions are
realized. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 3]
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NHTSA and EPA state that they do not consider any incentives to upsize the vehicle fleet in their
analysis because they believe (1) that production shifts toward larger vehicles would run counter
to market demand and (2) that redesigning vehicles to increase their footprint would be
significant enough to be unattractive as a measure to take solely to reduce compliance burdens.
However, the agencies do not provide any data to support that average vehicle footprint has been
decreasing over time. By EPA’s own data, production of small cars has been decreasing since the
1990’s and production of large trucks has been increasing. 2 Furthermore, it is clearly difficult to
predict future consumer preferences for vehicle size and other relevant vehicle attributes.
Therefore, sensitivity analyses are needed to assess the impact of changes in consumer
preferences on the projected improvements in fuel economy and GHG emissions. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 4]

We encourage NHTSA and EPA to develop a model to assess the risks of vehicle upsizing. The
model should analyze manufacturers’ profitable incentives to adjust vehicle dimensions as well
as adjust the prices of their vehicles to shift production among their fleet. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9447-A1, p. 4]

1 Attribute-based standards can guarantee that the average fuel economy of the total fleet is at
least as great as the lower-bound fuel economy of the light truck standard (the minimum fuel
economy target assigned to any light-duty vehicle). However, in the proposed standards this
value is only 25.25 mpg for MY 2020. Requirements to set the standards such that they are
technically feasible and economically practicable preclude raising this value to 35 mpg for
MY2020. Therefore, the only way to ensure that the total fleet has a combined fuel economy
average of 35 mpg by 2020 is to establish additional “backstops” in the standards.

2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Light Duty Automotive Technology, Carbon Dioxide
Emissions, and Fuel Economy Trends: 1975 through 2009. EPA420-R-09-014. pp. 23-24.
Available at http://www.epa.gov/otag/cert/mpg/fetrends/420r09014.pdf

Response:

EPA received a significant number of detailed comments on the shape of the curves —
many of which questioned the relative stringency of the car and truck curves, and maintained that
they favor trucks at the expense of cars. Others commented that the slope of the curves will
create incentives for manufacturers to upsize the fleet, or that the location of cutpoints will
encourage downsizing of the smallest vehicles. Descriptions of the agencies’ methods for
determining curve slope, cutpoints, and relative car and truck stringencies are provided in
sections I1.C.4 and 5, section 111.B.2, and sections I11.D.6 and 7 of the preamble, and chapters
2.4.2,2.5.1, and 2.5.2 of the joint TSD. Detailed responses to most of the comments received on
these topics are provided in these sections, while a summary of these responses, along with
additional information, is provided below.

Response to comments that the curves are too steep
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ACEEE objected to the agencies’ adjustments to the truck curves based on density, which
together with the revised curve-fitting methodology (revised from the MYs 2012-2016 rule) had
the result of increasing the truck curve slope for this rule. The commenter further stated that in
the proposal, the EPA did not provide evidence that load-carrying and towing capability of full-
size trucks might be compromised. The agencies have added an in-depth explanation of the
justification for revising the curve fitting methodology in chapter 2.4.2.4 of the Joint TSD and
I11.D.6.c. The main points of this explanation are summarized here: In discussions with large
truck manufacturers prior to the proposal, they expressed their belief (and EPA agrees) that the
light truck standard should be somewhat steeper after MY 2016, primarily because, after more
than ten recent years of progressive increases in the stringency of applicable CAFE standards,
manufacturers of large pickups would have limited options to comply with more stringent
standards. Given the relatively few platforms which comprise the majority of the sales at the
largest truck footprints, inappropriately stringent standards for this important segment of the
truck fleet would require overly aggressive advanced technology penetration rates. See preamble
Table 111-35 , where under alternative 2, we project that 20% of the light truck vehicle fleet will
be MHEV or HEV ( the projection is 18% MHEV) in MY 2021; . By comparison, the final rule
IS projected to be 13% MHEV & HEV (11% MHEV). In MY 2025, the rate of strong hybrid
(HEV) technology more than doubles in the 20g more stringent alternative standard compared to
the final standard (Table 111-37)., The agencies were concerned at proposal, and remain
concerned, about issues of lead time and cost with regard to manufacturers of these work
vehicles. EPA further believes that inappropriately stringent standards could create an incentive
for these manufacturers to choose to downpower, modify the structure, or otherwise reduce the
utility of these work vehicles. Therefore, the agencies revised the curve-fitting methodology,
and thus changed the slope of the truck curve from the curve shape in the MY 2016 standards, in
order to provide a clearer path toward compliance for manufacturers of these vehicles, and
reduce the potential that new standards would compromise utility characteristics such as load-
carrying and towing capability.

While the comments do not dispute the validity of the curve-fitting method, or the
appropriateness of considering the unique requirements of trucks, ACEEE objected to the
contribution that these analysis techniques make towards achieving a policy objective, stating
“we believe that adjusting the analytical approach to yield curves satisfying certain policy
considerations is inadvisable. It would be preferable to choose the most robust analytical
approach, and then to make exceptions as needed for a limited period to accommodate those
policy considerations, and to explain the targets in those terms.” ACEEE also stated that
“subjectivity to the technical analysis invites unnecessary challenges to the standard-setting
process”. EPA notes that a curve fitting process such as the one conducted for this rule will
inevitably involve choices between various reasonable approaches. EPA maintains that the
approach used for this rule is both reasonable and appropriate. EPA appropriately considered
factors of technology cost, feasibility, lead time, and consumer acceptance in applying the
density adjustment to the truck curve, in order to achieve the policy goal of avoiding incentives
for manufacturers to reduce the utility of their work vehicles. A more detailed response to
ACEEE’s comments on this topic are provided in section 11.C.4.d of the preamble and chapter
2.4.2.4 of the Joint TSD.

ACEEE requested further clarification on specific text in chapter 2.4.2.10 of the Joint
TSD, stating “It is also puzzling that the agencies’ analysis shows that trucks’ HP-to-weight ratio
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increases only slightly with footprint (TSD p.2-17), yet “pick-up trucks must be more powerful,
than their low ‘density’ nature would statistically suggest.” If pick-up trucks have high
horsepower and low weight, their HP-to-weight ratios should be especially high. An explanation
of this apparent contradiction would be helpful”. In response, EPA’s statistical analysis does
indeed show that the HP-to-weight rations are especially high. This is not in contradiction with
the observation that pick-up trucks must be more powerful than would otherwise be expected for
a low density vehicle.

Whitefoot and Skerlos submitted their findings supporting commenters’ contention that
the proposed (and now final) curve shapes create an inherent incentive to upsize the fleet (which
would dilute the rules’ benefits), and recommended that the curve slopes be flattened to reduce
this perceived incentive. This paper was referenced by other commenters (ACEEE, CBD,
NACAA, Honda) in support of their comments urging a flattening of the curves. EPA
recognizes the significant amount of effort that went into the analysis of Whitefoot and Skerlos,
and considers that the concepts presented have potential merit. However, EPA notes that the
authors assumed different inputs than the agencies actually used in the MY's 2012-2016 rule
regarding the baseline fleet, the cost and efficacy of potential future technologies, and the
relationship between vehicle footprint and fuel economy. Were the agencies to use the
Whitefoot and Skerlos methodology with the actual inputs to the MYs 2012-2016 rules, it is
likely that different results would be obtained from those in the Whitefoot and Skerlos study.
Whitefoot and Skerlos acknowledged the potential uncertainty when interpreting their results:
“designing footprint-based fuel-economy standards in practice such that manufacturers have no
incentive to adjust the size of their vehicles appears elusive at best and impossible at worst.”
EPA recognizes that based on economic and consumer demand factors that are external to this
rule, the distribution of footprints in the future may be different (either smaller or larger) than
what is projected in this rule. However, EPA continues to believe that there will not be
significant shifts in this distribution as a direct consequence of this rule.

CBD, in addition to citing the Whitefoot and Skerlos study, commented that the previous
shift in the fleet from cars to trucks was the result of previous difference in car and truck
stringencies, and that in this rule, “the fact that incentives for upsizing would be created simply
cannot be disputed”. EPA disagrees. While no single vehicle need meet its emissions target, for
manufacturers to comply with these standards, efficiency improvements will be required of all
vehicles, cars and trucks, large and small. The current standards are different from previous
standards in terms of stringency, the use of a footprint attribute, and the lack of a provision
allowing manufacturers to pay a penalty for noncompliance. We therefore do not believe it is
justifiable to draw conclusions about manufacturers’ responses to this rule based upon responses
to previous flat CAFE standards.

IPI also maintained that the standards would encourage upsizing, and proposed that the
curves should be flat. IPI is therefore suggesting that the GHG standard should not be attribute-
based, although they acknowledged that EPCA/EISA expressly requires that CAFE standards be
attribute-based and defined in terms of mathematical functions. For purposes of harmonization
(in addition to the reasons articulated in TSD 2.1 and 2.2), EPA has also issued an attribute based
standard. The agencies have concluded that a properly designed footprint-based approach
provides the best means of achieving the basic policy goals, as outlined in section 11.C.2 of the
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preamble, while not creating inappropriate incentives to increase or reduce vehicle size in ways
that could increase fuel consumption and GHG emissions, or impact overall safety.

Response to comments that the cutpoints should be adjusted

ITHS expressed some concern that the location of the cutpoint at the lower extreme curve
where footprint is smallest would encourage manufacturers to downsize vehicles at or below the
cutpoint in order to gain additional credits. The commenter proposed that the cutpoint be moved
further to left to reduce the likelihood of this type of downsizing. Global Automakers proposed
setting the cutpoint for the smallest light trucks at approximately ten percent of sales (as for
passenger cars) rather than at 41 square feet. The comments from IIHS and Global Automakers
represent two opposing positions on the placement of the left cutpoints. EPA agrees with IIHS
that moving the 41 square foot cutpoint to an even smaller value would additionally discourage
downsizing of the smallest vehicles. However, as discussed in section 11.C.5.a of the preamble,
EPA believes that consumer preferences are likely to remain such that manufacturers will be
unlikely to deliberately respond to today’s standards by downsizing the smallest vehicles. For
manufacturers, very small footprint vehicles create additional design challenges for the
packaging of components and occupants, as well as the need for additional safety equipment to
compensate for reduced crush spaces. In EPA’s judgment, placing the lower cutpoints at 41
square feet for both car and truck curves continues to strike an appropriate balance between (a)
not discouraging manufacturers from introducing new small vehicle models in the U.S. and (b)
not encouraging manufacturers to downsize small vehicles. EPA will review trends in footprint
size in the car and truck markets and reassess the appropriateness of the lower cutpoint position
during the mid-term evaluation.

Several commenters maintained that placing the right cutpoint for trucks at 74 square feet
(compared to 66 square feet in the MYs 2012-2016 rule) would reduce stringency for these
vehicles (ACEEE) and possibly encourage upsizing (Sierra Club, Volkswagen), even though
there is no safety-related reason to discourage downsizing of these trucks. ACEEE went on to
point out that in the MY2012-2016 rule, the agencies rejected requests to increase the cutpoint
from 66 square feet. EPA agrees that the approach used in this rule is different from the curve
fitting approach used in the MY2012-2016 rule. As a result of this revised curve fitting
approach, we now account for more truck models that have footprints greater than 66 square feet.
Specifically, as described in chapter 2.4.2.10 of the Joint TSD, some models of pickup trucks
which, for example, are available in different cab configurations with different wheelbases, have
been disaggregated for this rule and are represented individually, which leads to a slightly
different outcome in the regression results than had they remained aggregated.

Two commenters suggested that the agencies provide an alternate emissions target for
light trucks larger than 60 square feet (Sierra Club) or 66 square feet (ACEEE) that exceed the
sales projected in the rule. In response, in EPA’s judgement, there is minimal risk that
manufacturers would respond to this upward extension of the cutpoint by deliberately increasing
the size of light trucks that are already at the upper end of marketable vehicle sizes. Such
vehicles have distinct size, maneuverability, fuel consumption, storage, and other characteristics,
and are likely not suited for all consumers in all usage scenarios. Further, larger vehicles
typically also have additional production costs that make it unlikely that these vehicles will
become the predominant vehicles in the fleet. For this reason, and others described in section
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11.C.5.b of the preamble and chapter 2.5.2 of the joint TSD, the EPA does not expect that
gradually extending the cutpoint to 74 square feet will create incentives to upsize large trucks.
Therefore, EPA does not believe that the suggested provision of an alternate emissions target for
the largest light trucks that exceed projected sales is warranted.

Response to comments on the difference in car and truck stringencies

The comments on the relative car and truck stringency were largely divided between
NGOs and OEMs that were concerned with the shape and relative rate of increase of the truck
curve, and OEMs who expressed concern about their ability to comply with a large truck
standard that continued to increase in stringency at the rate of the MY 2016 standard.

ICCT and CBD commented that the lower annual rate of improvement for light trucks
from MY's 2017 to 2021 will potentially undermine the benefits of the rule. CBD went on to
state that the consideration of the unique attributes of trucks “does nothing to explain the lack of
the required ratable annual increases”, and that “the rulemaking demands the least from the most
profitable segment of the automotive industry”. CBD further stated that there is no showing that
light trucks, including pickups, cannot both preserve hauling and towing utility and achieve
aggressive fuel economy. Toyota similarly commented the standards require “virtually nothing
of the largest vehicles on the road”. EPA disagrees with this assessment for the reasons below.

First, as explained in preamble section I11.D.6.b, we project relatively little trading
between the car and truck fleets (and vice versa). From the reference case emission level for
combined car and truck fleets (sales weighted average of approximately 250 g/mile) to the
control case (sales weighted average of approximately 163 g/mile) is a drop of approximately 90
g/mile. In this context, 4 g/mile of credits transferred from the truck fleet to the car fleet is
relatively small. Disproportionate credit transfers would indicate a lack of balance in relative
stringencies of the standards, but we see the opposite. This demonstrates an appropriate balance
between car and truck stringencies. Moreover, in response to CBD, we agree that fuel economy,
GHG emissions control, and preserving hauling and towing utility are not mutually exclusive.
Indeed, EPA’s methodology for assessing costs includes costs to preserve those utilities and to
implement emission control/fuel economy technology. However, EPA remains concerned about
adopting standards creating strong incentives for manufacturers to choose to reduce hauling and
towing capacity as a compliance strategy. Of equal or greater significance, EPA has identified
legitimate concerns with available lead time, especially through MY's 2017-2021, reflecting that
the large truck segment is dominated by relatively few vehicle platforms with relatively large
sales, and this limited number of vehicle platforms makes rapid technology changes a greater
challenge than in other market segments. This is partly due to the lack of platform sharing, a
flexibility that smaller vehicles have.? The pick-up trucks also tend to have longer redesign

2 Although certain intermediate volume manufacturers, especially in the luxury car
market, also have a relatively smaller number of platforms (relative to larger manufacturers),
EPA believes the concerns are more acute with respect to work trucks, in part because these
vehicles serve special needs (small businesses, ranchers, farmers, etc.) and that it is important
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cycles, as discussed in section 111.D.6.c of the preamble. The utility requirements of pick-up
trucks relative to smaller vehicles results in longer development times for validation of a new
platform. Pick-up truck product validation occurs across a broader range of gross vehicle
weights for each platform due to a relatively large payload capacity and can include validation of
trailer towing capability for multiple trailer configurations. There are also issues of consumer
acceptance of the most advanced technologies in the larger light trucks. See generally preamble
section I11.D.6.

Second, as described in section 111.D.6.c of the preamble, the year-to-year stringency of
the standards were set with consideration of the technical challenges involved in applying
efficiency technologies to these vehicles as well as lead time concerns in the early years of the
programs. Additionally, even with these considerations, the trend of a gradually widening gap in
the early model years of the rule is reversed during the MY 2021-2025 period, as described in
detail in section 111.D.7 of the preamble. EPA believes that the increase in stringency for the
truck standard in the latter phase of the rule is a reasonable approach for avoiding a large gap
between car and truck curves while also taking account of the challenges of implementing
efficiency technologies in trucks during the first phase of the rule. Furthermore, the promulgated
standards promote similar levels of emission reductions for smaller trucks and for cars of the
same size. For example, the average year-to-year increase in the target level over the entire MY
2017-2025 period is identical for cars and trucks at the 41 sq. ft. curve cutpoint (5.1 percent per
year), and is nearly the same over the initial MY 2017-2021 period (4.8 and 4.5 percent per year,
for cars and trucks, respectively.) In addition, as shown in preamble Table I11-57, by MY 2025
the gap for larger footprint vehicles is at levels similar to the MY 2012-2016 rule, while for
smaller footprint vehicles, the gap is less than during the MY 2012-2016 rule.

ACEEE, citing Table 111-53 in the NPRM, also questioned how the proposed standards,
finalized by this rule, could be superior to the alternatives given the cost differential between cars
and trucks in MY's 2017-2020. Similarly, Honda and Consumers Union cited the lower fleet
average compliance cost for trucks as evidence that the truck standard is not stringent enough (or
from Honda’s comments, for large trucks, in particular).

EPA does not agree that it is necessarily preferable to have equal compliance costs for
cars and trucks in each model year. EPA notes that while compliance costs are initially lower for
trucks than for cars, the costs increase relatively faster for trucks in the latter phase of the
rulemaking, as shown in Table 111-56 and Figure 111-5 of the preamble. The lower initial cost for
trucks is a reflection of the lower initial stringency (relative to cars), which as discussed above,
and in sections 111.D.6.b and 111.D.7 of the preamble, is due to considerations of the technical
challenges and lead time concerns involved in applying efficiency technologies to these vehicles.
As Ford Motor Co. noted in its comments: vehicles equipped with trailer tow packages include

that this basic market demand not be jeopardized. See International Harvester v. EPA, 478 F. 2d
615, 640 (D.C. Cir. 1973) (EPA required to consider issues of basic demand for passenger
vehicles in making technical feasibility and lead time determinations; however, EPA need not
accommaodate every single model type )
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additional features that clearly distinguish them from passenger cars, and can negatively impact
fuel economy:, including auxiliary transmission oil coolers, upgraded radiators, trailer hitch
connectors and wiring harness equipment, different steering ratios, upgraded rear bumpers and
different springs for heavier tongue load (for upgraded 'max’ trailer tow packages), body on
frame (vs. unibody) construction to support capability and an aggressive duty cycle, lower axle
ratios for better pulling power/capability, and greater aerodynamic drag. Even for trucks with
the same or similar footprint to cars, these features result in greater costs and technical
challenges to apply GHG emission control/fuel economy technology.

Therefore, EPA does not agree with the commenters that lower compliance costs will
favor manufacturers with a large proportion of trucks, noting that in the early years, these
manufacturers will need to invest more in technology development, while in later years,
compliance costs for trucks are similar to (or even slightly higher than) costs for cars. ACEEE
requested that EPA provide these cost estimates for all years for each manufacturer’s car and
truck fleets. This information was available in chapter 5.1 of the draft RIA, and is also provided
in chapter 5.1 of the final RIA.

Referring to the lower initial stringency for trucks, ACEEE expressed concern that that
manufactures will use the initially lower truck standards to delay implementation of efficient
technologies, and then use this circumstance to argue in the mid-term evaluation for relaxed
standards. EPA does not believe this concern in justified. Manufacturers must comply with the
standards on their entire fleet; thus a given vehicle is not required to meet any specific GHG
standard. Therefore, delaying technologies on any portion of a full-line manufacturer’s fleet will
hurt their ability to comply across their fleet and thus be non-competitive in other portions of the
market. Moreover, while we believe that the stringencies of the program can be met (and are
thus feasible), EPA acknowledges that they will be challenging for all manufacturers and that
they will all incur significant costs. The likelihood that a manufacturer will slow down the
implementation of technology on a certain fraction of their (large sales) fleet just prior to
entering the 2022-2025 period where stringencies are increasing at 5% per year, seems extremely
unlikely. More likely, if there are cost effective technologies that have not yet been applied, the
manufacturer will implement them in advance in order to earn credits for the 5%/yr period (this
is the principle of “multi-year planning”). EPA will carefully monitor this issue during the mid-
term evaluation.

Others commented more generally that throughout the rulemaking timeframe, the
difference between car and truck curves is too large, which places manufacturers which mainly
produce passenger cars at a disadvantage (Volkswagen, Toyota, Honda, and Mercedes). These
comments are not supported by the analysis conducted for this rule. As just explained there are
no indications in EPA’s analysis that either the truck or car standards will encourage
manufacturers to choose technology paths that lead to significant over or under compliance for
cars or trucks, on an industry wide level. A consistent pattern across the industry of
manufacturers choosing to under or over comply with a car or trucks standard could indicate that
the car or truck standard should be evaluated further to determine if the relative stringency is
appropriate in light of the technology choices available to manufacturers, and the costs of those
technology choices. As detailed in section I11.D.6.b of the preamble, that is not the case for the
final car and truck standards, for which we project only a relatively small overall degree of net
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credit transfers from the truck fleet to the car fleet. EPA’s evaluation of the alternative standards
led to the same conclusions. EPA thus continues to believe that the relative stringency of the car
and truck curves is reasonable and appropriate.

Several commenters maintained that the lower stringency of truck standards would
encourage manufacturers to “game” the rule by adding features such as 4WD for the primary
purpose of satisfying the requirements for classification as a truck (ICCT, NRDC, UCS). EPA
recognizes that significant differences in the year-to-year stringency for cars and trucks could
increase the incentives to reclassify cars as light trucks. However, this reclassification comes at
significant cost to the manufacture, with added production and component costs, as NRDC
acknowledged in their comments, and to the consumer in the form of reduced fuel savings and a
higher purchase price (for example, NRDC quoted an additional cost of $1,400 for the 4WD
option on the RAV4). EPA thus does not agree with these comments. In any case, EPA believes
the car and truck curves appropriately reflect the differences in cost between the car and truck
fleets for adding efficiency technologies, as supported by the analysis conducted for this rule.

In comments related to the topic of “gaming”, CBD expressed concern that the difference
in stringencies would encourage consumers to shift purchases from cars to trucks (as opposed to
the comments addressed above that the standards create incentives for manufacturers to “game”).
EPA does not believe the relative stringencies will result in a shift of this type, given the
increased costs to the consumer mentioned above, and that the vehicle attributes associated with
the truck classification may not be desirable to car buyers. Currently, there are many consumers
that prefer the 2WD car version over the more costly and less fuel efficient 4WD truck version.
EPA believes that manufacturers will continue to offer the variety of vehicles that satisfy the
range of attributes that consumers demand, rather than limiting the choices (for example by only
offering 4wd truck versions of a model), which could in turn lead to loss of customers and
market share. At the same time, as discussed in the introductory text of section 111.D of the
preamble, EPA acknowledges that manufacturers may decide to alter the utility of the vehicles
which they sell, but this would not be a consequence of the rule but rather a matter of automaker
business choice. Finally, on the issue of “gaming”, EPA plans to review trends in the fleet mix
during the mid-term evaluation (see section 111.B.3 of the preamble; see also RTC section 15.3
response to POP Diesel).

Honda commented about the relative stringencies of small and large footprint trucks, and
proposed that “vehicles other than full-size pickup trucks should receive similar consideration in
preserving their utility”. EPA notes that the technology penetration analysis conducted for this
rule considered the costs of preserving utility for not only full-size pickup trucks, but for vehicles
of all footprint sizes. At the same time, EPA believes that pickup trucks are often used in ways
that are fundamentally different from the typical use of minivans and smaller SUVs cited by the
commenter. For example, Ford, in its comments, provided data for the usage of the F150: “up to
82% of F-150 customers use their vehicles for hauling. Up to 41% haul on at least a monthly
basis; and 72% of F-150 customers use their vehicles for towing. Up to 28% tow on at least a
monthly basis”. The particular type of vehicle usage is significant, since the additional engine
power requirements will be greater for vehicles intended to tow and carry heavy loads than for
vehicles designed for high volume (but lower density) passenger spaces, such as an 8 passenger
minivan.
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Honda also commented on the cost per percent CO2 reduction of some of the vehicle
technology packages in our proposal. Honda uses the comparison of packages to argue that we
have been unfair to smaller footprint trucks relative to larger footprint trucks. However, the
packages chosen by Honda were not really appropriate for the specific vehicle models compared
by Honda—the packages that Honda thought represent the Honda CR-V and the Ford F150
(among other similar/competing models). Better vehicle types and package choices would have
been those shown in the table below since, in our proposal, we placed the CR-V in vehicle type 7
and the higher sales F150s in vehicle types 10 and 14. As shown, the $/% CO2 reduction for the
CR-V is far more favorable than the F150 at $41 versus $62-$67, respectively. Similarly, in our
final rule where we place the CR-V in vehicle type 7 and the F150 in vehicle types 17 and 18,
the $/% CO2 reduction is again far more favorable for the CR-V than the F150 at $39-$43 and
$61-$64, respectively. This indicates that on a dollars per percent GHG reduction metric, it is
more cost effective to add technology and improve efficiency on the smaller vehicle type 7
(small SUV and Multi-Purpose Vehicle) than the larger vehicle type 17 or 18 (pickup trucks).

Veh Class [Tech Mass [Engine Trans Cost |CO2 |($/%
Pkg# |Red %
NPRM Minivan (707 10% |4V DOHC 14 +EFR2 +LDB +ASL2 +IACC2 +EPS +Aero2 8sp DCT- [$1,794 |43% [$41.40
+LRRT2 +HEG +DCP +GDI +TDS18 dry
NPRM Minivan (1013 15% |4V DOHC V6 +EFR2 +LDB +ASL2 +IACC2 +EPS +Aero2 8sp AT |$2,953 |44% [$67.52
+LRRT2 +HEG +DCP +GDI +SAX +TDS18
NPRM Large 1411 10% |4V DOHC V6 +EFR2 +LDB +ASL2 +IACC2 +EHPS +Aero2 8sp AT  |$2,587 |42% [$62.16
truck +LRRT2 +HEG +DCP +GDI +SAX +TDS18
FRM Small 7.03904 [10% |MPVnt4VDI4 +LUB +EFR1 +ASL2 +IACC2 +EPS +Aero2 +LDB |6sp DCT- [$1,366 (35% [$39.18
MPV +LRRT1 +DCP +GDI +TDS18 +WR10% +6sp dry
FRM Small 7.05313 [10% |[MPVnt4VDI4 +EFR2 +ASL2 +IACC1 +EPS +Aerol +LDB 8sp DCT- [$1,696 |39% ($43.45
MPV +LRRT2 +HEG +DCP +GDI +SAX +TDS18 +WR10% +8sp dry
FRM Small 7.05202 (10% |MPVnt4VDI4 +LUB +EFR1 +ASL2 +IACC2 +EPS +Aero2 +LDB [8sp DCT- [$1,747 (41% [$43.12
MPV +LRRT2 +HEG +DCP +GDI +TDS18 +WR10% +8sp dry
FRM Truck 17.05319(10% |PU 4VDV6 +EFR2 +ASL2 +TORQ +IACC2 +EHPS +Aero2 +LDB8sp AT  [$2,654 |42% ($63.78
+LRRT2 +HEG +DCP +GDI +SAX +TDS18 +WR10% +8sp
FRM Truck 17.04006(10% [PU 4VDV6 +LUB +EFR1 +ASL2 +TORQ +IACC1 +EHPS +Aerol|6sp AT  [$2,020 (32% [$62.94
+LDB +LRRT1 +DCP +GDI +SAX +TDS18 +WR10% +6sp
FRM Truck 18.05319(10% |PU 4VDV6 +EFR2 +ASL2 +TORQ +IACC2 +EHPS +Aero2 +LDB(8sp AT  [$2,615 |[42% [$62.84
+LRRT2 +HEG +DCP +GDI +SAX +TDS18 +WR10% +8sp
FRM Truck 18.04006(10% [PU 4VDV6 +LUB +EFR1 +ASL2 +TORQ +IACC1 +EHPS +Aerol|6sp AT  |$1,982 (32% |[$61.73
+LDB +LRRT1 +DCP +GDI +SAX +TDS18 +WR10% +6sp
FRM Truck 18.05310(10% [PU 4VDV6 +LUB +EFR1 +ASL2 +TORQ +IACC2 +EHPS +Aero2|8sp AT  [$2,519 [41% [$61.35
+LDB +LRRT2 +HEG +DCP +GDI +SAX +TDS18 +WR10% +8sp

ICCT commented that with the exception of pickup trucks, full size cargo vans, and a few
SUVs, the construction of cars and trucks are similar, and there is therefore no technical reason
to separate car and truck curves. EPA notes that ICCTs list of “exceptions” make up the
majority of the truck market. However, we acknowledge that there are a number of vehicle
nameplates that are classified as both car and truck and that their primary attribute difference is
the 2WD vs the 4WD option (there are other attribute differences such as ground clearance,
approach angles, etc.). As noted above, the 4WD attribute has a significant impact on fuel
efficiency, cost, and consequently consumer choice. Ford provided an example of how towing
requirements can result in differences in fuel efficiency and cost, commenting, “the Ford Edge
and the Ford Taurus have the same footprint, but vastly different capabilities with respect to
cargo space and towing capacity. Some of the key features incorporated on the Edge that enables
the larger tow capability include an engine oil cooler, larger radiator and updated cooling fans.”
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The cost and efficiency differences that arise from differences in the utility of cars and trucks are
real and measureable. Thus, at this time, EPA believes that the classification of these vehicles on
two separate curves is justifiable and reasonable.

2.2.3. Backstop Standards

Organizations Included in this Section

Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers

Center for Biological Diversity

Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC

Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)

Sierra Club, Environment America, Safe Climate Campaign, and Clean Air Council
Toyota Motor North America

Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS)

Whitefoot, K. and Skerlos, S.

Organization: Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers

Backstop Standards [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.87]

The NPRM requests comments on whether minimum CAFE levels (so called “backstop
standards”) should be adopted for import passenger car and light duty truck fleets. The need for
backstop standards had been assessed during the MY 2012-16 GHG and fuel economy standards
regulatory process. The agencies noted that substantial comments had been provided on both
sides of the issue, but in the end determined that backstop standards would not be necessary.
That decision was primarily based on the confidence the agencies had in their fleet modeling and
the lack of incentives for manufacturers to “game” their product line-up in such a way to
undermine the anticipated gains of the program. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.87]

Concerns about backstop standards that were raised by the Alliance in the context of the MY
2012-2016 rules remain in place today. The concept of backstop standards is inconsistent with
Reformed CAFE, which is intended to allow manufacturers to build the full range of vehicles
that consumers demand. Backstop standards are unlikely to come into play in the first place, but
if they did, they could have the effect of unduly limiting consumer choice and hampering the
industry’s ability to achieve the goals of continuing the national program as cost-effectively as
possible. Further, we continue to believe that NHTSA does not have legislative authority to
adopt backstop standards for the import passenger car and light duty truck fleets. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.87]

Notwithstanding NHTSA's previous decision to forego backstop standards, the question whether
backstop standards should be reassessed in the context of the MY 2017-2025 rulemaking is
raised on the basis that NHTSA “recognize[s] that given the time frame of the current
rulemaking, the agency cannot be as certain about the unlikelihood of future market changes.”
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.87]
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The Alliance concurs that there is increasing uncertainty with respect to market conditions,
technological advances, consumer demand, etc., as we look further and further into the future. It
is this uncertainty that gave rise to the mid-term evaluation provisions, which we believe are an
essential element of the MY 2017-2025 National Program rules. Any necessary adjustments to
the standards based on market shifts or other unforeseen developments should be addressed
pursuant to the mid-term evaluation process (for EPA) and the concurrent process of setting
final, enforceable CAFE standards (for NHTSA). Apart from that, it is not helpful or desirable to
layer additional requirements on top of the Reformed CAFE standards, since this would only
serve to reduce flexibility and add complexity to the manufacturers' product planning efforts. We
therefore oppose any consideration of additional backstop standards at this time and recommend
that the agencies rely on the mid-term evaluation and the CAFE standard-setting process as their
primary means for making any necessary adjustments to the stringency and structure of the
program. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, pp.87-88]

Organization: Center for Biological Diversity

D. NHTSA Should Adopt a Backstop to Ensure the Nationwide Fleet Moves Towards Greater
Fuel Efficiency.

As noted above, the rulemaking is currently structured so that the fuel economy standard actually
reached in each MY depends entirely on each manufacturer’s fleet mix during that year. If
manufacturers shift towards a greater percentage of light trucks, or increase the size of their
vehicles to trigger less stringent fuel economy standards, the overall fuel efficiency of the
nationwide fleet will decrease. But Congress tasked NHTSA with prescribing ratable fuel
economy standards for passenger automobiles and light trucks, not with merely estimating them.
Attribute-based standards “plus a backstop would prevent manufacturers from upsizing their
vehicles or producing too many large vehicle footprint vehicles, if the backstop were set high
enough.”83 We believe that, without a backstop, the NPRM does not comply with the statutory
mandate to prescribe ratable increases, particularly given the free pass for the largest trucks and
the added incentive to shift toward the least efficient vehicles. The Center proposes that the
Agencies adopt a backstop to rein in shifts towards manufacturing larger vehicles and to ensure
the standards continue to move the nationwide fleet towards energy conservation. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 17]

NHTSA has resisted adopting a backstop for years, despite losing the argument in Center for
Biological Diversity v. NHTSA. In that case, the court observed, “Petitioners raise well-founded
concerns (given the historical trend) that a floating feet mix-based standard would continue to
permit upsizing — which is not just a function of consumer demand, but also a function of
manufacturer’s own design and marketing decisions.” 84 The court found that NHTSA had not
considered fuel conservation in deciding not to adopt a backstop, and had not shown that a
backstop would be either technologically infeasible or economically impractical. It remanded the
rulemaking with instructions for NHTSA to “reconsider under the proper standard whether to
adopt a backstop based on the factors in the statute.”85 [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p
17]
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In subsequent rulemakings, NHTSA justified its continuing refusal to set a backstop based on
various reasons, including its belief that it could successfully prognosticate fleet mix shifts, that
its footprint attribute-based standard would prevent gamesmanship and backsliding, that the lack
of lead time and a growing preference for smaller cars weighed against adopting a backstop, and
that backstops created inequitable burdens on manufacturers who exceeded the backstop.86
However, the Agencies did recognize the potential need for a backstop in the current NPRM:
“[W]e recognize that given the time frame of the current rulemaking, the agency cannot be as
certain about the unlikelihood of future market changes. Depending on the price of fuel and
consumer preferences, the ‘kind of industry-wide situation’ described in the MY's 2012- 2016
rule is possible in the 2017-2025 time frame, particularly in the later years.”87 [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9479-A1, pp 17-18]

The Agencies are correct. They cannot possibly predict future market changes or “consumer
preference” with any degree of certainty over a period spanning some 14 years. Moreover, the
justifications NHTSA provided in the MY 2011 and MY 2012-2016 final rules for failing to
adopt backstops are incorrect or no longer apply, and do not in any event consider the relevant
statutory factors as required by CBD v. NHTSA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p 18]

First, the hypothesis that the attribute-based system does not provide an incentive to increase the
size of vehicles has been refuted by studies showing the opposite. In fact, considering multiple
variables, including consumer preferences, a recent study of the MY 2012- 2016 final
rulemaking concluded that under most scenarios, the attribute-based standards “create an
incentive to increase vehicle size that undermines gains in fuel economy.”88 In all but two
simulations, “the sales-weighted average vehicle size increases by 2—-32%, undermining gains in
fuel economy by 1-4 mpg (0.6—1.7km/L). Carbon-dioxide emissions from these vehicles are 5-
15% higher as a result . . . which is equivalent to adding 3—10 coal-fired power plants to the
electricity grid each year. Furthermore, results suggest that the incentive is larger for light trucks
than for passenger cars, which could increase traffic safety risks.”89 Moreover, the same study
found that the incentive to increase vehicle size is greater for light trucks than for passenger cars
due to the larger impact of the CAFE standards for light trucks on manufacturers’ profits:
“Because the light truck standard causes larger profit losses than the passenger car standard,
firms increase the sales-weighted average footprint of light trucks more than passenger cars.” 90
Thus, the Agencies’ claim that the attribute-based standards serve as backstops and prevent
backsliding is simply incorrect. The already existing incentives to upsize would now be
substantially increased. Without a backstop, it is not credible to assume that the fleet will not
shift to lower efficiency vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p 18]

Second, the claim of insufficient lead time to adjust to backstops is inapplicable to the MY 2017-
2025 NPRM. Manufacturers will have unprecedented lead time to adjust their future fleets to the
new regulations. The amount of lead time also refutes the argument that the backstop will create
an inequitable burden on manufacturers currently above it: this problem can be remedied in the
intervening years. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p 18]

Lastly, the Agencies have not based their refusal to implement a backstop on any analysis of the

statutory factors they must consider: technological feasibility, economic practicability, the effect
of other motor vehicle standards of the Government on fuel economy, and the need for the
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United States to conserve energy.91 We believe that none of the first three factors could be cited
as a reason for foregoing a backstop, while the latter convincingly demands one. In short, the
Agencies must supply annual or at least periodic backstops to comply with statutory mandates
and dissuade manufacturers from “gaming” the attribute-based curves and avoiding
implementation of fuel saving technology. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, pp 18-19]

We also note that the NPRM allows manufacturers to rely on a variety of flexibilities and credits,
discussed below, to meet annual fuel economy standards. The Agencies prognosticate that these
features will decrease actually achieved mileage by less than 3 mpg by 2025 (see further
discussion of credits below); but given the long time span covered by the rulemaking, this
prediction is, by necessity, highly uncertain. A backstop would also ensure that the various
credits and flexibilities will not be abused to the detriment of fuel conservation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9479-A1, p 19]

We agree with the Agencies’ approach to extend exemptions only to small businesses as defined
by the Small Business Administration and to limit the small volume manufacturers’ exemption to
business with U.S. annual sales of less than 5,000 vehicles. Given the long lead times of the
current rulemaking, no further exemptions are warranted. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-Al1,
p 19]

Congress has effectively set a backstop of 35 mpg in 2020 for the overall fleet. The Agencies’
estimated fuel economy standards, however, demonstrate that the fleet can more than meet this
standard; it can exceed it before 2020 even under the preferred alternative. In setting the
maximum feasible standards, the Agencies should prescribe annual or at least periodic backstops

designed to move the fleet to higher standards based on maximum feasible levels. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p 19]

83 See CBD v. NHTSA, 538 F.3d at 1204.

84 CBD v. NHTSA, 538 F.3d at 1206.

85 Id.

86 See, Average Fuel Economy Standards Passenger Cars and Light Trucks Model Year 2011,
74 Fed. Reg. 14,196, 14,412 (March 30, 2009); see also Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas
Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards; Final Rule 75 Fed. Reg.
25,324 25,368-70 (May 7, 2010).

87 NPRM, 76 Fed. Reg. at 75,228.

88 See Whitefoot at 41 ENERGY POLICY 402, 410 (2012).

89 Id. at 402.
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90 See id. at 409.

91 See CBD v, NHTSA, 538 F.3d at 1205.
Organization: Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC
Minimum 'Backstop' Standards for Imported Passenger Cars and Light Trucks

NHTSA once again raises the possibility of minimum 'backstop’ CAFE standards for the
imported passenger car and light truck compliance categories. Such 'backstop’ standards,
however, are both contrary to NHTSA's statutory authority and inconsistent with the
Congressional mandate to regulate fuel economy through an attribute based program. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9483-Al, p. A-18]

When amending the EPCA in 2007, Congress both mandated the use of an attribute-based
program for the CAFE program and created a backstop for the domestic passenger car fleet.
NHTSA construes the fact that Congress did not include the other compliance categories as
legislative 'silence.' However, the fact that Congress included only the domestic passenger car
fleet is determinative evidence that Congress intended not to allow a backstop to be applied to
the imported passenger car fleet or the light truck fleet. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9483-A1, p.
A-18]

This is especially true where, as here, the imposition of a backstop is inherently inconsistent with
attributes standards. The attribute based system was established as a replacement for a corporate
average system with one numeric requirement. The proposed standards are aggressive and will
require extensive technology adoption and market advancements for manufacturers to meet
them. Manufacturers have no incentive to ‘backslide.' The development of a trading market,
moreover, creates a yet further incentive to continue to advance, especially in light of the overall
stringency of the standards, because doing so creates a valuable and marketable asset. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9483-Al, p. A-18]

There is no reason for the agencies to consider a backstop in the context of an aggressive and
carefully constructed attribute based program. Congress continued the concept of a minimum
standard for the domestic passenger car compliance category and made it clear through omission
that such a backstop standard was not intended to be applied to the other compliance

categories. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9483-A1, p. A-18]

Organization: Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)

EPA and NHTSA should establish manufacturer-specific 'backstop’ standards to ensure that
environmental objectives are not undermined by shifts in sales mix and average vehicle size.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 4]

E. Compliance and Enforcement Requirements
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1. GHG Standards Need 'Backstop’ Standards to Ensure Environmental Objectives Are Not
Undermined by Shifts in Sales Mix

The proposed GHG and fuel economy standards lack a regulatory ‘backstop’ mechanism to
ensure that the 2025 fleetwide average emission level reaches 163 g/mi and that the targeted
cumulative greenhouse gas and oil consumption reductions are met. Such mechanisms are
necessary because under an attribute-based system that has separate car and light truck standards,
the fleet sales mix could shift to larger, higher-emitting vehicles and to a greater proportion of
light trucks, resulting in greater fleetwide emissions and oil consumption. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9472-A2, p. 17]

Achieving the pollution and oil reduction goals of the program are dependent on the overall
market achieving the agencies’ forecasted sales and size mixes. To reach a fleetwide average of
163 g/mi and 49.6 mpg in MY 2025, the agencies have set the individual car and light truck
standards on the assumption of a specific car/light truck sales split. However, if the automakers
shift their product mix to more light trucks or if they change the vehicle designs to classify fewer
models as cars and more models as light trucks, this car/light truck split would be changed and
the GHG and oil savings goals of the program would be undermined. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9472-A2, p. 17]

To prevent intentional and unintentional market shifts from undermining the environmental and
oil savings benefits of the National Program, we recommend EPA and NHTSA adopt
manufacturer-specific backstops on the combined car and light truck standards that bar an
individual automaker from exceeding its forecast GHG emission levels by more than 2 gCO,-
equivalent/mi and forecast fuel economy levels by approximately 0.5 mpg. Manufacturer-
specific backstop standards would ensure that specific manufacturers can be held accountable if
the overall fleet emission targets are missed. A manufacturer should be allowed no more than
three years to make up any exceedance in its manufacturer-specific backstop standard. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 17]

Organization: Sierra Club, Environment America, Safe Climate Campaign, and Clean Air
Council

As we did in our comments on the 2012-2016 standards, we urge both agencies to consider
including what we consider necessary “backstops” to the program. The draft rule fails to include
measures sufficient to ensure that the fleet-wide targets in the rule are met. The draft rule relies
upon attribute-based curves, whose efficacy will vary with the composition in the fleet. As
currently written the draft rule would allow shifts in fleet composition to undermine greenhouse
gas and oil reduction targets. A “backstop,” in the form of a hard fleet-wide limit under-girding
the attribute curves, should be incorporated in the final rule to insure that the program meets
President Obama’s stated goals. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 5]

Both NHTSA and EPA are granted broad authority and stern directives to incorporate backstop

regulatory structures into fuel efficiency rules. For example, NHTSA is required to promulgate
fuel efficiency regulations in terms of absolute standards, as opposed to mere targets that may or
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may not be by the regulatory program.15 Similarly, EPA is directed under the Clean Air Act to
take measures to that pollution from vehicles is actually prevented.16 Rules promulgated under
EPA authority, accordingly, should not be undermined by increasing vehicle footprint to dilute
the overall intent and benefit of the standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 5] [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 5]

Here, achievement of the target fuel economies and greenhouse gas reductions depend on the
mix of vehicle classes on the road in the U.S. years in the future. The law governing both
NHTSA and EPA requires that the uncertainty in those targets be resolved into enforceable
standards through employment of a backstop. The draft rule should be revised to include such a
backstop before it becomes final. Backstop mechanisms should be considered during the
midterm review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, pp. 5-6]

15 See 42 U.S.C. § 32902(a) (standards “shall be the maximum feasible average fuel economy
level”) (emphasis added); id. at § 32901(a)(6) (defining “average fuel economy standard” as the
“performance standard specifying a minimum level of average fuel economy applicable to a
manufacturer”) (emphasis added); see also Center for Biological Diversity v. National Highway
Traffic Safety Admin., 538 F.3d 1172, 1204-06 (9th Cir. 2008) (concluding that NHTSA acted
arbitrarily and capriciously in dismissing inclusion of a backstop in issuing reformed CAFE
standards). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 5]

16 42 U.S.C. § 7521(a)(1) (EPA shall propose “standards applicable to the emission of any air
pollutant” from vehicles that “cause, or contribute to, air pollution which may reasonably be
anticipated to endanger public health or welfare™); 42 U.S.C. § 7401(c) (“primary goal” of the
Clean Air Act is “pollution prevention”). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 5]

Organization: Toyota Motor North America

Potential Expansion of Domestic Passenger Car Anti-Backsliding Standards [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9586-A1, p.6]

Toyota opposes any expansion of anti-backsliding provisions beyond the domestic passenger car
fleet in the CAFE program. The clear intent of Congress has been that NHTSA should only
establish anti-backsliding standards for the domestic car fleet. As such, EPCA (as modified by
EISA) requires NHTSA to establish anti-backsliding standards for domestic passenger cars and
does not authorize NHTSA to establish additional anti-backsliding standards for import cars and
trucks. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-Al, p.6]

In the case of EPA and the CAA, there is no explicit statutory authority that either compels or
authorizes EPA to establish anti-backsliding standards for any class of light duty vehicles. While
EPA's authority may be ambiguous, it is clear that any EPA-issued anti-backsliding standards
would create new inconsistencies between the NHTSA and EPA programs, rather than support
the goal of harmonization. NHTSA's anti backsliding standards are limited to domestic passenger
cars, and the CAA cannot be used to duplicate a similar outcome since EPA's fleet definitions do
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not distinguish between domestic cars and import cars. The most 'harmonized' outcome is for
NHTSA to proceed with the required domestic car anti-backsliding standard for the CAFE
program, and for EPA to forego any attempt to set anti-backsliding standards under the CAA.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-Al, p.6]

Notwithstanding the legal constraints described above, Toyota outlined in its November 25, 2009
comments in response to the 2012-2016 model year rulemaking a variety of additional factors
describing why anti-backsliding standards are unnecessary. Please refer to those comments.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.6]

Organization: Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS)

Finally, the attribute-based system employed in the proposed rule does not guarantee that
automakers will actually achieve the 163 g/mi and 49.6 mpg standard in MY2025. The agencies
base these fleetwide projections on a variety of assumptions, including the vehicle footprint of
future vehicles and the relative sales mix between cars and light-trucks. If these assumptions are
wrong or if automakers adopt compliance strategies that either reclassify passenger cars as light
trucks or add size to vehicle footprints in order to qualify for weaker standards, the projected
benefits of the standards could be sizably eroded, particularly in the first five model years of the
program, which have the largest gap in car/truck stringency. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-
A2,p. 7]

In order to ensure that model year 2017-2025 vehicles yield anticipated consumer savings, oil
savings and greenhouse gas reductions, the standards must include a backstop mechanism. Under
the current attribute-based system, no mechanism exists to adjust individual manufacturers’ fleet
requirements in the event that product plans or manufacturer-specific performance diverges from
anticipated levels. Because of these risks and because the model year 2017-2025 standards will
be finalized before compliance data can be gathered under the new attribute-based system, it is
critical to include a backstop mechanism to ensure that the fleet maintains its projected fuel
economy and greenhouse gas emissions trajectory. A backstop could take numerous forms; UCS
suggests one that includes an automatic re-computation or “ratchet” of stringencies for
subsequent years, such that the National Program’s cumulative emissions reductions and oil
savings goals are fully achieved in 2025, even if falling short in early years of the program.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 7]

Finally, in addition to the gap between the car and truck standards, the relative stringency of the

truck standards decreases as vehicle size increases. For the largest pickup trucks, total reductions
in emissions required between 2016 and 2021 amount to less than 5% versus nearly 18% for the

smallest trucks. Automakers may find it more economical to add footprint size to qualify for less
stringent standards rather than add emission control technologies, further eroding benefits.

To prevent a loss in benefits, the agencies should adopt a backstop mechanism to ensure the

anticipated global warming pollution reductions and oil savings benefits are achieved. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 8]
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Organization: Whitefoot, K. and Skerlos, S.

Additional minimum fuel economy standards are warranted due to the substantial risks of
backsliding. We encourage NHTSA to establish minimum standards across the combined fleet of
passenger cars and light trucks to provide a limit to backsliding. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9447-Al, p. 1]

Below, we respond to NHTSA'’s request for comments on additional minimum standards and
how they should be structured.

As NHTSA indicates in the proposed rule, the Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975
(EPCA), as amended by the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) of 2007 explicitly
requires NHTSA to establish a minimum standard for domestic passenger cars but is silent as to
whether the agency should or could establish other minimum standards. We believe that the
requirement in EPCA (as amended by EISA) that the standards “achieve a combined fuel
economy average for model year 2020 of at least 35 miles per gallon for the total fleet of
passenger and non-passenger automobiles manufactured for sale in the United States” effectively
requires NHTSA to establish additional backstops. This is because attribute-based standards
(which are required by EPCA as amended by EISA) do not guarantee that any specific combined
fuel economy average for the total fleet will be met in any year since the attributes of the fleet
can change. 1 Therefore, additional minimum standards are needed to meet the requirement of
reaching 35 miles per gallon by 2020. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 3]

The minimum standards for light trucks and imported passenger cars presented in the proposed
rule for comment would help to limit the risk of backsliding and are warranted. However, these
minimum standards do not reduce incentives to increase the production of light trucks relative to
passenger cars, which would lead to higher fuel consumption and GHG emissions. We
recommend that NHTSA establish a minimum standard across the combined fleet of passenger
cars and light trucks for each year to limit incentives to increase production of light trucks in
response to the regulation. Furthermore, we encourage NHTSA to establish minimum standards
for light trucks at a high-enough level to ensure that fuel economy improvements in the total fleet
are close to projected levels even if the production of light trucks increases. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9447-A1, p. 3]

Further backstops in the standards are warranted due to the substantial risks of backsliding
during MY's 2017-2025. NHTSA has proposed minimum standards for domestically
manufactured passenger cars in the proposed rule. We believe this is not enough to ensure that
actual fuel economy improvements are close to the expected levels that NHTSA projects. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9447-Al, p. 3]

Response:

One undeniable feature of the footprint-based GHG emissions (and fuel economy)
standard is that the fleet-wide GHG emissions reductions actually realized will depend on the
average and distribution of vehicle footprint levels in future model years, and those footprint
levels will not be known with certainty until months after the end of each model year. EPA
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projections of the average vehicle GHG emissions compliance level and societal GHG emissions
savings in the future, for example, might prove to be either high or low depending on whether
the average and distribution of vehicle footprint levels change relative to current projections. In
response to the inherent uncertainty associated with footprint-based standards, one regulatory
concept that has emerged is the concept of an emissions “backstop” that would move GHG
emissions target values lower if vehicle footprint levels increase in the future. See 75 FR 25368-
25370.

The agencies received comments both in support of and in opposition to the concept of a
GHG emissions backstop.

The Center for Biological Diversity (CBD), Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC),
Sierra Club et al, Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS), and the researchers Whitefoot and
Skerlos all supported the concept of a GHG emissions (and/or fuel economy) backstop. These
commenters expressed concerns about vehicle footprint levels increasing (“upsizing”) over time,
as well as a future increasing truck market share. NRDC made a specific proposal for a
manufacturer-specific backstop that would limit an individual manufacturer’s combined car and
truck CO, emissions level to no more than a 2 g/mi increase over that projected by EPA in this
rulemaking. UCS supported an industry-wide “rachet” backstop approach that would build into
the final regulations a provision for automatically making future years’ CO,-footprint curves
more stringent if the data from early years shows higher footprint levels and higher average
GHG emissions performance than projected by EPA. Other supporters strongly supported the
concept of a GHG emissions backstop, but did not endorse specific designs. Whitefoot and
Skerlos have published an academic study, using certain assumptions about key parameters, that
projects that the MY 2014 footprint-based standards were likely to promote “upsizing” and
therefore yield lower GHG emissions and oil savings than projected by EPA and NHTSA.

The Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers (AAM), Mercedes-Benz, and Toyota
opposed GHG emissions (and/or fuel economy) backstops. AAM and Mercedes-Benz both
stated that the concept of a backstop is inconsistent with an attribute-based standard, which by
definition is intended to be flexible with respect to consumer demand, and AAM suggested that
any necessary adjustments based on unforeseen developments should be addressed in the mid-
term evaluation.

EPA is rejecting GHG emissions backstops in this final rule. Explicit and implicit in
many of the comments is that there is an inherent tension between a footprint-based standard and
certainty of GHG emissions reductions, and the agency recognizes this tension as well. The
agency recognizes that factors related to specific design features of the final rule (shape of car
and truck curves, relative stringency between car and truck curves) as well as factors unrelated to
specific design features of this final rule (fuel prices, consumer preferences) could affect the
average and distribution of vehicle footprint levels and therefore average GHG emissions
requirements. Of course, footprint levels could increase or decrease relative to current
projections, and GHG emissions reductions could therefore be either lower or higher than
projected.
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With respect to the design of the CO,-footprint curves, EPA believes we have developed
curves that maintain a reasonable level of neutrality with respect to technological feasibility
across different vehicle classes and footprint levels. As discussed in Preamble Section 111.D.6.b,
EPA projects a relatively small overall net credit transfer from the truck fleet to the car fleet,
which suggests that the relative stringency between the car and truck curves is relatively neutral.
Accordingly, the agency believes that our projections of future footprint levels are reasonable,
and that any future changes in average footprint or the distribution of footprint levels due to the
design of the CO,-footprint curves are not likely to lead to more than modest changes to
projected GHG emissions reductions. See RTC Section 2.2.2 and joint TSD section 2,4 for a
longer response to the Whitefoot and Skerlos study.

The agency believes it is more likely that changes unrelated to the design of this rule,
such as fuel prices or consumer preferences, will affect future vehicle footprint levels and GHG
emissions requirements. In this regard, we note that AEO2012 Early Release projects relatively
stable gasoline prices over the next 13 years. The average actual price in the U.S. for the first
four months of 2012 for regular gasoline was $3.68 per gallon® with prices approaching $4.00 in
March and April.* The AEO2012 Early Release reference case projects the regular gasoline
price to be $3.87 per gallon in 2025, only slightly higher than the price for the first four months
of 2012.% As explained in preamble section 111.D. 1.a, this factor strongly supports using a flat
baseline (no significant voluntary GHG emissions improvement over the MY 2016 standard
absent further regulation). However, for the same reason, this projection militates against the
need for a backstop in this rule since no significant shift in fleet mix would be expected under
these circumstances. Of course if oil prices were to drop to the levels of the 1990s, it is almost
certain that vehicle footprint levels would rise and GHG emissions requirements would increase
as well, while if oil prices were to increase significantly above today’s level (and the level
projected for MY 2025 based on AEO 2012 Early Release), it is quite likely that vehicle
footprint and GHG emissions requirements would both decrease. (although no such decreases or
increases are projected by AEO)

There are other drawbacks to adopting backstops (including backstops with ratchets, as
UCS advocates). As explained in detail in the MY's 2012-2016 rule preamble, stringent
backstops can compromise some of the advantages of attribute-based standards, especially with
respect to manufacturers above a backstop, and especially under conditions where the entire
industry’s performance, taken as a whole, remains consistent with the emissions levels projected
for the standards. See 75 FR at 25369; see also EPA Response to Comment Document for MY
2012-2016 rule at pp. 3-99 to 3-102. Under these circumstances, manufacturers would again (as
under the flat CAFE regime) have the incentive to downsize as a compliance strategy,
undermining the safety and across-all-footprint improvement objectives of an attribute-based
standard. These concerns remain here. . EPA notes further that the questions about the potential
need for a backstop, and if so, the best design of such a backstop, are very complex and difficult

% In 2012 dollars. As 2012 is not yet complete, we are not relating this value to 2010 dollars. See RIA 1 for
additional details on the conversion between dollar years.

* http://www.eia.gov/petroleum/gasdiesel/ and click on “full history” for weekly regular gasoline prices through
May 7, 2012, last accessed on May 8, 2012.

> http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/er/ last accessed on May 8, 2012.
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to assess as we are at the beginning stages of a 14-year program of more stringent GHG
emissions standards

For all of these reasons, both related and unrelated to the CO,-footprint curves in this
final rule, EPA believes it unnecessary to establish a backstop in this rule. EPA commits to
monitoring vehicle footprint data, and that data will form the basis for an analysis of the potential
need for a GHG emissions backstop (or different GHG standards) in the mid-term evaluation.

2.3. Additional Flexibility for Intermediate Volume
Manufacturers

Organizations Included in this Section

Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers

American Suzuki Motor Corporation

Fisker Automotive, Inc.

Jaguar Land Rover North America, LLC (JLRNA)
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)
Porsche Cars North America, Inc. (PCNA)
Volkswagen

Organization: Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers

The program flexibilities in the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) will help
manufacturers introduce new technologies that produce concrete environmental and fuel
consumption benefits. The Alliance supports the flexibilities in the proposal and understands the
needs of lower volume, limited line manufacturers. The program flexibilities in the NPRM will
encourage early investment in technologies that produce concrete environmental and fuel
consumption benefits that will be necessary to meet these challenging and increasingly stringent
standards over the longer term. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.4]

Organization: American Suzuki Motor Corporation

Suzuki is concerned, however, that the proposed standards do not adequately recognize the lead
time needs of low-volume, limited-line manufacturers like Suzuki. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9523-Al, p.1]

California has long recognized that companies with small sales volumes and a limited number of
models face unique challenges in complying with stringent standards that rely on the
implementation of advanced technologies. As a result, California has created different
manufacturer size categories’, and has used these categories to provide additional
implementation lead time for smaller-volume manufacturers. This approach helps to address, to
some extent, the disadvantages that small-volume manufacturers have, compared to larger-
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volume manufacturers, in introducing advanced technologies across their product lines. Suzuki

requests that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) adopt a similar approach in regulating GHG emissions and corporate

average fuel economy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9523-A1, p.1]

Suzuki Proposal

Suzuki proposes that EPA and NHTSA (1) establish a Limited Line Manufacturer (LLM) size
category that approximates the California Small Volume Manufacturer (SVM) category scaled
up to a national level, and (2) establish a three-year implementation lead time allowance for
LLMs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9523-A1, p.1]

Suzuki suggests that a national average annual sales volume such as 50,000 vehicles (calculated
as a three-year average) would roughly approximate, on a national level, the threshold to qualify
as an SVM in California. Suzuki proposes that LLMs be given a three-year implementation lead
time allowance which does not require LLMSs to comply with the 2017 model year standards
until the 2020 model year, and requires LLMs to comply with the 2018-2025 model year
standards in model years 2021-2028. Under this proposal, LLMs would meet the same GHG/fuel
economy standards as large manufacturers, but with a moving three-year lead time allowance.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9523-A1, p.1]

Reason for Suzuki's Proposal

When small-volume manufacturers need to develop new technology and develop a new
model/new engine to make the significant improvements necessary to comply with the proposed
standards, the per-vehicle cost for the special development that is needed specifically for the U.S.
market is much higher than for manufacturers with larger sales volumes. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9523-A1, p.2]

Adoption of Suzuki's proposal would have an insignificant impact on nationwide GHG
emissions, as the combined GHG emissions from vehicles produced by small-volume
manufacturers are an extremely small percentage of the fleet-wide total. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9523-A1, p.2]

Organization: Fisker Automotive, Inc.

Likewise, manufacturers seeking to participate in the expanded Temporary Lead-Time
Allowance Alternative Standards (TLAAS) “must secure credits to the extent they are reasonably
available from other manufacturers to offset the difference between their emissions reductions
obligations under the base TLAASs program and the expanded TLAAS program.” Fisker
Automotive strongly encourages EPA to hold to the spirit of these provisions. As the only entity
with complete knowledge of every automaker’s credits and deficits, it is incumbent upon EPA to
ensure that this provision is fairly enforced. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9266-A1, p. 4]

Organization: Jaguar Land Rover North America, LLC (JLRNA)

2-118



CO, Emissions Standards

Jaguar Land Rover will meet the 2012-2016MY GHG program by a number of significant
product actions and through use of the Expanded TLAAS program. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
8102-A1, p. 1]

The Unique Challenge Facing Jaguar Land Rover in the Transition to the 2017MY Standard

Even though our company will make substantial CO; reductions during the 2012-2016MY
period, the proposed 2017MY standard poses very significant challenges. First, as the Expanded
TLAAS program comes to a close in 2016MY, companies which participated in this program
will start 2017MY with either no CO; credits banked or CO, debits carrying forward. We
understand the rationale in this structure but the resulting transition does not allow lower volume,
limited line manufacturers the same flexibilities as afforded large volume manufacturers. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8102-A1, p. 1]

Given this situation, JLR requests that EPA consider a range of flexibilities aimed at creating a
fair standard for lower volume, limited line manufacturers. Included amongst these ideas is a
proposal to phase in the base standard for lower volume, limited line manufacturers toward full
compliance in 2022MY. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8102-Al, p. 1]

As a result of this dramatic impact, JLR is inviting the EPA to consider phasing-in the GHG
program for lower volume, limited line manufacturers, starting in 2017MY and ending with
2021MY production. We propose that manufacturers in this program be required to come into
full compliance with the base program from 2022MY. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8102-A1, p.
2]

In the NPRM, EPA requested comments on additional lead-time for lower volume, limited line
manufacturers. In response to this invitation, Jaguar Land Rover requests that EPA consider
phasing in the 2017MY + program for lower volume, limited line niche manufacturers when the
Expanded TLAAS ends. This proposed alternative GHG standard would be designed to ensure
fair but very stringent CO, reductions in excess of the industry average. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-8102-A1, p. 2]

JLR will be delivering very significant CO, reductions well in excess of industry averages.
However the required rates of reduction implied by the proposed NPRM curves between
2016MY and 2017MY are very challenging for lower volume, limited line manufacturers
coming out of the Expanded TLAAS. JLR's fleet of passenger cars would be required to deliver
circa [ ] CO; reduction as required by the NPRM. JLR's fleet of light trucks would be required to
deliver circa [ ] CO; reduction as required by the NPRM. [Note: CBI information - [ ] - was
omitted.] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8102-A1, p. 2]

Organization: Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)
4. Temporary Leadtime Allowance Alternative Standards Should Not be Extended to Model

Years 2017-2025
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NRDC agrees with the EPA proposal to end the Temporary Leadtime Allowance Alternative
Standards with the 2016 model year. This exemption from the established 2012-2016 ramp-up—
along with a generous early credit proposal, inclusion of FFV credits for MY 2012-2015,
transferring credits between car and truck fleets, and 3-year carry forward of deficits—was
provided so that all manufacturers had a pathway to comply with 2016 GHG standards. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, pp. 13-14]

Organization: Porsche Cars North America, Inc. (PCNA)

Introduction:

On behalf of Dr. Ing, h.c. F. Porsche Aktiengesellschaft (“Porsche AG"), Porsche Cars North
America Inc. (“PCNA," and, collectively with Porsche AG, "Porsche") is pleased to provide the
following comments on the Notice of Proposed Rule Making (NPRM) regarding 2017 and Later
Model Year Light Duty Vehicle GHG Emissions and CAFE Standards.

Porsche submits these comments in view of the fact that it has been recently announced that it is
no longer realistic to achieve the once-planned merger between VVolkswagen AG and Porsche
Autornobil Holding SE (“'Porsche SE™) within the framework and timeframe of the basic
agreement from 2009. Porsche AG is a wholly owned subsidiary of Porsche Zwischenholding
GmbH, which in turn is held by Porsche SE (50.1 percent) and VVolkswagen AG (49.9 percent).

Nonetheless, Porsche SE and Volkswagen AG each also have reconfirmed their intention by
some means to become part of an integrated automotive group. Both companies are currently
examining whether alternatives to the measures provided for in the 2009 basic agreement are
available. To the extent that such an alternative transaction is identified, and to the extent that
such a transaction would materially change Porsche's status such that a supplement to these
comments would be in order, Porsche reserves the possibility that it may do so.

2. Unequal burden: The goal of overall GHG reduction for the industry requires contribution
from all manufacturers, but must account for the trajectory required for particular manufacturers.
Transition from TLAAS to the base standards is a disproportionate burden for niche car makers.
That transition cannot be accomplished by gradual incremental improvements. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 7]

3. Economy of scale: Porsche faces cost challenges due to its size (less than 0.25% of U.S.
industry sales). Our development costs for new technology cannot be spread over a large fleet to
take advantage of natural economies of scale. There is a disproportionate financial impact on
small manufacturers, due to higher per unit cost. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-Al, p. 7]

4. Skewed competition: Porsche's positioning among our direct competitors in the sports car
segment is a disadvantage. Our larger competitors can support sports car sales by fleet averaging
over abroad range of products. EPA has also proposed that our smallest competitors can request
alternate 'lowest feasible' CO, standards. Porsche cannot employ either of these options. Thus,
the playing field is not level. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 7]
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5. Availability of credits: We expect that many manufacturers will forego credit banking in order
to expand sales of more profitable non-compliant models. Further, uncertainty will encourage
other manufacturers to retain unused credits as insurance against the risk of catastrophic
noncompliance in future years. Therefore, we believe it is unlikely that GHG credits will be
readily available for sale on the open market. In fact, during the 2012-2016 GHG rulemaking, the
Agencies acknowledged that experience shows that manufacturers do not sell credits. A business
case cannot be built around such uncertainties that threaten our very existence. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 7]

In the absence of alternative standards, current TLAAS manufacturers would face a 25%
reduction in GHG standards at the expiration of TLAAS following MY 2016. Due to Porsche's
unique position in the market, we believe that those standards as proposed would create a hurdle
that would drive us from the marketplace. We urge the agencies to consider alternatives which
do not unjustly punish small specialty car manufacturers.

Porsche AG is a low volume manufacturer of premium high performance sports vehicles,
targeted to a very small niche market. To assume that a performance car is in the same category
as an economy sedan is to impose requirements that ignore the constraints of the laws of physics.
It is certainly well accepted that it would be inappropriate for SUVs and light trucks to be subject
to the same standards as passenger cars with similar footprints. Similarly, we believe it is not
appropriate to set identical GHG standards for small economy vehicles and specialty
performance machines, because of their vastly different design criteria and different market
segments. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 7]

The consequence of setting uniform standards is illustrated in the following tables taken from the
NPRM, showing technology penetration for Model Years 2021 and 2025, As these tables show,
Porsche would be expected to employ far greater electrification than any other manufacturer.
This absurd compliance path would place us at a severe competitive disadvantage with respect to
development costs, and in the consumer market. [The tables can be found on p. 8 of Docket
number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1] [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 8]

It is essential that a regulatory framework strive to accomplish its goals without interfering with
natural free-market competition, Fair trade and free commerce demand a rule book that does not
favor one business model over another. For the rules to be marketplace neutral, accommodation
is needed for the unique challenge facing low volume niche manufacturers, yet without
precipitating an unfair advantage over larger manufacturers who compete in those same niche
markets. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, pp. 8-9]

Porsche recommends three possible approaches for setting niche vehicle standards: fixed
alternative standards, competitive standard setting, and alternate phase-ins. All three models
would force Porsche to make significant GHG improvement equaling or exceeding the rest of the
industry, but without imposing unrealistic targets likely to put us out of business.

Alternative Standards
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Porsche suggests that a limited low volume alternative standards model similar to TLAAS is
appropriate for the niche car market. We applaud the current TLAAS provisions, which require
Porsche to make an annual GHG improvement comparable to the broader industry, without
requiring wholesale restructuring of our market presence and without imposing an unfair
competitive disadvantage either to us or to our competitors. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-
Al, p. 9]

We estimate that the size of the industry's TLAAS fleet is on the order of 2% to 3% of total sales.
The use of TLAAS standards at 125% of the base standards therefore has a minimal net effect on
industry GHG performance in the 2012-2016 period. We believe that by further reducing the size
of the TLAAS fleet (e.g., by 50% to 25,000 vehicles per manufacturer per year), the impact on
industry-wide GHG would be negligible. A program like TLAAS is a sensible approach to
achieving significant GHG benefits without interfering with the marketplace. We urge the
agencies to continue to include alternative standards for the niche offerings of both small and
large manufacturers. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 9]

Alternatively, we believe it would make sense to set GHG targets based on a sliding scale in
proportion to market share / sales volume. This model would account for the relative ability of
each manufacturer to weather increasing stringency, and to realize a return on the required
technology investment. Conversely, as an OEM's sales and/or market share increase over time, it
would make sense to adjust to more stringent GHG targets to reflect its increased capabilities.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 9]

Competitive Standard Setting

Standards for small volume niche manufacturers should not be more stringent than the GHG
performance of their competitors' comparable models. Porsche proposes that small volume
OEMs would have standards for each model set to the average GHG performance of competitor
vehicles with similar horsepower, power/weight ratio, and type of technology employed (Diesel,
Y-6 Turbo, conventional hybrid, PHEY, etc.). This will ensure a level playing field in
competition with larger manufacturers which are using fleet averaging. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9264-A1, pp. 9-10]

This approach would be modeled after provisions for lower volume car makers described in
California's LEY-I1/ Pavley | model, and in the successful "Top Runner' model used in other
countries. It is an apples-to-apples variable standard that guarantees a neutral application of
standards among all competitors. By definition, this strategy will force smaller manufacturers to
make annual GHG improvements equaling or exceeding the improvement of comparable models,
and without disrupting healthy competition. The following text outlines LEY-I1 provisions for
lower volume manufacturers: [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 10]

[8 1961.1. Greenhouse Gas Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures (D) Requirements
for Small Volume Manufacturers and Independent Low Volume Manufacturers.

1..... [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 10]
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2. At the beginning of the 2013 model year, each small volume manufacturer and independent
low volume manufacturer shall identify all 2012 model year vehicle models, certified by a large
volume manufacturer that are comparable to that small volume manufacturer or independent low
volume manufacturer's 2016 model year vehicle models, based on horsepower and horsepower to
weight ratio. The small volume manufacturer and independent low volume manufacturer shall
demonstrate to the Executive Officer the appropriateness of each comparable vehicle model
selected. Upon approval of the Executive Officer, s/he shall provide to the small volume
manufacturer and to the independent low volume manufacturer the CO,- equivalent value for
each 2012 model year vehicle model that is approved. The small volume manufacturer and
independent low volume manufacturer shall calculate an average greenhouse gas emissions value
for each its greenhouse gas vehicle test groups based on the CO,-equivalent values provided by
the Executive Officer. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 10]

3. In the 2016 and subsequent model years, a small volume manufacturer and an independent
low volume manufacturer shall either: a. not exceed the fleet average greenhouse gas emissions
value calculated for each GHG vehicle test group for which a comparable vehicle is sold by a
large volume manufacturer, in accordance with section 1961. Hal(l)(D12: J [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 10]

Porsche believes that such a standards framework upholds the spirit of worldwide GHG policy,
in that all participants are expected to contribute to the overall emission reduction goals. Even
niche players in the high powered sports car segment will contribute to innovation and efficiency
improvement. Indeed, such a framework would ensure a thriving, competitive performance car
segment, leading to innovations applicable to the entire industry. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9264-A1, p. 10]

Alternate Phase-In

If long-term alternate standards or competitive standards are unacceptable, we suggest an
alternate phase-in to the base standards. This would mitigate the potential 25% drop in GHG
standards at the expiration of TLAAS. It is important to consider that the length of Porsche's
product cycles is 2- to 3- times the typical industry product cycle, in order to allow recovery of
investment costs over small annual volume. An extended phase-in would be critical to Porsche's
survival. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, p.11]

The phase-in suggested below is a linear trajectory, starting from MY 2015 TLAAS, and ending
at the MY 2025 base standards. This example illustrates GHG targets for one subset of Porsche's
portfolio (small footprint sports cars). Similar curves can be drawn for other TLAAS products.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, p.11]

It should be emphasized that this alternate phase-in would require an average 5.2% annual GHG
reduction for these models, compared to 4.0% for vehicles which are already subject to the base
standards in MY 2015. While such a phase-in would be a challenge, it does accommodate the
long range planning needed to develop entire new product lines. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9264-Al, p.11]
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Organization: Volkswagen

Volkswagen also submitted comments noting a gap in the MY's 2012-2016 TLAAS provisions
involving a situation where TLAAS-eligible companies not participating in TLAAS merge with
a TLAAS participant and the merged entities sales remain less than 400,000 units. VW
requested that in such circumstances the companies should have the same administrative options
as the rules provide for non-TLAAS participants merging with TLAAS participants where the
merged entities sales exceed 400,000 units.

Response:

EPA did not propose to and is not extending the Temporary Leadtime Allowance
Alternative standards (TLAAS) program per se. EPA received supportive comments regarding
not extending TLAAS along the lines of the MYs2012-2016 program and received no comments
recommending that the full-scale TLAAS program be extended.

EPA requested comments on whether there is a need to provide some type of additional
lead time flexibility for intermediate volume, limited line manufacturers. EPA received
supportive comments regarding providing some flexibility to intermediate volume
manufacturers. Three manufacturers, Suzuki, Jaguar Land Rover, and Porsche provided specific
recommendations and supporting rationale. EPA has carefully considered the comments
regarding the need for additional flexibility for intermediate volume manufacturers. These
manufacturers are eligible for the expanded TLAAS provisions in the MY's 2012-2016 rules
which provide less stringent CO, standards through MY 2016 for manufacturers with U.S. sales
below 50,000 vehicles. EPA understands the feasibility concerns raised by the manufacturers
with regard to the significant increase in stringency represented by the change in standards under
the TLAAS program in MY 2016 and the MY 2017 primary program standards. EPA is
providing additional lead-time flexibility to these intermediate volume manufacturers through
MY 2020 to help ease the transition to the MY 2017-2025 program. A more detailed review of
the comments and EPA’s response is provided in preamble Section 111.B.6. The feasibility of the
standards is discussed in Section 111.D.6 of the preamble. As shown there, these intermediate
manufacturers do face disproportionate compliance challenges in the early model years of this
program. See Table I1I- 28 (JLR projected to require 23 % HEV, 2% PHEV, and 7% EV to meet
MY 2021 combined fleet standard; these technology penetrations are considerably more
challenging than for larger manufacturers; see also EPA RIA table 5.1.6 showing similarly
disproportionate costs to meet the MY's 2019-2021 standards, even after the additional lead time
afforded by the final rule.

Porsche notes that the company submitted comments under the assumption that they
would remain independent from Volkswagen and that if the status of their relationship changed
such that a supplement to their comments would be in order, Porsche reserved the possibility that
it may submit such comments. On August 1, 2012, VW completed its acquisition of 100 percent
of Porsche’s automotive business.® While Porsche has not submitted follow-up comments, it is

® »\/olkswagen and Porsche finalize creation of Integrated Automotive Group,” Volkswagen news release,
August 1, 2012.
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EPA’s expectation that Porsche will no longer be eligible for the expanded TLAAS program or
the leadtime provisions discussed above since it will no longer be an intermediate volume
manufacturer. EPA expects that Porsche’s fleet will be absorbed into VW’s fleet for purposes of
determining compliance with the GHG standards. Nevertheless, EPA has considered Porsche’s
comments and recommendations with regard to intermediate volume manufacturers.

Fisker comments that manufacturers using the expanded TLAAS provisions are required
to make a good faith effort to purchase credits and strongly encourages EPA to hold to the spirit
of these provisions. In response, although the comments are on the implementation of the MY
2012-2016 program and not the MY 2017-2025 proposal, EPA understands the commenters
concerns. The requirements for expanded TLAAS manufacturers to make a good faith effort to
purchase credits remains in place as a regulatory requirement. EPA notes that the expanded
TLAAS provisions will not be accessed by eligible manufacturers until the base TLAAS
program maximum allowance has been reached. The base TLAAS program allows
manufacturers to place a cumulative total of 100,000 vehicles into TLAAS in MYs 2012-2015.

Finally, EPA agrees with VW that the TLAAS provisions on mergers contain an

inadvertent gap, and is clarifying those provisions in response to the comment. See preamble
section I11.E.7.h.

2.4. Mid-term Evaluation

Organizations Included in this Section

Alexandria Hyundai

Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers

American Honda Motor Co., Inc.

American Medical Association of California
Association of Global Automakers, Inc. (Global Automakers)
BMW of North America, LLC

Center for Biological Diversity

Chrysler Group LLC

Consumer Federation of America (CFA)

Ecology Center

EcoMotors International, Inc.

Ferrari

Ford Motor Company

General Motors Company

Honeywell International, Inc.

Honeywell Transportation Systems

House of Representatives, Congress of the United States
Hyundai America Technical Center

Institute for Policy Integrity, New York University School of Law
International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT)
Johnson Controls, Inc.

Kia Motors
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Marshall, C.

Mass Comment Campaign (20,500) (Union of Concerned Scientists-3)
Mass Comment Campaign (375) (Union of Concerned Scientists-2)
Mass Comment Campaign (9,570) (Unknown Organization)
Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC

Mitsubishi Motors R&D of America, Inc. (MRDA)

Motor & Equipment Manufacturers Association (MEMA)

National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA)

National Association of Manufacturers (NAM)

National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA)

Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)

Nissan North America, Inc.

Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management (NESCAUM)
Pew Charitable Trusts

Porsche Cars North America, Inc. (PCNA)

RVIA

Securing America's Future Energy (SAFE)

Sierra Club, Environment America, Safe Climate Campaign, and Clean Air Council
Toyota Motor North America

U.S. Chamber of Commerce

Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS)

United Automobile Workers (UAW)

United States Senate

University of Michigan

Volvo Car Corporation (VCC)

Weiner, L.

Organization: Alexandria Hyundai

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 66.]

As a contingency, if consumers in fact reject these vehicle offerings, it is my understanding the
midterm review provides an opportunity to reset the goals if the needed technology cannot be
provided at a reasonable price.

Organization: Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers

The Alliance supports the proposal to include an in-depth mid-term evaluation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9487-A1, p.3]

This rulemaking reaches an unprecedented 13 years into the future. A mid-term evaluation
process will allow the agencies to review a broad range of factors and make appropriate
adjustments. It will provide better data and insight on a range of issues relevant to the
appropriateness of the MY 2022-2025 standards, including consumers’ willingness to buy the
vehicles that are required to comply with the standards; future fuel pricing; and technology and
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raw materials costs. The Alliance comments on the mid-term evaluation include additional topics
that the agencies should review. We recommend that, in addition to the proposed formal mid-
term evaluation, the agencies continue their open dialogue and also conduct a series of smaller,
focused technical evaluations - or “check-ins” - on the key assumptions of the proposal. The
Alliance also requests a more specific description of the mid-term evaluation process and the
specifics to be reviewed, including the timeline and procedures for assuring that the studies the
agencies rely on are appropriately peer reviewed. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.3]

The Alliance Supports the Proposal to Include an In-Depth Mid-Term Evaluation. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.6]

The MY 2017-2025 GHG proposal includes provisions requiring EPA to conduct a mid-term
evaluation of the MY 2022-2025 light-duty GHG standards to determine whether those standards
remain appropriate in light of technological and other changes that may have occurred since the
time of proposal. This evaluation process will be coordinated with NHTSA's effort to set final,
binding CAFE standards for the 2022-2025 model years. The mid-term evaluation will include
consideration of up to date information, a “holistic assessment of all of the factors considered by
the agencies in setting standards” and the “expected impact of those factors on the
manufacturers’ ability to comply.” To facilitate the evaluation, EPA (along with NHTSA and
CARB) will publish a draft Technical Assessment Report (TAR), which will be peer-reviewed
and made available for public comment. EPA also will request comment on whether the MY
2022-2025 standards remain appropriate under section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) and
whether the standards should be made more or less stringent. No later than April 1, 2018, EPA
will make a final determination whether the MY 2022-2025 standards, as adopted in 2012, are
appropriate. This process also is intended to guide NHTSA'’s decision-making regarding its MY
2022-25 CAFE standards. If EPA concludes that the standards are not appropriate, the agency
will then initiate a rulemaking to adopt standards that are appropriate under section 202(a). Both
EPA and NHTSA have stated that that they would issue a joint rulemaking at least 18 months
prior to the beginning of the 2022 model year, consistent with the statutory directive in the
Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 2005 (EPCA). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al1,

p.6]

The Alliance consistently has advocated that a mid-term evaluation is more than just appropriate;
it is a critical component of this rulemaking package if these GHG and CAFE standards are to be
successful. This rulemaking will govern vehicle production 13 years from now, a particularly
long time period when predicting technologies, costs, infrastructure, fuels and consumer
behavior. It comes on the heels of a five-year rulemaking that will, according to the agencies,
cost automakers almost $52 billion — the highest cost of any rulemaking imposed to date on the
auto industry. The agencies estimate the additional GHG reductions and fuel economy gains
from this rule will cost automakers an additional $133-157 billion, bringing the combined cost of
the MY 2012-25 rules to somewhere between $185 and $209 billion. This unprecedented effort
and expense will further our country’s energy and environmental goals, but only if consumers
choose to purchase these fuel-efficient, climate-friendly vehicle technologies. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9487-A1, p.6]
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By necessity, the GHG and CAFE standards proposed here are predicated on significant
assumptions regarding the future - including such factors as the pace of technological innovation,
deployment of supportive infrastructure for alternative fuels and advanced vehicles, rates of
market penetration for new vehicle technologies, future costs of emerging technologies, fuel cost
and availability and consumer acceptance. The agencies have attempted to make reasonable
projections based on recent data. Nevertheless, the proposed standards cover an unusually long
time horizon, governing the production of vehicles over a decade into the future. The mid-term
evaluation will allow the agencies to determine whether the CAFE and GHG standards should be
adjusted as a result of customers’ willingness to buy vehicles that are required to comply with the
standards, developments in technology, costs, safety, fuels, infrastructure and other relevant
factors. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.7]

Thirteen years into the future, consumer purchasing patterns will be the biggest unknown.
Besides fuel economy, we know that consumers demand affordability, safety, convenience,
performance and utility. One challenge we face is that fuel economy considerations often rank
below these other attributes. Fuel prices, which are especially difficult to project, have a huge
impact on how consumers weigh fuel economy at the dealership. All of this explains why the
final rule should include a rigorous mid-term evaluation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al1,

p.9]

Adherence to the Mid-Term Evaluation Process and Timing is Critical. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9487-A1, p.7]

EPA has proposed that the MY 2022-2025 GHG standards “will remain in effect unless and until
EPA changes them by rulemaking.” EPA has not specifically provided for expedited judicial
review of the results of the final mid-term evaluation or any final rule setting revised MY 2022-
2025 GHG standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.7]

The Alliance would like to stress how important it is that both agencies follow the mid-term
evaluation process laid out in the regulations, including strict adherence to the deadlines.
Following the process as proposed should enable the agencies to consider all relevant issues,
make an informed decision about the appropriateness of the MY 2022-2025 standards, and allow
sufficient time for the promulgation of different standards and/or judicial review, if necessary.
The purpose of the mid-term evaluation provision is to ensure that the assumptions underlying
the MY 2022-2025 standards remain valid; to the extent that the assumptions are incorrect and
the standards are inappropriate, the burden is likely to fall primarily on vehicle manufacturers. If
EPA fails to follow the mid-term evaluation process or fails to meet the deadlines, it is probable
that EPA will not have complied with the Section 202(a)(2) mandate to provide adequate time
for the development and application of the technology required to comply with such standards.
Moreover, failure to conduct the midterm evaluation or to meet the deadlines would constitute a
failure to perform a nondiscretionary duty and/or final agency action. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9487-A1, pp.7-8]

In making this comment, we wish to stress that the Alliance does not assume that EPA or

NHTSA intend to deviate from the mid-term evaluation process or ignore its deadlines. We
believe that all parties, including the agencies, will work in good faith to follow the process. We
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merely wish to stress that the success of the mid-term evaluation depends on close adherence to
the process and the deadlines. If anything is allowed to undermine or delay the process, it creates
a significant potential for disputes and difficulties in the future, something we all hope to avoid.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.8]

The Agencies Should Conduct Periodic Technical “Check-Ins.” [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9487-Al, p.8]

In the time leading up to the mid-term evaluation - and following the completion of the
evaluation - the agencies should continue to check the validity of the assumptions upon which
their standards are based. We suggest not only one formal mid-term evaluation, as the agencies
have proposed, but also a series of smaller, focused, technical evaluations of, or “check-ins” on,
the key assumptions of the proposal. These “check-ins” will allow the agencies to consider the
latest relevant technical information, and thereby help the agencies keep the program on track
and produce the best long term results. By having these “check-ins” the agencies will be better
prepared to begin their formal mid-term evaluation and to make appropriate adjustments during
the second half of the period covered by these regulations. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1,

p.8]

The Alliance understands that EPA's mid-term evaluation will take place concurrently, and in
conjunction with, NHTSA's process for setting final CAFE standards for MY 2022-2025. The
agencies should jointly examine progress achieved towards compliance with the standards, and
assess the latest information available on key assumptions and trends used to develop the
standards, including the criteria set forth for determining maximum feasible fuel economy
standards in 49 U.S.C. § 32902(f). Factors that should be considered include, but should not be
limited to: [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.17]

Development of powertrain improvements to gasoline and diesel-powered vehicles; [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.17]

Level of employment in U.S. automotive sector; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.17]
Availability and implementation of methods to reduce weight while assuring compliance with
state and Federal safety, emissions and equipment laws and standards, and maintaining
acceptable performance in consumer information crash testing and manufacturer due care
testing; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.17]

Actual and projected combined sales of alternative fuel vehicles; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9487-Al, p.17]

Actual and projected availability of public and private charging infrastructure for electric
vehicles; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.17]
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Actual and projected availability of low carbon and technology-enabling fuels and infrastructure,
along with adoption and implementation of clean and renewable energy standards; [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.17]

Costs, including average costs of technologies to ensure compliance with the standards, such as
vehicle batteries and power electronics, mass reduction, and alternative fuels, and anticipated
trends in these costs; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.17]

Current and expected availability of state and Federal incentives/subsidies for advanced
technology vehicles; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.17]

Average payback periods for any incremental vehicle costs associated with meeting the
standards, as well as up-front cost and impacts on consumer affordability; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9487-A1, p.17]

Costs for gasoline, diesel fuel and alternative fuels; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.17]

Total light-duty vehicle sales and projected fleet mix; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1,
p.17]

Consumer demand for and customer acceptance of fuel-efficient technologies, and consumer
valuation of fuel savings; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.17]

End-of-life costs associated with advanced technology vehicles; and [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9487-Al, p.17]

Any other factors that may be deemed relevant to the review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-
Al, p.17]

Some recent studies attempt to identify opportunities for cost-effective near-term fuel economy
improvements but also raise important questions about longer-term conditions. These questions
call for information that is not yet available to EPA, NHTSA, the California Air Resources
Board or any other party, including automobile manufacturers. The Alliance recommends that
the mid-term evaluation focus on the issues as detailed below. During the evaluation, the
agencies should seek expert peer-reviewed data and analysis, including the input of the National
Academy of Sciences (NAS), to answer the following questions, among others: [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9487-A1, p.17]

Given how little is known about the “energy paradox,” the Alliance supports NHTSA’s proposal
to develop a Consumer Vehicle Choice Model to inform the mid-term evaluation. Such a model
should also look at the other factors identified in the Preliminary RIA as having an impact on
consumer purchasing decisions: sales taxes, insurance costs, the additional cost of auto loans and
changes in resale value. To have credibility, the model needs to use real-world data, be
developed in a transparent manner with full peer review, and should assess uncertainties in its
predictions. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.19]
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Given the considerable uncertainty about future technology development, cost and consumer
acceptability, the proposed mid-term evaluation is essential in order to assure that the maximum
feasible fuel economy benefits are obtained in a cost-effective and safety neutral manner. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.22]

Process for Conducting the Mid-Term Evaluation [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.24]

The NPRM indicates that a draft Technical Assessment Report will be completed by November
15, 2017, and that EPA will make a final determination by April 1, 2018. The Alliance believes
that a more detailed description of the process would be helpful. In particular, the final
regulatory language should indicate that the agencies intend to perform a thorough analysis of
consumer purchasing behavior, the single most important factor that will determine whether the
goals of the program are being met. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.24]

The final regulatory language should also include the following important details: [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.24]

start date of the evaluation and a schedule for major milestones to assure that the review is
completed in time for EPA to make a fully informed regulatory determination; [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9487-A1, p.24]

specific studies the agencies plan to conduct; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.24]
details of the peer review process; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.24]

availability of a pubic docket; [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.24]

role of NAS in the mid-term evaluation; and [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-Al, p.24]

roles of other departments and agencies that provide or regulate alternative fuels and emerging
technologies. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.24]

Further, the Alliance suggests that multipliers, like many aspects of the program, be reviewed
during the mid-term evaluation. Should the mid-term evaluation reveal continuing market
challenges with advanced technology vehicles, extending the multipliers beyond MY 2021 may
be necessary to encourage fleet penetration. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9487-A1, p.82]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 96-97.]

That's why it's critical that the final rule include a rigorous mid-term review with a clearly
defined process for its implementation.

During the review, the agencies should seek expert peer-reviewed information including the
input of the National Academy of Sciences to answer these questions: Are the costs of advanced
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technologies declining as expected? Are researchers making the breakthroughs anticipated?
What's happening with fuel prices, and how are consumers responding? What impact are the new
requirements having on sales and on employment? How are the new rules impacting vehicle
safety? What's happened with fuel quality? Will liquid fuels support the fuel-efficient
technologies that have been introduced? Will the new charging infrastructure be available to
enable plug-in hybrids, battery electric vehicles and fuel cell vehicles to penetrate the market at
the levels predicted?

Organization: American Honda Motor Co., Inc.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 121.]

The proposed mid-term review seems appropriate to us and we believe it will be essential to
checking progress and making necessary adjustments that cannot be foreseen from this early
date.

Organization: American Medical Association of California

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 48.]

As well as to whether any midterm program review that may be viewed by some as an
opportunity to weaken the standards previously agreed upon. The midterm review may have
ramifications for the State of California and the programs in place here. It will align with the
national standards, and it must remain clear that California maintains its own Clear Air Act
authority to enact our own rules more stringent than the federal rules due to our extreme air
quality challenges.

Organization: Association of Global Automakers, Inc. (Global Automakers)

For this reason, we support the proposed mid-term review to reassess the stringency of the
standards, including technology penetration rates, fuel costs, and most importantly, consumer
acceptance. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9466-A1, p. 1]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 66.]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public
hearing on January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 50-51.]

Due to the many uncertainties that are implicit in the technical and economic assumptions that
form the basis for the proposed standards, we support the proposed mid-term review of the
standards. We also support the recommendation made at the Detroit public hearing that the final
rule should specify a clearly defined process for the review, with a designated list of questions to
be addressed. In addition, we agree with the recommendation (again at the Detroit public
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hearing) that the agencies consider a series of more narrow reviews of key aspects of the
standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9466-A1, p. 9]

The need for a mid-term review finds ample support in both EISA and the Clean Air Act, as both
statutes require the promulgation of regulations that are based on the most up-to-date information
concerning the costs and benefits of the technologies required to meet the standards. Indeed,
because EISA prohibits the promulgation of fuel economy standards past the MY 2021, a mid-
term evaluation is required before final CAFE standards can be promulgated for the 2022
through 2025 MYs. EISA provides that the Secretary shall “issue regulations under this title
prescribing average fuel economy standards for at least 1, but not more than 5, model years.” 49
U.S.C. § 32902(b)(3)(b). Congress included the 5 year limit, in part, because it recognized that
the factors NHTSA must consider in adopting fuel economy standards—technological
feasibility, economic practicability, the effect of other motor vehicle standards of the
Government on fuel economy, and the need of the United States to conserve energy, see 49
U.S.C. 832902(f)—are fluid and vary over time. Consequently, any attempt to weigh these
factors today for standards that would not apply until the 2022 MY would be fraught with
uncertainty and inherently arbitrary. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9466-Al, pp. 9-10]

The current rulemaking being jointly undertaken by EPA and NHTSA encompasses nine model
years (MYs 2017 through 2025). Under the plain terms of the statute, any final fuel economy
standards that are issued now and are applicable to a model year after 2021 would be invalid.
The Notice of Proposed Rulemaking recognizes this concern and therefore states “[t]he second
phase of the CAFE program, from MY's 2022-2025, represents conditional proposed standards . .
" 76 FR at 74,859. NHTSA correctly recognizes that “conditional” rulemaking in this instance
“means to say that the proposed standards for MY's 2022—-2025 represent the agency’s current
best estimate of what levels of stringency would be maximum feasible in those model years, but
in order for the standards for those model years to be legally binding a subsequent rulemaking
must be undertaken by the agency at a later time.” Id., n.7. According to NHTSA, “[t]he
passenger car and light truck CAFE standards for MY's 2022—-2025 will be determined with
finality in a subsequent, de novo notice and comment rulemaking conducted in full compliance
with EPCA/EISA and other applicable law . . .” Id. at 75,166. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9466-
Al, p. 10]

Global Automakers supports the intent expressed in the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
concerning the mid-term evaluation. However, we are concerned that the actual language of the
proposed regulations goes too far in adopting final regulations for MY 2022 through 2025.
Proposed 49 C.F.R. § 531.5(c) provides that “[flor model years 2012-2025, a manufacturer’s
passenger automobile fleet shall comply with the fleet average fuel economy level calculated for
that model year according to Figure 2 . . .” and provides the parameters for the fuel economy
targets through the 2025 MY. Viewed in isolation, this provision would constitute final fuel
economy standards for the 2022 through 2025 MY's. The standards are ostensibly made
conditional through proposed subsection (e), which provides: “For model years 2022—-2025, each
manufacturer shall comply with the standards set forth in paragraphs (c) and (d) in this section, if
NHTSA determines in a rulemaking, initiated after January 1, 2017, and conducted in
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accordance with 49 U.S.C. 32902, that the standards in paragraphs (c) and (d) are the maximum
feasible standards for model years 2022-2025. . . .” [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9466-A1, p. 10]

Global Automakers believes that a mid-term evaluation of the GHG emission standards is
likewise not only permissible under the Clean Air Act, but also required because of the
uncertainties inherent in projecting regulatory requirements nine to twelve years into the future.
First, Section 202(a) plainly provides EPA with the authority for a mid-term evaluation. See 42
U.S.C. § 7521(a)(1) (providing that “[t]he Administrator shall by regulation prescribe (and from
time to time revise)” motor vehicle emission standards) (emphasis added). [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9466-A1, pp. 10-11]

Moreover, a mid-term evaluation is required under the Clean Air Act in view of the proposed
regulations’ long regulatory horizon. The Clean Air Act requires that standards “shall take effect
after such period as the Administrator finds necessary to permit the development and application
of the requisite technology, giving appropriate consideration to the cost of compliance within
such period.” 42 U.S.C. 8 7521(a)(2). EPA’s determination concerning the appropriate level of
stringency for GHG emission standards must be based upon reliable and up-to-date information.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9466-A1, p. 11]

Given the extremely long time-horizon of these proposed mobile source regulations, EPA has
conceded a number of uncertainties in the analyses that underlie its current rulemaking. See, e.g.,
76 FR at 74,881 (recognizing the “uncertainties regarding the benefit and cost values presented
in this proposal”). For example, the NPRM states that EPA and NHTSA “did not consider
technologies that are currently in an initial stage of research because of the uncertainty involved
in the availability and feasibility of implementing these technologies with significant penetration
rates for this analysis. The agencies recognize that due to the relatively long time frame between
the date of this proposal and 2025, it is very possible that new and innovative technologies will
make their way into the fleet, perhaps even in significant numbers, that we have not considered
in this analysis.” 1d. at 74,922. Global Automakers believes that the converse may also be true,
i.e., the proposed standards are based on assumptions concerning the availability and market
penetration of technologies up to 12 years into the future that may not prove entirely accurate.
Consequently, Global Automakers believes that it would have been arbitrary and capricious for
EPA to promulgate GHG emission standards for model years as far into the future as MY 2022-
2025 without providing for a mid-term evaluation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9466-A1, p. 11]

Organization: BMW of North America, LLC

An in-depth mid-term review is extremely important in order to monitor the development of
external factors such as customer acceptance of more fuel efficient vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9579-A1, p. 1]

Therefore, an in-depth mid-term review is an extremely important pillar in the proposed rule in
order to monitor the development of external factors which are not under the manufacturer's
direct control. This review is critical for reassessment of what technology can deliver and what
consumers are willing to buy. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9579-A1, p. 3]
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[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public
hearing on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 78-79.]

Organization: Center for Biological Diversity

H. The Agencies’ Proposed Interim Rulemaking Should, at a Minimum, Be Based on a
Presumption that the Stringencies of the Standards Will Not Decrease

We have already commented on the Agencies’ proposed mid-term review in our response to the
DEIS. We add here that the Agencies’ proposed method of undertaking this review is faulty.
They state they intend the review to be based on “(1) a holistic assessment of all of the factors
considered by the agencies in setting standards . . . , and (2) the expected impact of those factors
on the manufacturers’ ability to comply, without placing decisive weight on any particular factor
or projection.” To the contrary, as fully explained above, the Agencies must place decisive
weight on energy conservation. Yet, by highlighting manufacturers’ ability to comply in a
separate category, the Agencies tip their hand about a very different, and improper, weighing of
the statutory factors. We further note the irony of requests by automakers for “frequent
evaluations” of the MY 2017-2025 standards in light of their insistence that “certainty” of
standards and extreme lead times are needed if stringencies are to be increased.110 Efforts to
water down already insufficient standards by any means must be resisted. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9479-Al, pp. 24-25]

110 See Jason Plautz, Fuel Economy: Automakers Urge Frequent Evaluations of 2027-2025
Program, GREENWIRE, Jan. 17, 2012. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9479-A1, p. 25]

Organization: Chrysler Group LLC

This rulemaking will affect vehicles over thirteen years into the future. Many key elements such
as technology development, technology costs, fuel costs, and customer acceptance can be
difficult to accurately predict. Therefore, Chrysler strongly supports the agencies’ proposal to
hold a formal mid-term review of the 2022-2025 model year standards and informal monitoring
of industry progress towards meeting the National Program goals. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9495-A1, p. 2]

For this reason the proposed mid-term review of the 2022-2025 MY standards is critical.
Chrysler strongly supports this provision and encourages EPA and NHTSA (collectively, the
“Agencies”) to also establish regular informal reviews leading up to and following the formal
mid-term review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 5]

Chrysler notes that the Agencies have a firm legal basis to conduct the mid-term evaluation.
(Attachment 1)
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The Agencies have legal authority to conduct a formal mid-term evaluation which can affirm or
modify standards promulgated for the 2022-2025 model years. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9495-A1, p. 6]

EPA and NHTSA have a firm legal basis to conduct the mid-term evaluation

EPA and NHTSA have ample authority under Section 307(d) of the Clean Air Act and the
Administrative Procedure Act to reconsider regulations based on new information. See, e.g., 5
U.S.C. 8 553(e) (providing for petitions to issue, amend or repeal a rule); 42 U.S.C. 8 7607(b)
(allowing petitions for review of a Clean Air Act rule based on new information); 49 U.S.C. §
32902(c) (authorizing the Secretary of the Department of Transportation to amend CAFE
standards following notice-and-comment rulemaking under 5 U.S.C. § 553 and allowing for oral,
transcribed presentations). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9495-Al, p. 7]

As described in the proposed rule, “NHTSA has a statutory obligation to conduct a separate de
novo rulemaking in order to establish final standards for vehicles for the 2022-2025 model years
and would conduct a mid-term evaluation as part of that rulemaking.” 76 Fed. Reg. at 74,861.
Under the Energy Policy Conservation Act (“EPCA”), NHTSA must set fuel economy standards
at least 18 months before the beginning of each model year, 49 U.S.C. § 32902(a), and “must
issue regulations ... prescribing average fuel economy standards for at least 1, but not more than
5, model years.” 49 U.S.C. 8 32902 (b)(3)(B). Since NHTSA must go through future rulemaking
to establish the MY 2022-2025 standards, a full consideration of the standards based on the
record at the time of the rulemaking is essential. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 7]

EPA proposed a commitment to undertake a similar mid-term evaluation under the Clean Air
Act. See 76 Fed. Reg. at 75,370 (proposed to be codified at 40 C.F.R. § 86.1818-12 (h)) (“Mid-
term evaluation of standards. No later than April 1, 2018, the Administrator shall determine
whether the standards established in paragraph (c) of this section for the 2022 through 2025
model years are appropriate under section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act, in light of the record then
before the Administrator. An opportunity for public comment shall be provided before making
such determination. If the Administrator determines they are not appropriate, the Administrator
shall initiate a rulemaking to revise the standards, to be either more or less stringent as
appropriate.”).

As it is, agencies m [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 7]ay not violate their own rules and
regulations to the prejudice of others. See United States ex rel. Accardi v. Shaughnessy, 347 U.S.
260, 267 (1954); Steenholdt v. F.A.A., 314 F.3d 633, 639 (D.C. Cir. 2003) (“The Accardi
doctrine requires federal agencies to follow their own rules, even gratuitous procedural rules that
limit otherwise discretionary actions.”). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 7]

The factors to be considered at the mid-term evaluation are the same as those that the agencies
are obliged to consider in initially setting standards under their respective authorities. See 76
Fed. Reg. at 75,370 (proposed to be codified at 40 C.F.R. § 86.1818-12 (h)) (listing factors EPA
must consider, including cost to producers and purchasers, as well as the feasibility and
practicability of the standards and the impact of the standards on the automobile industry). Under
EPCA, the Secretary is to consider “technological feasibility, economic practicability, the effect
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of other motor vehicle standards of the Government on fuel economy, and the need of the United
States to conserve energy.” 49 U.S.C. § 32902(f). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 7]

NHTSA has interpreted economic practicability to include consideration of consumer choice,
economic hardship for the automobile industry, and vehicle safety. 76 Fed. Reg. at 74,897
(footnote omitted) (discussing NHTSA approach to economic practicability under EPCA and
explaining: “Consumer acceptability is also an element of economic practicability, one which is
particularly difficult to gauge during times of uncertain fuel prices.”); see also CEI I, 901 F.2d at
120, n.11; Center for Auto Safety v. NHTSA, 793 F.2d 1322, 1340 (D.C. Cir. 1986). [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 7]

Under Section 202 of the Clean Air Act, EPA emissions standards:

“shall take effect after such period as the Administrator finds necessary to permit the
development and application of the requisite technology, giving appropriate consideration to the
cost of compliance within such period.” 42 U.S.C. § 7521(a)(2). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9495-Al, p. 8]

EPA has also acknowledged, at least as to choices among vehicles, the relevance of consumer
acceptance in evaluating these factors. See MY 2012-2016 Final Rule, 75 Fed. Reg. 25,324,
25,467 (“Consumer choice remains a pertinent factor for EPA to consider in balancing the
relevant statutory factors,” citing International Harvester Co. v. Ruckelshaus, 478 F.2d 615, 640
(D.C. Cir. 1973)). In International Harvester, the court of appeals, recognizing that
“[a]significant decrease in auto production will have a major economic impact on labor and
suppliers to the [automobile] companies,” concluded that the Administrator is required to
consider issues of basic demand for new passenger vehicles in making technical feasibility and
lead time determinations. Id. at 641. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 8]

Under Section 202, EPA also must consider safety impacts:

“...[N]o emission control device, system, or element of design shall be used in a new motor
vehicle or new motor vehicle engine for purposes of complying with requirements prescribed
under this subchapter if such device, system, or element of design will cause or contribute to an
unreasonable risk to public health, welfare, or safety in its operation or function.” 42 U.S.C. 8§
7521(a)(4)(A) (emphasis added). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 8]

As it is, the factors of “the requisite technology” and “appropriate consideration to the cost of
compliance within such period” encompass the issues related to infrastructure, technology cost,
consumer acceptance, and the other factors that the proposed rule directs EPA to consider. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 8]

The mid-term evaluation contemplates coordination between EPA and NHTSA, just as they have
coordinated in developing the MY 2012-2016 rule and in developing the MY 2017-2025
proposal. Indeed, the United States Supreme Court has recognized that while the agencies’
“obligations may overlap, . . . there is no reason to think the two agencies cannot both administer
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their obligations and yet avoid inconsistency.” Massachusetts v. EPA, 549 U.S. 497, 532
(2007). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9495-A1, p. 8]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 53.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 60.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 25-26.]

We believe the midterm review is critical to determining whether the customer's buying, and will
continue to buy the technology packages needed to comply with the standards year over year.
Efforts to search for parameters that measure potential customer acceptance must not lose sight
of the most important question: Are they buying the product? Measuring whether consumers will
buy what we offer next year is already challenging. Speculating as far as 13 years in the future
holds significant uncertainty and risk. A midterm assessment of the underlying rulemaking
assumptions provides a critical and equitable mechanism o adjust standards for future consumer
and technology uncertainties and is a primary reason Chrysler supports this program.

Organization: Consumer Federation of America (CFA)

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 91-92.]

And finally, sixth, the proposed rule recognizes the need to stay in touch with reality.
So we have this midterm review, which | fully support, as you've heard the auto makers insist on
it. But | actually believe when we get to the midterm review, we're as likely to increase the

standards as decrease.

Because, one, we've used the very low gasoline price. And so I think it will be higher when we
get there.

And, two, historically we've seen that the original projections of the cost of meeting technologies
in every major standard proposed by this agency and NHTSA have always been too high.

Organization: Ecology Center

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 189.]

While we do have some concerns about the proposed mid-term review providing an opportunity
to slow progress, we understand the need for potential adjustments due to many unknowns that
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far into the future. We are hopeful that such a review will show that even more progress is
achievable.

Organization: EcoMotors International, Inc.

NHTSA is obligated to conduct a separate de novo rulemaking in order to establish final
standards for MY's 2022-2025 vehicles. The agencies are therefore proposing to conduct a
comprehensive midterm evaluation to assess the appropriateness of the MY 2022-2025
standards, based on an updated assessment of all the factors considered in setting the standards
and the impacts of those factors on the manufacturers’ ability to comply.

The auto industry faces great uncertainty over future technology developments and costs,
customer acceptance of new technologies, and fuel prices. Additionally, it will require more than
just automotive production for emissions reductions from advanced technology vehicles to be
realized. There must be a national fueling and service infrastructure available to support these
technologies if they are to achieve significant market penetration. Developing and establishing
this infrastructure for the nation and establishing consumer confidence in new technologies will
take time. All of these factors make it critical that OEMs foresee the ability to cope with
unexpected events and changes. Given the uncertainty inherent in setting standards over such a
long time period, EcoMotors supports the agencies' plans to conduct a coordinated mid-term
evaluation of the standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9594-A2, pp. 13-14]

e Specific Recommendation: Conduct a coordinated mid-term evaluation, as proposed.

We look forward to further developments in this rulemaking. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9594-
A2, p. 14]

Organization: Ferrari

Finally, it is essential for EPA and NHTSA to conduct a comprehensive mid-term evaluation,
taking into account the long period covered by the proposed regulations, regardless the legal
obligations for NHTSA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9535-A2, p.10]

Organization: Ford Motor Company

» Mid term Evaluation: The proposal provides for a thorough mid-term evaluation, by no later
than April 2018, to assess the appropriateness of the targets for model years 2022 through 2025.
This provision is essential and must be maintained in the final rule. The market success of our
industry, and hence that of our new and innovative products, is dependent upon many factors
outside of our control, such as the price of fuel, the state of the economy, or the availability of
affordable technologies and materials (for example, to support electrification, or light-
weighting). The further we look into the future, the more difficult it is to predict these factors
with accuracy. This is why the proposed mid-term evaluation of the 2022-2025 model year
greenhouse gas standards is vital to this joint proposal. The mid-term evaluation provides an
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essential checkpoint to ensure that the standards for those model years are consistent with
evolving market conditions. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-A1, pp. 2 and 5]

Mid-Term Evaluation

The proposed rules include provisions for a mid-term evaluation of the appropriateness of the
MY 2022-2025 GHG standards. This mid-term evaluation is to be conducted concurrently with
NHTSA's actions in setting final, enforceable standards for MY's 2022-2025. Under the proposal,
EPA and NHTSA, along with CARB, will jointly prepare a draft Technical Assessment Report
(TAR') on the appropriateness and feasibility of the MY 2022-2025 GHG and Corporate
Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards and make the report available to the public no later
than November 15, 2017. The agencies will receive public comment on the TAR as well as the
standards themselves. EPA will then determine, by April 1, 2018, whether the MY 2022-2025
standards are appropriate, taking into account a number of factors, including but not limited to
factors specified in the regulatory language. If EPA determines the MY 2022-2025 standards are
appropriate, it will issue a final decision to that effect, which will be judicially reviewable. If
EPA determines the MY 2022-2025 standards are not appropriate, it will initiate a rulemaking to
adopt appropriate standards under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act, and any final rule
resulting from that process would also be judicially reviewable. Any such rulemaking would be
conducted jointly with NHTSA's de novo notice-and-comment rulemaking to set final CAFE
standards for MYs 2022-2025. Both agencies would presumably issue final standards for MY's
2022-2025 on or before April 1, 2020, which would provide the minimum allowable lead time
for the MY 2022 standards under the CAFE law. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-Al, p. 6]

Given the extended timeframe for the rules, the mid-term evaluation provisions are essential to
Ford's support of this rulemaking package. The proposed standards for model years 2022-2025
are premised on projected developments in fuel economy technology, anticipated improvements
in infrastructure to support new kinds of powertrains, the willingness of consumers to accept new
technologies, and other factors. To the extent that these assumptions turn out to be incorrect,
adjustments to the MY 2022-2025 standards may be necessary. The mid-term evaluation
provides a vital checkpoint to ensure that the MY 2022-2025 standards are realistic and that the
manufacturers have a workable pathway to compliance. It is also essential that the agency
decisions emerging from the mid-term evaluation be judicially reviewable. While we think it is
unlikely that the agency's mid-term evaluation determination will be challenged in court, the
possibility of such a challenge helps to ensure that the evaluation process will be robust and that
the agencies will give full consideration to all comments. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-Al,

p. 6]

Ford supports the mid-term evaluation provisions as proposed by EPA. We also offer the
following comments, which are fully consistent with the existing provisions: [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9463-Al, p. 6]

e Timing. In conducting the mid-term evaluation, it is very important that the agencies
meet (if not beat) the deadlines set forth in the proposed rules. The TAR must be issued
on time to allow for a reasonable public comment period, and the public comment period
must be completed in a timely fashion for EPA to meet its April 1, 2018 deadline for
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making its determination. That deadline, in turn, must be met in case EPA needs to
undertake a joint rulemaking with NHTSA to set new standards for MY's 2022-2025 and
complete that rulemaking by April 1, 2020, which is NHTSA's statutory deadline for
setting MY 2022 CAFE standards. If the mid-term evaluation process is allowed to lag,
stakeholders who are concerned about the appropriateness of the MY 2022-2025
standards may have little choice but to initiate 'deadline’ litigation or take other actions
they believe to be consistent with their interests. If this occurs, the goal of an orderly,
thoughtful mid-term evaluation process could be thwarted. Adherence to the timing set
forth in the proposal is critical. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-A1, pp. 6-7]
Coordination between EPA and NHTSA. Closely related to the timing issue is the
importance of close coordination between EPA and NHTSA during the mid-term
evaluation process. Consistent with the overarching goals of the One National Program
framework, the midterm evaluation process needs to result in a joint rulemaking with
harmonized CAFE and GHG standards for MY's 2022-2025. The harmonized standards
should enable manufacturers to comply with both their GHG and CAFE obligations by
building one fleet of vehicles that can be sold nationwide. In order to accomplish this, the
degree of coordination between EPA and NHTSA during the mid-term evaluation needs
to be no less than the degree of coordination involved in the pending joint rulemaking.
The mid-term evaluation should not be viewed as an opportunity for EPA and NHTSA to
go in different directions with respect to the GHG and CAFE standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9463-A1, p. 7]

Factors to be considered. The proposed mid-term evaluation provision states that '...the
Administrator shall consider information available on the factors relevant to setting
greenhouse gas emission standards under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act for model
years 2022 through 2025, including but not limited to..." *emphasis added+. The
provision goes on to list a number of specific factors that the Administrator must
consider. In Ford's view, the 'including but not limited to' language is an essential part of
the mid-term review provisions. The factors that turn out to be most important six years
from now are not necessarily foreseeable today, and not necessarily the ones listed in the
proposed rule. As we understand the language, EPA must be open to the consideration of
relevant factors not specifically listed, including relevant factors that may be raised in
public comments received by the agencies. We urge EPA to maintain this language in the
final rule, so that the midterm evaluation is as robust and comprehensive as

possible. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-A1, p. 7]

Holistic View. As part of the mid-term evaluation, the Agencies should take a broad view
of the opportunities for reducing transportation-related CO, emissions and fuel
consumption, with an eye toward determining whether it may be necessary to implement
measures external to the auto industry in order to support and complement the vehicle
standards. A holistic approach to GHG reduction and fuel savings has the potential to be
much more effective than a tunnel-vision focus on vehicles alone. Along these lines, we
direct your attention to comments submitted by the University of Michigan (Chock,
Gonzalez, Zeilinski) regarding the importance of considering the role of consumer fuel
usage as part of any effort to establish policies and regulations related to GHG emissions.
Ford has been, and continues to be, actively involved in dialogue with a variety of entities
(including governments, academic institutions, and NGOs) on such subjects as urban
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planning, congestion reduction, fueling infrastructure, and connectivity technologies to
facilitate more efficient public and private transport. The ability of manufacturers to
achieve the proposed vehicle standards may in part depend on the degree of progress our
society is able to achieve in one or more of these other areas. Also, market fuel quality,
particularly octane level, can have a significantly positive impact on all on-road vehicles
and should therefore be a key part of our national strategy to improve energy security.
These issues need to be on the table as part of the mid-term evaluation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9463-A1, p. 7]

On balance, we believe that the proposed mid-term evaluation provisions set forth a meaningful
and reasonable process for revisiting the appropriateness of the proposed MY 2022-2025
standards, with the benefit of the information gathered in the intervening years. Ford supports the
inclusion of these provisions in the final rule, and we pledge to work with the agencies in a
constructive manner toward final MY 2022-2025 standards that are workable and

appropriate. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9463-Al, p. 8]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 45.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 34.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 86-87.]

This is why the proposed midterm evaluation of the 2022 to 2025 standards is so vital to this
joint proposal. As proposed, the midterm evaluation provisions require EPA to make a fresh
determination regarding the appropriateness of the post-2021 model year standards after
considering a variety of factors and soliciting public comments. This process will take place
concurrently with NHTSA's process for setting final standards for the 2022 to 2025 model years.
The midterm evaluation is an essential checkpoint to ensure that the standards for these model
years are consistent with evolving market conditions. The existence of a robust, meaningful
midterm evaluation process is critical to Ford's support for this rulemaking package.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 44-47.]

The proposed rule extends to the 2025 model year which is an unprecedented time frame in the
context of fuel economy regulations. This presents a significant challenge for manufacturers.
While the establishment of longer-term standards provide manufacturers with targets for future
product planning investment, the longer time frame leads to greater risk that the assumptions
underlying the standards do not come to fruition.

Organization: General Motors Company
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GM understands that the 2022-2025 standards will be evaluated further during the mid-term
review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9465-Al, p. 2]

GM supports an in-depth mid-term evaluation, and urges as well, a continuing open dialogue
among industry and other affected parties, including a series of earlier, focused, technical
evaluations, or “check-ins”, on the key assumptions upon which the proposed standards are
based. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9465-A1, p. 2]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 35-38, and 56.]

As this proposal makes many optimistic assumptions and sets goals all the way out to 2025, 13
years from today, it is imperative that we collectively check the validity of those assumptions as
we move through that extended period of time. We suggest not only one formal mid-term review
as the agencies themselves have planned for the proposal, but a series of smaller technical and
detailed focused check-ins on the key assumptions contained in this proposal. These check-ins
will allow the program to stay on track and lead to the best long-term results. Of course, the more
formal mid-term review is also essential since NHTSA must itself conduct a separate rulemaking
to set the requirements under the CAFE law for the final four years of this period.

But you have my commitment that we will provide whatever data, analysis, and input we can to
help the agencies to make judgments and course corrections along the way.

Clearly this proposal represents a dramatic attempt to advance the mutual goals of CO, reduction
and increased energy diversity. The mid-term review is essential to make sure that we also revisit
the assumptions inherent in establishing these goals to make sure we have not overwhelmed
technology development or the needs of consumers or their willingness to accept and pay for the
associated changes in vehicles.

Organization: Honeywell International, Inc.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 258.]

As the agencies recognize, turbo technologies will contribute significantly during the model
years covered by this rulemaking, the agencies should commit during the mid-term review to
evaluate the availability of more advanced turbo technologies and to ensure an equal production
incentive as any ongoing incentive provided to battery technology.

Organization: Honeywell Transportation Systems

Honeywell also encourages the agencies to commit in the final rule to a detailed review of
emerging boosting technologies that may considerably advance vehicle emissions and fuel
economy performance during the later years of the rulemaking. The agencies have already
committed within the mid-term review to consider powertrain improvements to diesel and
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gasoline powered vehicles. New, advanced turbo technologies can facilitate those improvements
and may be ripe for regulatory consideration during the time when the agencies intend to conduct
the mid-term review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9474-A1, p.6]

Honeywell’s research and development into turbo advancements continues. We expect to
contribute significantly to support emissions and fuel economy improvements in both the light
duty and heavy duty fleets during the upcoming model years. We are investing in yet more
advanced approaches that we expect will allow diesel and gasoline vehicles to compete favorably
in the marketplace while substantially advancing their environmental performance. While many
of these technologies are not yet available for regulatory consideration, we anticipate that new,
additional turbo technologies will be on the technology menu during the mid-term

review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9474-Al, p.6]

The agencies’ consideration of additional flexibilities and credits in the mid-term review should
include such technologies. While the agencies will reconsider the viability of any incentives
provided to electric drivetrains in the upcoming final rule, the agencies at the same time should
consider providing equal treatment to ICE vehicles incorporating the boosting technologies that
may be ripe for emergence during the model year 2022-2025 timeframe. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9474-A1, p.6]

Honeywell also requests that the agencies commit to ensuring that future turbocharging
technology be accorded full consideration and treatment analogous to electric drivetrain
technology during the mid-term review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9474-A1, [p.6]

Organization: House of Representatives, Congress of the United States

In addition, we were pleased that the Administration intends to include a 'midterm’ review for the
2022-2025 requirements. This provides an opportunity for the last set of increases to be re-
visited to see if the assumptions on technology, costs, fuel prices, consumer acceptance and
vehicle prices still support the standards that will be proposed, or whether their stringency should
be revised upwards or downwards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1221-A1, p. 1]

Organization: Hyundai America Technical Center

The agencies are proposing a comprehensive mid-term review prior to the final adoption of the
MY 2022-2025 standards by NHTSA. Hyundai supports the standards as proposed and
appreciates the substantial lead time provided by the regulations which will provide stability for
long-term product planning. At the same time, the proposal covers nine model years, out to MY
2025, which makes it difficult to make accurate assumptions due to market uncertainties such as
the price and viability of different fuel types, infrastructure availability, technology availability,
technology penetration rates and cost, and consumer acceptance of technology. Therefore,
Hyundai supports the mid-term evaluation because it provides an opportunity to ensure that the
details of the program are appropriate and that the requirements are sound closer to the time of
implementation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9547-A1, p.2]
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[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 173.]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public
hearing on January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 23.]

We agree with the comments by Global Automakers that the final rule should specify a clearly
defined process for the mid-term review with a set of specific questions that should be addressed.
Additionally, we also support additional informal periodic reviews to monitor areas such as the
state of technology, the effect of the proposed incentives and the viability of testing methods.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9547-A1, p.2]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 173-174.]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 24.]

Although we believe the proposed requirements are feasible, Hyundai recognizes that it is
difficult to accurately predict out to the 2025 time frame the technologies and the cost and
consumer acceptance of these technologies that will be necessary.

The mid-term review will help ensure that the requirements are sound closer to the time of
implementation.

Organization: Institute for Policy Integrity, New York University School of Law

Factors for the Mid-Term Evaluation Should Specifically Include Benefit Estimate Revisions
The agencies should commit to developing better estimates of non-carbon dioxide benefits
during the SCC revision process, ideally in time to incorporate such estimates in the final
rulemaking.

Periodic review of ongoing regulations is a valuable check on efficiency,73 and the practice is
now enshrined in executive order.74 The agencies’ plan to conduct a mid-term evaluation of the
rule in advance of model year 2022 is commendable. Unfortunately, EPA’s list of relevant
factors to consider during this review process lacks key elements. While there is a catch-all
listing of “other factors,” there is no specific mention of reviewing any changes in benefits
estimates, such as any revised SCC values. The agencies should amend their list of factors to
specifically reflect any potential changes to benefits estimates, in addition to changes to costs or
the state of technology. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9480-A1, p. 11]

73 See Comments from Policy Integrity to EPA and DOT on Retrospective Review (Mar. 18,
2011, Apr. 1, 2011, June 27, 2011, July 3, 2011), available at http://www.policyintegrity.org.
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74 Exec. Order 13,563 § 6.
Organization: International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT)

10. ICCT enthusiastically supports a midterm review, as we believe it will find that costs have
been significantly overstated. The criteria and analyses used for the midterm review should be
similar to those used for any CAFE or greenhouse gas rulemaking process. EPA and NHTSA
should also provide periodic status updates on technology progress and the results of additional
benefit and cost analyses. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1, p. 3]

10) Mid-Term Review

The ICCT enthusiastically supports a midterm review, as we believe the proposed rule
significantly overstates the cost of compliance. Continued technology advancements will both
increase the benefits of many technologies, such that not as much technology would need to be
installed, and reduce the cost of technologies that are used. Capturing these future improvements
in the midterm review will allow the agencies to increase the stringency of the 2022-2025
standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-Al, p. 22]

The process for the midterm review is critical to the 2022-25 standards. It is impossible to define
all the criteria for the review at this time, just as it is not possible to define all of the criteria for
any rulemaking process. EPA and NHTSA need latitude to apply their best analyses and base the
requirements on the results of these analyses. The ICCT believes that the criteria and analyses
used for the midterm review should be similar to those used for any CAFE or GHG rulemaking
process. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1, pp. 22-23]

The ICCT also recommends that EPA and NHTSA conduct periodic updates on technology
progress and consider periodic status reports. Tear-down cost assessments should continue in
order to assess the cost of newer technologies as they are introduced into the market. Simulation
modeling also needs to be updated to keep pace with technology development. The scope and
timing of reports should be up to the Agencies, but we see value in documenting progress in
technology improvements and implementation. Manufacturers do not release details of their
technology development, so periodic reports can summarize technology and cost developments
and technology deployment for all interested parties, including other manufacturers. The ICCT
also expects continued improvement in the science of assessing technology benefits and costs,
which can be disseminated through the periodic progress reports. Forward-looking analyses
would provide a better foundation going into the midterm review and should be updated as
appropriate. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9512-A1, p. 23]

Organization: Johnson Controls, Inc.

Johnson Controls also supports the agencies' inclusion of a mid-term evaluation, which, as
proposed, will provide all stakeholders with a comprehensive analysis so they may consider the
current performance and ability to realistically deliver the MY 2017-2025 standards in the public
docket. Long-term planning is an especially important factor in the battery industry as there are
likely to be uncertainties in the product development cycle that could directly impact - positively
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or negatively - the commercial success of new products, as well as the return on investment
required to expand the U.S. manufacturing base. Providing an opportunity for a thorough
analysis is a critical and necessary component of this next National Program. [NHTSA-2010-
0131-0253-A1, pp. 2-3]

Midterm Review should be supplemented by ongoing review and analysis during the course of
the National Program. Midterm review is a critical component for this next National Program
which covers eight years. Since the commencement of the midterm 'review is in the distant
future, the industry encourages the agencies to be open to ongoing shared analysis and input to
assess if the goals of the Program are being realized and/or if there are circumstances that
drastically impact the marketplace or technology development. [NHTSA-2010-0131-0253-Al, p.
5]

Organization: Kia Motors

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 102.]

Kia appreciates these substantial lead times for these regulations which will provide stability in
long-term planning. However, Kia believes it is important for the agencies to include mid-term
evaluations to allow for revisions if some of the assumptions made in the drafting of the rule are
not proven to be correct. Even though Kia supports the standards, Kia recognizes it is difficult to
accurately predict the outcome -- to accurately predict how to deliver the 2025 technology in that
time frame. Consumer acceptance of those technologies and costs will also be a challenge. The
mid-term review will help us ensure that the standards are robust for all OEMs near to the time
frame of implementation.

Organization: Marshall, C.

The idea of a review of the regulation in 2021 is a good concept but I think the lead-times for the
vehicle manufacturing industry to retool are so long that |1 would suggest the review be held in
2019. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-5917-A2, p. 1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (20,500) (Union of Concerned Scientists-3)

The agencies are proposing a 'mid-term’ review that would begin soon after the standards come
into effect. In the past, automakers have abused similar programs--turning them into off-ramps
as opposed to reviews. It is critical that this review does not undermine the program through
2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-10166-A2_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (375) (Union of Concerned Scientists-2)

The agencies are proposing a 'mid-term’ review that would begin soon after the standards come
into effect. In the past, automakers have abused similar programs--turning them into off-ramps as
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opposed to reviews. It is critical that this review does not undermine the program through 2025.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-1246-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mass Comment Campaign (9,570) (Unknown Organization)

The agencies are proposing a 'mid-term’ review that would begin soon after the standards come
into effect. In the past, automakers have abused similar programs--turning them into off-ramps as
opposed to reviews. It is critical that this review does not undermine the program through 2025.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9578-A1_MASS, p.1]

Organization: Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC

The mid-term review is critical to ensuring that the program remains feasible and is achieving
GHG and fuel economy reductions without creating unintended economic, market and/or safety
consequences. DAG strongly endorses the comments of the Auto Alliance with regard to the
mid-term review. In addition to the various 'unknowns' identified in the Alliance comments, the
mid-term review is essential to evaluate the structure of the program as applied to companies
needing to expand their product offerings beyond the addition of advanced technology vehicles.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9483-A1, p. A-2]

DAG also encourages the agencies to engage in periodic evaluations, in addition to the more
formal and comprehensive mid-term review, to appraise (1) the extent to which the market has
sustained the continued growth of hybrid vehicles and has accepted electric vehicles, (2) the
extent to which the infrastructure to support battery electric, fuel cell and CNG vehicles has
grown, and (3) whether efforts to meet the standards have resulted in adverse market or
economic losses or product withdrawals. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9483-A1, p. A-2]

Organization: Mitsubishi Motors R&D of America, Inc. (MRDA)

Supports the inclusion of a mid-term evaluation as fundamental for setting realistic fuel economy
and GHG stringency levels for MYs 2022 through 2025. Recommends that effects of consumer
incentives and EV charging infrastructure must be considered in the mid-term evaluation. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1, p.2]

Mitsubishi Motors fully supports the mid-term evaluation, included in proposed language in
Section 86.1818-12(h), in preparation for setting fuel economy and GHG standards for MY's
2022 through 2025. This is not only necessary, but fundamental to setting informed and practical
standards that account for the realities of the U.S. market. Mitsubishi Motors believes the
following factors must be considered and incorporated into the mid-term evaluation: [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1, p.2]

e - What are fuel price trends as compared to what was projected? [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9507-A1, p.2]

e - Are consumers buying more fuel efficient vehicles in general? [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9507-A1, p.2]
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- Does sufficient EV infrastructure exist to support current and future EV adoption? Have
consumers adopted EVs in the numbers as projected by the agencies in the analysis done
for the NPRM? [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1, p.2]

e - Have there been any significant industry-wide economic setbacks making EV and
overall fuel economy targets as proposed in the NPRM impracticable? [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9507-A1, p.3]

« - Are financial and non-financial incentives and compliance flexibilities still necessary to

continue to advance adoption of EVs? [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1, p.3]

- Have there been significant advances in smart grid development, energy management

and battery storage? [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1, p.3]

This is not an exhaustive list. Given our significant investment and commitment to EV
commercialization, these are important areas of concern for Mitsubishi Motors in the MY 2022
through 2025 timeframe. After a thorough analysis and consideration of all necessary factors,
CAFE and GHG stringency levels for MY's 2022 through 2025 should be set accordingly. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1, p.3]

The agencies have never proposed fuel economy (or GHG) regulations that reach 13 model years
into the future. Additionally, the agencies? target for finalizing this rule will be well before
NHTSA?s statutory requirement of publishing finalized requirements at least 18 months prior to
the beginning of a MY. This unprecedented lead time lends itself to more questions rather than
providing certainty for OEMs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1, p.3]

Additionally, the mid-term evaluation is necessary since the product plans for MYs 2016 through
2020 are not as well-defined as the product plans for MYs 2010-2015. And, no OEM has
detailed product plans for MYs 2021 through 2025. Although the product cycle development
begins nearly 10 years before the launch of a vehicle, the commitment to product plans does not
happen 10 years in advance. Product plans are set in general for approximately five years at a
time. Projecting beyond five years in the future presents incremental uncertainties that those
projections can be fulfilled for a number of reasons. The mid-term evaluation will help ensure
that substantive analysis, rather than incrementally uncertain assumptions, support progressive
yet realistic targets for the later years of this rulemaking. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1,

p.3]

Much of the uncertainty involves making realistic assumptions for consumer acceptance of
alternative fueled vehicles (AFVs) for MYs 2022 through 2025. In order to make accurate
assumptions for this timeframe, NHTSA and EPA must evaluate consumer choices made during
MYs 2017 through 2021. Given historical adoption rates of advanced technology vehicles, there
needs to be a thorough evaluation for an EV multiplier in MY's 2022 through 2025 in order to
continue to advance EV market penetration. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1, p.3]

To spur EV industry investment, President Obama established a national goal of 1 million
electric vehicles on the road by 2015. Localities like the twin cities of Bloomington and Normal
in central Illinois are working with Mitsubishi Motors and the Eaton Corporation through the EV
Task Force to educate consumers, install EV charging infrastructure and deploy 1,000 Mitsubishi
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“i”s by 2014. OEMs are planning for significant increases in consumer adoption rates of EVs and
PHEVs. These progressive targets and plans are noteworthy and encouraging. Ultimately
however, only consumers can fulfill these plans. EPA should account for uncertainty regarding
consumer acceptance by extending the EV multiplier in MYs 2022 through 2025. This will help
sustain progress towards establishing a mass EV market. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1,

p.3]

Overall, NHTSA?s Preliminary Regulatory Impact Analysis (PRIA) suggests that this
rulemaking is economically practicable for the industry as a whole. Yet, details in the PRIA
indicate that manufacturers? costs to incorporate advanced technology in vehicles vary greatly.
Specifically, Table VI1I-1a (estimated average cost per passenger car over the adjusted baseline
for MYs 2017 through 2025) in the PRIA projects that Mitsubishi Motors? projected costs are
higher than any other manufacturer. By 2025, they are projected to be more than three times
greater than the average. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1, p.3]

It is evident and expected that some companies will be absorbing more incremental costs to
remain price competitive, especially manufacturers with fewer product lines. Some increased
material and component costs can be passed onto a consumer. However, Mitsubishi Motors
strives to offer competitively priced vehicles, and like other manufacturers, endeavors to limit
transferring costs to consumers. In addition, some manufacturers, because of size and product
mix, continually face unique challenges. To that end, the agencies requested comments related to
challenges that “intermediate volume limited line manufacturers” may face in meeting the fuel
economy and GHG standards for MYs 2022 through 2025. As noted in the NPRM, these
challenges include securing competitive supplier contracts and having limited product lines
across which to spread costs. Mitsubishi Motors? light duty vehicle sales account for
approximately 0.6% of the U.S. market. As a manufacturer with more limited resources than
many others in the U.S. market, adding advanced technologies to all vehicle models
simultaneously is not feasible or practical. The mid-term evaluation should include consideration
of compliance options specifically for OEMs with limited product lines. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9507-A1, pp.3-4]

In the mid-term evaluation, the agencies should also review assumptions about EV market
penetration based on the availability and effect of consumer purchasing incentives. Although
outside the scope of this rulemaking, EV incentives will continue to be a pivotal factor in
spurring EV growth towards a mass market option. Mandating fuel efficiency and GHG
emissions standards will not guarantee that a consumer will choose an electric drive vehicle.
Pricing and charging infrastructure availability will be the main drivers in purchasing an EV.
Financial and nonfinancial consumer incentives at the federal/state/local levels are necessary in
the early stages of introduction for a distinct and new technology for most customers. It should
be noted that relying on government tax incentives is not and cannot be a part of a sustainable
long-term business plan for OEMs selling electric drive vehicles. However, if this technology is
to become a significant part of the overall fleet, then government tax incentives are necessary for
the beginning stages of commercialization. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1, p.4]

The mid-term evaluation should also consider available EV infrastructure when assessing past
and future assumptions of EV market penetration. As noted above, charging infrastructure
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availability is key to a consumer’s decision to purchase an EV. Currently, there is no national
plan for EV infrastructure development to compliment the federal government’s efforts to
support EV industry growth and consumer acceptance of EVs. A national plan would help
develop regional targets to establish EV infrastructure. Specifically, Mitsubishi Motors believes
that EV charging infrastructure should be developed and prioritized according to the following:
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1, p.4]

1. Home charging is the top priority and permitting processes must be streamlined. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1, p.4]

2. Workplace charging is the next priority because this supports increased EV adoption and
enables future Vehicle to Grid energy storage concepts. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-A1,

p.4]

3. Public Charging, especially DC quick charging, encourages adoption of EVs with smaller-
sized, more resource efficient battery packs by increasing a vehicle’s effective daily range.
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9507-Al, p.4]

OEMs must be able to innovate while complying with practicable federal fuel efficiency and
GHG regulations to match the realities of the U.S. market. Mitsubishi Motors supports the
inclusion of a mid-term evaluation in order to realistically evaluate the assumptions for setting
fuel economy and GHG standards in MY's 2022 through 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9507-A1l, p. 6]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 96.]

Mitsubishi Motors urges the agency to work with stakeholders well in advance of the midterm
evaluation to develop sound review process and framework.

Organization: Motor & Equipment Manufacturers Association (MEMA)

MEMA also strongly supports the agencies’ inclusion of a mid-term evaluation. That way, all
stakeholders can perform a comprehensive and transparent assessment to see if the goals of the
Program are being realized and/or if there are circumstances that drastically impact the
marketplace or technology development, which may call for appropriate revisions. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9478-Al, p.2]

Midterm Review is a key component of the National Program for MYs2017-2025. We support
an assessment to ensure that the goals are being realized and/or to address any circumstances that
drastically impact the marketplace or technology development to warrant revisions. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9478-Al, p.2]

MEMA strongly supports the agencies’ inclusion of a mid-term evaluation, which, as proposed,
will provide a complete comprehensive analysis for all stakeholders to consider the current state-
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of-play and practicability of the MY2017-2025 standards in the public docket. Long-term
planning is an especially important factor in the motor vehicle industry as there are likely to be
uncertainties in the product development cycle that could directly impact — positively or
negatively — the commercial success of new products and the return on investment required to
expand the U.S. manufacturing base. Outside of the formal midterm review, it seems reasonable
that there should be an ongoing dialogue between all of the stakeholders leading up to the
midterm review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9478-A1, p.5]

MEMA supports a complete assessment of the Program to ensure that the goals are being
realized and/or if there are any circumstances that drastically impact the marketplace or
technology development to warrant revisions to the standards. Providing an opportunity for a
thorough analysis is a critical and necessary component of this next National Program. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9478-A1, p.5]

Organization: National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA)

Further, once this program is in place, it is critical that EPA and NHTSA closely track progress
in meeting the standards. In addition, the mid-term evaluation to be conducted in the 2021-2022
timeframe should evaluate the use of credits by automobile manufacturers and the impact of
credit use on average fleet performance. In particular, EPA and NHTSA should evaluate
whether credit use is allowing the production of a greater number of vehicles that do not meet
the 5-percent rate of improvement requirement. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-8084-A1, p. 3]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public
hearing on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, pp. 40-41.]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public
hearing on January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, pp. 35-36.]

Organization: National Association of Manufacturers (NAM)

The NAM submits these comments to address one specific substantive aspect of the proposed
rule: the mid-term evaluation program. As described below, the NAM supports the inclusion of a
mid-term evaluation cycle but has a number of concerns regarding the content of the review and
the procedures through which it will be implemented. We urge the EPA to clarify the content of
the evaluation and the procedural details of the evaluation and to add additional time to the
review process so that the EPA can complete a revised rulemaking with sufficient lead time to
allow regulated entities to achieve compliance. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9538-A2, p. 1]

The Agencies Should Adhere to the Mid-Term Evaluation Process to Ensure That Regulated
Entities Are Not Subject to Inappropriate Standards

The Associations fully support the Agencies’ proposal to complete a mid-term evaluation of the
appropriateness of the Model Year 2022-2025 standards. Estimates and projections of future
costs and the pace of technological development made more than 10 years in advance are fraught
with uncertainty and the risk of significant deviation from those projections is high. Therefore, a
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mid-term evaluation is appropriate so that the Agencies can make necessary adjustments to the
standards to ensure the standards are cost-effective and capable of implementation. The
Associations generally agree with the proposed content of the mid-term evaluation, particularly
its focus on the cost and availability of advanced technologies, the standards’ impact on vehicle
safety, the effect on the economic health of the automotive industry, and “other relevant factors.”
While the Agencies need not develop an exhaustive list of relevant factors in advance, they
should include those factors that will necessarily impact the automotive industry’s ability to
achieve the standards. For example, the Agencies should expressly require consideration of
consumer purchasing patterns and acceptance of new technologies, the availability of alternative
fuel infrastructure, and government responses to declining gasoline tax revenue as a result of
increased fuel efficiency. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9538-A2, p. 2]

The Associations also have a number of procedural concerns about how the mid-term evaluation
and subsequent rulemaking will be conducted. First, the proposed timeline for the review and
promulgation of new standards is compressed and delays in the review process may threaten the
industry’s ability to comply with revised standards once they are issued. The proposed rule
requires the Agencies to make a final determination regarding the appropriateness of the existing
standards a mere 4.5 months after issuing the draft Technical Assessment Report. In this short
time period, the Agencies propose to complete a peer assessment of the draft report, solicit
public comments on the draft report and the appropriateness of the existing standards, and
respond to the peer assessment and public comments. The peer and public review are critical
components of the mid-term evaluation and the Agencies must ensure that the comment process
and their response are not rushed. If the Agencies find that the existing standards are
inappropriate, they will have little more than two years to promulgate revised standards, leaving
manufacturers with only 18 months to achieve compliance with the revised standards. While the
schedule proposed by the Agencies will provide sufficient lead time to allow manufacturers to
adjust to the revised standards, history has shown that rulemaking deadlines are often missed,
meaning that manufacturers could be left with even less time to comply with the revised
standards. As a result, we urge the Agencies to consider additional mechanisms to ensure that
revised standards will be issued on schedule. For example, the Agencies could provide additional
flexibility by beginning the review process earlier. To ensure the effectiveness of the review
process, the Agencies should clarify and make judicially enforceable the proposed timeline and
details of the public and peer reviews of the draft Technical Assessment Report. We also urge
the Agencies to set a firm and judicially enforceable timeline (including a commencement date
and intermediate milestones) for the development of the draft report to ensure that it is completed
on schedule. With the addition of these procedural safeguards, we are confident that the
Agencies will be able to complete the mid-term evaluation and subsequent rulemaking while
adhering to the proposed timeline. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9538-A2, pp. 2-3]

Second, the Agencies should not take the default position that the existing 2022-2025 model year
standards will remain in place unless changed by rulemaking. If the Agencies determine that the
2022-2025 standards are inappropriate, there is simply no reason to leave them in place during
the subsequent rulemaking process. Instead the existing standards should be rescinded
immediately upon a determination that they are inappropriate, leaving the 2021 standards in
effect until revised standards are finalized. Otherwise, manufacturers would be required to
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comply with the inappropriate standards in the event that a subsequent rulemaking is not
finalized by 2022. As noted above, there is always a risk that agencies will be unable to meet
proposed timelines for review processes and rulemaking proceedings. Moreover, as EPA and
NHTSA recognize, both the appropriateness determination and any subsequent rulemaking
would be final agency action subject to judicial review. The proposed rule does not include an
expedited review procedure and a challenge to either final agency action would add additional
delay and threaten the Agencies’ ability to complete a final rulemaking before 2022. In light of
these risks, it would be arbitrary and capricious to leave the 2022-2025 standards in effect after
they are determined to be inappropriate. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9538-A2, p. 3]

Organization: National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA)

The proposal contains a so-called 'mid-term evaluation' designed to allow for the reevaluation of
the key regulatory assumptions. It defies logic that the proposal sets up the need for a ‘'mid-term
evaluation' in the first place. In fact, NHTSA and EPA should not even be engaged in
rulemaking at this time, so soon after having set standards for MY's 2012-2016, and before
having had the benefit of learning from how those standards work in the real world. A prudent
strategy would involve engaging in rulemaking in the calendar year 2014 time frame, aimed at
setting standards for MY's 2017 through 2021 or 2022. Such a timetable would greatly reduce the
likelihood that mandates will prove to be technologically infeasible or economically impractical.
As evidenced by the truck emissions experience, NHTSA and EPA should strive to limit any risk
of foreseeable harms and unforeseeable consequences. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9575-A1, p.
12]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, p. 70.]

Sure, manufacturers need adequate time to achieve compliance. And as a businessman, dealers
appreciate regulatory certainty, but we question whether setting fuel economy mandates so far
out makes sense when critical variables like fuel prices, consumer behavior and creditworthiness
are paramount. If anything, this contradicts Congress's intent that such standards be set in 5-year
or fewer intervals. Moreover, any supposed certainty may be fleeting given the proposal's mid-
term review could result in even stricter mandates for model years 2022 to 2025.

Organization: Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)

D. Mid-Term Evaluation Is Unnecessary but, If Used, Proposed Structure Is Appropriate

NRDC believes that the mid-term evaluation is unnecessary and potentially disruptive to
automaker product planning. The mid-term review adds uncertainty to what is otherwise a nine-
year planning horizon for the automakers. By cutting the planning time line roughly in half, the
mid-term evaluation undermines investments in technology that will improve efficiency beyond
2021 required levels. The mid-term review could also disrupt the deployment of vehicle fueling
infrastructure, for advanced vehicles such as plug-in electric vehicles and hydrogen fuel cell
vehicles that may be on the verge of a rapid market growth in the post-2020 period. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 16]
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As it is proposed, the mid-term evaluation follows an appropriate structure. There should be only
a single mid-term evaluation to consider compliance with standards for just model years 2022 to
2025. The mid-term evaluation should consider the wide-range of factors that affect the
automotive industry’s ability to comply, including different technology pathways, credit
mechanisms such as banking, trading and borrowing and market conditions. However, a decision
to modify the standards should be based on weighing all factors and not mainly on a single
factor, technology or market projection. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 16]

NRDC agrees that mid-term evaluation should occur as close as possible to the beginning of
model year (MY) 2022 without violating the minimum 18 month leadtime. The close timing will
ensure that recent advances in technology driven by the MY 2017-2021 standards will be
considered in the evaluation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 17]

We agree that an assessment of compliance and the development of a technical assessment report
for the mid-term review should include the close coordination of all three regulatory agencies
that have developed the National Program since 2009, including EPA, NHTSA and CARB. The
evaluation should also be open for public participation and comment consistent with this
proposed rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9472-A2, p. 17]

Organization: Nissan North America, Inc.

Mid-Term Review: Nissan’s commitment to the program Is premised on a comprehensive mid-
term evaluation for MYs 2022-2025. The standards are extremely aggressive, particularly with
regard to the light truck fleet. The standards assume not only a significant amount of technology
advancement, but also consumer acceptance and transformation of the vehicle fleet. For both the
light truck and the passenger car fleets, the extent to which automobile manufacturers are able to
meet these standards will depend not merely on their ability to cost-effectively incorporate
additional and transformational technologies, but also on factors external to vehicle design and
engineering. The mid-term evaluation is essential to ensuring that the standards remain
technologically and economically feasible. A meaningful review, as set forth in the Notices of
Intent and the proposal, to evaluate the full range of market, technology and regulatory factors
for the later model years is not only essential, it is required by law. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9471-A1, p.2]

The Mid-Term Review is Essential to Ensure that the Assumptions Underlying the Proposal are
Valid for the Later Model Years

The proposed standards are extremely ambitious. Success in meeting these standards will depend
not only on the deployment of advanced technologies and materials, but also on consumer
demand shifts and the economic vitality of the U.S. market. The technological and economic
uncertainties inherent in setting standards so far into the future make a robust mid-term review
an essential element of the program. Only through a commitment to a comprehensive mid-term
evaluation will the government, industry and stakeholders have certainty that the goals
established for MYs 2022-2025 remain appropriate and feasible. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9471-A1, pp.4-5]
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Nissan will continue to provide a full range of vehicles, and to incorporate continuous
improvements throughout its vehicle fleets. This includes advances in internal combustion
engines (ICEs) as well as the continued deployment of electric drivetrains. Nissan also continues
to explore appropriate opportunities for mass reduction. A comprehensive mid-term evaluation is
critical to determining the extent to which the market accepts the additional costs associated with
more advanced internal combustion vehicles, as well as the extent to which the advanced
powertrain market develops. In addition, government regulatory programs involving both fuels
and safety requirements will directly affect future feasibility and must be considered in any
future review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9471-A1, p.5]

Without a robust mid-term evaluation, manufacturers may face standards that have become
infeasible in light of market movements or economic conditions beyond their control. Investment
decisions will be focused on short term compliance rather than longer term technology
advancements. The absence of a mid-term evaluation would subvert the framework embedded
into the National Program and would create the uncertainty the agencies are trying to overcome
by providing a starting point for regulatory review covering model years into the future. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9471-A1, p.5]

A comprehensive mid-term review is also necessary to review the extent to which the industry is
able to meet the aggressive light truck standards set forth for MY's 2022-2025. Nissan anticipates
that the level of improvement established for that vehicle segment will be extremely challenging,
particularly for companies selling more limited volumes in those market segments or if
companies curtail their offerings in the light truck fleet. The costs associated with the
technologies necessary to meet the standards while still providing requisite consumer utility may
render the light truck standards established for the later model years infeasible and require
adjustment. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9471-A1, p.5]

Nor is it feasible to rely on credits generated in the car fleet to cover deficits in the truck fleet.
While the GHG program properly allows for full credit transfers between the car and truck fleet,
the ability to generate credits in the car fleet to cover the more challenging requirements in the
truck fleet are statutorily limited in the CAFE program. It is imperative for the agencies to
engage in a meaningful mid-term evaluation to ensure that the standards remain feasible for
companies servicing this market with smaller volume light truck fleets. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9471-A1, pp. 8-9]

Both the Clean Air Act and the Energy Policy & Conservation Act require that the agencies
make a determination that the standards can be met through cost-effective technologies. While
NHTSA, subject to the five year limitation, will not yet formally adopt final regulations,
consistent with the National Program the standards formally established by EPA will effectively
be adopted later and applied to the CAFE program as well. A robust mid-term review is
necessary to ensure that the standards remain consistent with the statutory underpinnings of both
programs. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9471-A1, p. 9]

Accordingly, a robust and comprehensive mid-term review is legally necessary to ensure that the

standards for the later model years are supported by substantial evidence and are not arbitrary
and capricious. See Motor Vehicle Mfr's Ass'n v. State Farm, 463 U.S. 29, 42 (1983) (listing
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examples of arbitrary and capricious agency activity); Association of Data Processing Services
Organization v. Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 745 F.2d 677, 683-84 (D.C.
Cir. 1984). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9471-A1, p. 9]

Section 202(a)(2) of the CAA requires that standards promulgated under the Act 'shall take effect
after such period as the Administrator finds necessary to permit the development and application
of the requisite technology, giving appropriate consideration to the cost of compliance within
such period.' 42 U.S.C. 8 7521(a). Similarly, EPCA requires that CAFE standards be established
at the 'maximum feasible' level taking into account, among other things, 'technological
feasibility' and ‘economic practicability.' 49 U.S.C. § 32902(f). [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9471-A1, p.9]

The proposed standards assume a significant amount of market transformation, both within the
ICE fleet and with regard to the penetration of new powertrains in order to be able to meet the
levels established for the later model years. Unlike the situation in which the agencies establish
aggressive requirements with long-lead times to allow technology and market development, the
standards for MY's 2022-2025 follow a decade of increasingly stringent requirements already
demanding substantial technological deployment and market penetration. This layering of new
requirements renders it virtually impossible for the agencies to be able to determine with the
requisite level of regulatory certainty that cost-effective, economically-practicable technology
can be deployed into the fleet and enable compliance with these standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9471-A1, p.9]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Detroit, Michigan public hearing on
January 17, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11786, pp. 127-128.]

Nissan's commitment to the proposed rule is premised on a robust and comprehensive mid-term
evaluation for the model years 2022 to 2025. The standards are extremely aggressive and extend
beyond current development planning periods. The agencies have assumed a significant amount
of technology advancement, consumer acceptance, and fleet shift during these model years
covered.

The ability of auto manufacturers to meet these standards will depend not only on our
commitment to incorporate additional and transformational technologies but also on factors
external to vehicle design and engineering. The mid-term evaluation is essential to ensuring that
the standards remain technologically and economically feasible during those time periods.

Organization: Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management (NESCAUM)

EPA should continue to evaluate the GHG effects of these technology incentives to ensure
preservation of the overall goals of the program. We also expect that EPA will monitor upstream
emissions from the power grid to ascertain whether the improvements assumed to occur do in
fact occur. In that regard, we strongly support the proposed mid-term review that will provide the
opportunity to consider appropriate revisions to these incentives and to other aspects of the
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program. [This comment can also be found in section 4 of this comment summary.] [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9476-A1, p. 2]

[These comments were also submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public
hearing on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 74.]

Organization: Pew Charitable Trusts

While the proposed requirements set forth by EPA and DOT are aggressive and laudable, Pew
strongly urges the agencies not to allow the final standards to be weakened during the midterm
review period. Pew understands that fuel efficiency standards produced by DOT are limited by
statute to five year increments, and also appreciates the value of technological and cost review to
ensure that standards are achievable. However, we believe that federal fuel efficiency standards
must remain strong in order to enhance American manufacturing competitiveness in the auto
industry while protecting consumers and businesses from fuel cost volatility. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9496-A2, p. 2]

Organization: Porsche Cars North America, Inc. (PCNA)

Midterm Evaluation [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 4]

Porsche strongly supports the proposed mid-term evaluation which will allow the Agencies to
determine whether adjustment of fuel economy and GHG standards is warranted. The success of
the program depends on customer acceptance, developments in technology, costs, safety, fuels,
necessary infrastructure, and other relevant factors. Assumptions that informed the program
model include significant uncertainties due to the length of time over which the standards apply.
It is critical to evaluate whether those assumptions are still valid, and therefore whether the
standards remain appropriate in light of technological and other changes that may have occurred
since the initial setting of the standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 5]

In making this comment, we wish to stress that Porsche does not assume that EPA or NHTSA
intend to deviate from the mid-term evaluation process or ignore its deadlines. We believe that
all parties, including the Agencies, will work in good faith to follow the process, and will
perform a serious assessment of the state of the program. But we wish to stress that the success
of the mid-term evaluation depends on strict adherence to commitments and deadlines. Such
adherence is essential in order to mitigate a significant potential for disputes and difficulties in
the future. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9264-A1, p. 5]

Organization: RVIA

Therefore, we support the proposed mid-term review and we recommend that the agencies use
the time leading up to the mid-term review to talk to consumers to better gauge what impact the
increased costs will have on their new vehicle purchase decisions if prices are increased by the
amounts projected by EPA and NHTSA. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9550-A2, p.2]
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With regard to full size pickups, EPA and NHTSA should utilize the time leading up to the mid-
term review to talk to consumers to better gauge what impact the increased costs will have on
their new vehicle purchase decisions if prices are increased by the amounts projected by EPA
and NHTSA for the 2022-2025 model year timeframe. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9550-A2,

p4]
Organization: Securing America's Future Energy (SAFE)

Midstream Review: The agencies have proposed standards that extend relatively far into the
future. In contrast to the last round of regulations issued in 2011 that will affect cars that will
enter the market within five years, these regulations will affect some cars that will not be
manufactured for thirteen years. (Thirteen years ago, traditional hybrids were not yet on the
market in the United States.) [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9518-A1, p. 11]

The thirteen years over which these regulations will remain in effect will be a period of great
uncertainty with respect to at least two factors that will have a substantial effect on the cost-
effectiveness of more efficient vehicles, particularly if traditional hybrids, PHEVs or EVs are
needed to meet the new standards: battery prices and oil prices. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9518-A1, p. 11]

It appears likely that automakers will have to rely on traditional hybrids, and to a lesser degree
PHEVs and EVs, in order to meet the new standards. Throughout the period over which the
standards will be tightening, the cost of these vehicles, and their overall cost-effectiveness, will
remain a function of the price of large-format automotive grade batteries. In an area of such
rapidly evolving technology, however, it is difficult to forecast with any degree of certainty what
battery prices might look like in 2020, not to mention 2025. Higher battery prices will make it
harder to meet the standards, just as lower battery prices will make it easier, perhaps supporting
even tighter standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9518-A1, p. 11]

While battery prices are difficult to predict eight to thirteen years into the future, oil prices are
difficult to predict even months in the future. As we prepare these comments, oil is selling for
about $100 per barrel. But prices have been as high as $114 and as low as $34 over the past 36
months, and as low as $11.37 and as high as $145 over the past 13 years. Stated simply, given
the uncertainty over oil prices of the time during which these rules will be in effect, and the
consequences of oil prices for the cost-effectiveness of these rules, it is incumbent on the
regulating agencies to carefully reevaluate the cost effectiveness of the standards in light of
current oil prices and trends, and tighten or loosen the standards as appropriate at the midstream
review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9518-A1, p. 11]

Of equal importance is the possibility that technological innovation over the next several years
will substantially alter the cost-effectiveness of increasing fuel efficiency or reducing oil
consumption. For instance, the 2002 National Academies of Science study on fuel economy did
not even mention plug-in hybrid technology, despite a detailed discussion of traditional hybrid
technology, yet plug-in hybrids were on the road just eight years later. One can imagine that a
newly developed battery chemistry, for instance, might substantially alter the cost-effectiveness
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of the regulations, allowing for an adjustment of the standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9518-Al, pp. 11-12]

Not only do these regulations extend far into the future, and not only is there substantial
uncertainty with respect to their cost-effectiveness, the regulations would require percentage
increases in fuel economy that exceed previous increases, and may be more difficult to achieve
as the lowest cost improvements in efficiency have already been made. We appreciate that the
accelerated adoption of new technology may allow automakers to meet the proposed standards
without any interruption in their product cycles, while delivering vehicles that consumers will
purchase and enjoy. However, we also recognize that this question is fundamentally one of
consumer acceptance that can be answered only once new more efficient vehicles are put into
automobile retailers” showrooms. A midstream review will enable the agencies to examine the
consumers’ acceptance of new vehicles and adjust the standards upwards or downwards if and as
appropriate. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9518-A1, p. 12]

Given the substantial uncertainty regarding the cost of batteries and oil, SAFE believes, that the
midstream review should be a comprehensive review into which the agencies enter with an open
mind. In support of that process, the agencies should prepare a new or updated technical support
document and regulatory impact analysis. It should then affirm or adjust (upwards or downwards
as appropriate) the standards based on the results of the analyses. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9518-Al, p. 12]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11787, p. 152.]

Finally, I can't stress enough, as others have already said, the importance of a real midstream
review. The fuel economy regulations have never been issued so far in advance and asked so
much of automakers. We don't know where oil prices are going to be. We don't know where
battery prices are going to be. And these are critical factors in trying to see what can happen.
And just like it's possible that the rules may not prove cost-effective, it's possible that we may
find that tightening is also inappropriate. So we stress the importance of having a real review.

Organization: Sierra Club, Environment America, Safe Climate Campaign, and Clean Air
Council

Remain strong throughout the program and not end with the midterm review and a backstop
should be considered: Our transportation system drives our addiction to oil with cars and light
trucks alone consuming more than 8 million barrels of oil every day. This addiction to oil spews
out nearly 20% of US climate disrupting pollution. The proposed standards for 2017-2025
vehicles can help Americans avoid using as much as 1.5 million barrels of oil every day in 2030
and cut carbon emissions in that year by 280 million metric tons. A consumer who buys an
average new vehicle in 2025 would keep more than $4,000 in their pocket rather than spending it
on oil — even after paying for fuel savings technologies. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p.
4]
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But to deliver these benefits the program must remain strong through 2025. The program as
proposed includes a mid-term review that begins in 2017. While EPA’s authority under the
Clean Air Act permits it to propose and finalize a program for the full nine model years,
NHTSA'’s authority is constrained. This factor among others created pressure for the mid-term
review which appropriately will involve all three standard setting agencies: EPA, NHTSA and
CARB. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, pp. 4-5]

Automakers have suggested additional reviews in testimony at the public hearings the agencies
held in January. We strongly urge that the final rule not open up additional reviews of the
standards. As it stands, the mid-term review will occur just as this rule is taking affect and would
therefore be based up on the successful implementation of the 2012-16 program. The agencies
should ensure transparency and access to data that will allow the public to effectively and timely
monitor compliance, trends and technology application. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p.
5]

In particular, the agencies should provide the public with data, including the following:

Credit use, current balance, and method of credit generation by manufacturer,

Technology penetration, both overall and by manufacturer

Sales by vehicle footprint

Car/truck mix, both overall and by manufacturer [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 5]
We appreciate that the proposed rule as structured offers the opportunity for a full assessment of
progress and technology development but it is necessary for mid-term review to be a check on
progress and an opportunity to strengthen standards and not become and off-ramp or stop

sign. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9549-A2, p. 5]

Organization: Toyota Motor North America

Also groundbreaking is the scope of the proposed regulations, covering cars and trucks the
industry will be designing, manufacturing and selling up to 13 years in the future. The agencies
have made a variety of assumptions underlying the proposed standards that may or may not
prove accurate. These assumptions include the efficacy and pace of cost reduction for certain
technologies, as well as consumers' willingness to pay for them. For this reason, Toyota fully
supports timely completion of the proposed mid-term review to assess our progress toward these
goals. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.2]

Mid-term Review [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.7]
In proposing standards through 2025 model year, the agencies have made assumptions about

numerous key factors including technology cost, technology performance, fuel prices,
manufacturing efficiency, consumer adoption, and other factors that represent their best

2-161



EPA Response to Comments

estimates of the future based on information available in 2012. The agencies acknowledge the
significant uncertainty in many of these assumptions, and have proposed a mid-term evaluation
of the 2022-2025 model year standards to determine whether those standards remain appropriate
in light of changes that may have occurred since the time of proposal.* Toyota supports the mid-
term review but, as discussed below, we request clarifications and additional details as to how
the review will be administered. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.7]

Key Factors/Assumptions [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.7]

The agencies proposed eight high-level areas of examination for the mid-term review and the
preamble discusses additional factors to be evaluated. The Alliance of Automobile
Manufacturers (Alliance) has submitted comments addressing the proposal, including a
recommendation to expand the factors that should be included in the mid-term review. Toyota
supports the Alliance comments in this area. Beyond the Alliance comments, the agencies should
consider two additional issues in the mid-term review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1,

p.7]

First, the agencies must ensure that the proper baseline is used when determining the feasibility
of the 2022-2025 model year standards. This issue is best explained with a simple example.
Suppose the industry ‘compliance level' at the time of the mid-term review (~2018 model year) is
38 mpg in CAFE space and the agencies determine that cost-effective technology exists to
support a 4 percent annual improvement rate. A logical conclusion would be that 50 mpg (in
CAFE space) is an appropriate standard for 2025 model year (a 4 percent annual compounded
increase applied to 38 mpg for seven years). However, if industry has relied on credits to achieve
the 38 mpg level, a 50 mpg target would effectively be higher than a 4 percent annual increase.
In fact, if the industry relied on credits for just 2 mpg of compliance (resulting in a true
technology baseline of 36 mpg), the annual improvement rate would be nearly 5 percent per year
- or 25 percent higher than using the 38 mpg baseline. NHTSA is precluded by law from
considering the availability of credits in establishing maximum feasible CAFE standards. Under
current law, NHTSA will also be precluded from considering the availability of credits when it
establishes 2022-2025 model year standards based on the mid-term review. While the CAA does
not appear to specifically limit EPA's authority in this regard, the shared goal of harmonization
would dictate EPA similarly not consider the availability of credits when determining the
appropriateness of the 2022-2025 model year standards during the mid-term review. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.7]

Second, in the course of the mid-term review the agencies should continue EPA's longstanding
practice of treating vehicles and fuels as a system. While the proposed standards are based on
currently available fuels, higher octane and/or reduced sulfur can enable additional greenhouse
reductions and fuel economy improvements from several technologies. For example~ lower
sulfur gasoline would allow the use of stratified lean-burn engines. Increasing octane in gasoline
would enable engines to operate at higher compression ratios, and support technology
approaches such as heavily boosted, downsized engines. Manufacturers may find these options
increasingly necessary in the 2022 - 2025 model year time frame, and for that reason the role of
fuels and fuel specifications should be included as part of the mid-term review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9586-A1, p.8]
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Process Details and Schedule [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.8]

The proposed regulation requires a Draft Technical Assessment Report to be completed by
November 2017, and a final determination as to whether the 2022-2025 standards remain
appropriate to be peer-reviewed and made available for public comment by April 1,2018. If the
EPA determines the standards are not appropriate as promulgated in this rulemaking, EPA stated
its intention in the preamble to establish by rulemaking new standards that are appropriate under
section 202(a) of the CAA. In any case, NHTSA must formally promulgate standards for 2022-
2025 model years by April 1, 2020. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.8]

Toyota understands that soon after promulgating the 2017-2025 model year standards in this
rulemaking, the agencies intend to begin an ongoing dialogue with the auto manufacturers,
suppliers~ and other stakeholders about progress toward meeting the joint national standards.
Toyota supports this type of information sharing because it will provide the agencies the most
accurate sense of technology advancements, consumer preferences, and economic conditions as
circumstances evolve. The information derived from this dialogue can serve as building blocks
toward the mid-term review and afford the agencies and auto manufacturers timely course
adjustments for items within their control. Toyota believes it would be helpful for the agencies to
outline this process in as much detail as possible in the preamble to final rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9586-A1, p.8]

2022-2025 Model Year Default Standards [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-Al, p.8]

Toyota appreciates the agencies' commitment to a mid-term review and EPA's stated intention to
finalize any changes in its 2022-2025 model year GHG standards at least 18months prior to the
beginning of the 2022 model year 2 (e.g. by April 1, 2020). Notwithstanding the good intentions
of all parties involved to support timely completion of the mid-term review and timely
rulemaking as needed, Toyota is concerned about what happens if the agency does not take a
final agency action by April 1, 2020 to either validate the standards as originally promulgated or
to revise the standards. As proposed by EPA, the 2022-2025 model year GHG standards would
remain in effect unless and until EPA changes them by rulemaking. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9586-A1, p.8]

However, if EPA misses its self-imposed deadline for final agency action, it will not have met
the requirement of Section 202(a)(2) of the CAA to provide adequate lead time for development
of requisite technology for meeting emission standards. Further, given that EPA and NHTSA
plan to work collaboratively on the mid-term review (with ARB) and to utilize the results to
jointly assess the 2022-2025 model year standards, failure by EPA to take final agency action
would likely indicate that NHTSA lacks sufficient information to promulgate its standards for
2022-2025 model year in a timely manner. In such a case, there would be no new NHTSA
standards for 2022 model year, and NHTSA would presumably be forced to adopt the 2021
model year standards for 2022 model year. It is unclear what standards ARB would pursue for
2022 model year in this case. This would result in major differences between the EPA and
NHTSA standards, and potentially different standards for ARB and Section 177 states, and
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would run completely contrary to the objective of a harmonized national program. [EPA-HQ-
OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.9]

For the reasons described above, Toyota requests that, in the event EPA does not take final
agency action concerning the 2022-2025 model year standards by April 1, 2020, the 2021 model
year GHG standards remain as the 'default’ standards until such time as EPA does take final
agency action providing at least 18-months of lead time prior to the applicable mode year. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.9]

California Air Resources Board Participation [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.9]

Toyota fully agrees that ARB, as a signatory to the national program for GHG emissions and fuel
economy standards, will be an important partner in the mid-term review process. We support the
agencies' intention to coordinate the mid-term review with ARB and condition a waiver for their
2017-2025 model year standards on ARB accepting any adjustment to the EPA 2022-2025
model year GHG standards that result from the midterm review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-
9586-A1, p.9]

1 - NHTSA's statutory authority prevents it from formally promulgating standards beyond 5-
model years. Toyota's comments on the mid-term review generally refer the ‘review' of the
proposed EPA GHG standards, and to NHTSA's participation in, and use of, the mid-term review
results as a basis for formally establishing for 2022-2025 model year CAFE standards. [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.7]

2 - NHTSA is required by law to finalize CAFE standards at least IS-months prior to the start of
the model year. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9586-A1, p.8]

Organization: U.S. Chamber of Commerce

The Chamber supports reducing emissions from automobile tailpipes, and supports greater
vehicle fuel economy when needed to address consumer demand. The Chamber is pleased that
the automobile industry is receiving the regulatory certainty it needs for long-term planning
purposes. However, given the costs the regulations will require to be built into all new vehicles
to achieve these goals, a strong 2018 midterm review will be essential. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0799-9521-A1, p. 1]

I. The 2018 Mid-Year Review Must Be Strong, Thorough and Realistic

The National Program for fuel economy proposed by EPA and NHTSA is very aggressive, and
will test the limits of the automobile industry’s technological prowess. This is particularly
evident in the last four years of the program (2021-2025), when the rate of increase in light truck
fuel economy standards increases dramatically, from 3.5 percent per year to 5 percent per year.
This portion of the proposal reaches so far into the future that EPA, NHTSA and automakers
truly have no certainty as to how technologies will develop and what they will cost. However, at
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this early juncture, EPA seems to admit that they will cost the bulk of consumers more
money. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9521-A1, p. 2]

Fuel economy matters to consumers, but car buyers historically have not valued fuel economy as
highly as other key attributes such as affordability, safety, convenience and utility. A car buyer’s
perspective on fuel economy also fluctuates with fuel prices, which are very difficult to predict
long-term. There is therefore a very real possibility that, for one or more reasons, consumers will
not want to buy some of the new fuel-efficient vehicles that will have to be brought to market to
comply with the 2017-25 rule. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9521-A1, p. 2]

Moreover, conditions beyond the control of automobile manufacturers will greatly affect
automakers’ ability to achieve aggressive new fuel economy standards. Gasoline prices are
virtually impossible to predict long-term. Availability of critical minerals has already become an
important issue to the automobile industry. The state of the economy certainly has an impact on
consumers’ car buying habits. And infrastructure for many of the new technologies being
incentivized by the 2025 standards—such as electric vehicles, fuel cells and alternative fuels—
must actually be built. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9521-A1, pp. 2-3]

It is therefore of utmost importance that any final rule include a rigorous midterm review in
2018, with a clearly defined process for conducting the review. If mainstream consumers are not
buying the newer, fuel-efficient vehicles or are not likely to buy the significantly more efficient
(and expensive) vehicles slated for the 2021-25 time frame, then the agencies must be able to
change the rule.2 If conditions change that are outside the control of the automobile industry,
Federal regulators must be willing and able to take a pragmatic view of the 2021-2025 time
frame and revise the rule accordingly. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9521-A1, p. 3]

2 And if the agencies wish to change the rule downward, they should not be bound to the will of
California, which has shown time and again that its fuel economy goals do not represent the
national interest.

Organization: Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS)

(d) Mid-Term Evaluation

A great deal of attention to this proposal has been focused on the mid-term evaluation provision,
and with good reason. Structured properly, it can provide assurance that the nine-year
rulemaking is both equitable and based on the latest research. Structured improperly, however, it
can create regulatory uncertainty, disturb the industry’s product planning efforts, and impede
technological development by undercutting industry investments in technologies slated to serve
the post-MY2021 vehicle fleet. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 10]

According to UCS analysis, nearly 40 percent of the MY2017-2025 Program’s 2030 oil savings
and emissions reductions benefits would be lost if the mid-term evaluation foreclosed subsequent

2-165



EPA Response to Comments

improvements to vehicle efficiency and GHG emissions reductions post-MY?2021. Given what is
at stake, it is imperative that the agencies structure the mid-term evaluation to ensure that the
provision is used to support stronger standards moving forward, and not as an opportunity by the
industry to stall or forego regulatory obligations. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 10]

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania public hearing
on January 19, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11788, p. 218.]

For example, the proposal's midterm evaluation provision must be structured to ensure that it is
used to support strong standards moving forward, and not merely as an opportunity by the
industry to stall or forego regulatory obligations.

Automobile manufacturers have publicly stressed the importance of tracking progress leading up
to the mid-term evaluation. As UCS has stated in the past, the mid-term evaluation should occur
only one time, and it should be conducted as closely to the first year in question (MY2022) as
legally permitted, to most accurately capture the status of technology and the vehicle market for
the model years in review. While EPA and NHTSA should remain up to date on technology
developments, regularly scheduled “progress reports” between now and 2018, as suggested by
some in industry, would be both time consuming and too premature to judge technology
readiness of the Model Year 2022-2025 standards. Premature reports would increase speculation
within the industry about “prevailing winds” of the mid-term evaluation, create unnecessary
uncertainty, and undermine the intent and effectiveness of the provision itself.

That being said, UCS strongly supports the agencies continuing their work — for instance, the
impressive teardown cost analysis conducted by EPA, and other assessments documented in the
Joint Technical Support Document — during the next five years in order to feed those analyses
into the formal mid-term evaluation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 10]

When the mid-term evaluation is conducted to assess possible modification (up or down) of the
2022-2025 standards, it is critical that the entire suite of factors affecting manufacturers’ ability
to comply be considered in their totality. UCS agrees that “a holistic assessment of all of the
factors...without placing decisive weight on any particular factor or projection” is the correct
approach in conducting the mid-term evaluation. Basing latter year feasibility on an isolated set
of factors would be turning a blind eye to the reality that the industry has multiple options at its
disposal in meeting the standards. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 10]

Finally, UCS agrees with the agencies that the mid-term evaluation be a closely coordinated
process, conducted jointly by EPA, NHTSA, and CARB; that the evaluation be open to public
participation; and that the agencies seek, consider and respond to public comment on its
determination prior to invoking any final actions. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9567-A2, p. 10]

Though | strongly support these standards, I am concerned about possible loopholes that
automakers could exploit. Specifically: The agencies are proposing a 'mid-term’ review that
would begin soon after the standards come into effect. In the past, automakers have abused
similar programs-turning them into off-ramps as opposed to reviews. It is critical that this
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review does not undermine the program through 2025. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9713-A2, p.
2]

Organization: United Automobile Workers (UAW)

Finally, the UAW is pleased that EPA is proposing a mid-term review for the proposed standards
for model years 2022—-2025, and that NHTSA will perform a full rule making procedure for those
years as required under its statutory authority to regulate fuel economy. Given the quickening
pace of technical innovation and cost reductions in the auto industry, the UAW believes that it is
wise to continue to evaluate the cost and effectiveness of fuel-saving technologies well in
advance of the formal mid-term review. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9563-A2, p.4]

The mid-term review is a critical structural feature of the proposed unified national program, and
a central reason the UAW can be so strongly supportive of the proposals by EPA and NHTSA.
The UAW believes that the mid-term review should be conducted with the same type of broad
stakeholder engagement and public participation that occurred in the development and
presentation of the proposed regulations for 2017-2025. The proposed standards are stronger and
more achievable because of this process, and they stand as a testament to how we can work
together to address real issues of national importance. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9563-A2, p.4]

Organization: United States Senate

In addition, the 'mid-term’ review for the model year 2022-2025 standards will require your
agencies to evaluate whether the stringency required in the second phase of the program is still
appropriate or whether the standards should be revised upwards or downwards. [NHTSA-2010-
0131-0264-A1, p.1]

Organization: University of Michigan

A Call to EPA and NHTSA to Consider the Consumer Fuel Usage Reduction Options in the
Mid-term Evaluation of the Greenhouse-Gas Emission and Corporate Average Fuel Economy
Standards for Light-Duty Vehicles. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7986-A1, p. 1] [This comment
can also be found in section 12 of this comment summary.]

As both the EPA and NHTSA will be undertaking the midterm evaluation of the GHG emission
and the corporate average fuel economy standard for model year 2022-2025 vehicles in due
course, we recommend that meaningful incentives for consumer fuel usage reduction be taken
into consideration. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7986-A1, p. 2] [This comment can also be found
in section 11 of Docket number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-7986-A1]

Organization: Volvo Car Corporation (VCC)

VCC is sympathetic to the numerous environmental challenges that impact the agencies in trying
to reach their varied goals. However, it is of utmost importance that all agencies, as far as
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possible, collaborate to achieve common understandings, wherever possible. [EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0799-9551-A2, p. 3]

VCC supports a mid-term evaluation. Amid-term evaluation will allow manufacturers and the
agencies to consider whether the regulation is reasonable and on track in its assumptions. VCC
supports a mid-term evaluation because it is very difficult to predict fifteen years into the future
without making a vast number of assumptions. Customer acceptance, affordability (especially in
light of the phase-out of many of the federal and state incentives), safety, convenience and utility
should be examined in the mid-term evaluation. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9551-A2, p. 3]

It is therefore imperative that the industry and the agencies review and consider the outcomes of
our work in 2012 in relation to the joint plan at the midpoint of the regulated period. With regard
to the midterm evaluation, VCC emphasizes the needs and clarifications outlined in the Alliance
comments. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9551-A2, p. 3]

For VCC, as an intermediate manufacturer, the common understanding and harmonization of
approaches of the agencies is of great importance, and' ultimately leads to a very high level of
administrative efficiency. It is critical for smaller manufacturers to reduce administrative costs in
order to be able to focus on the relevant issues such as developing environmentally advanced
technology. [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9551-A2, p. 3]

The following criteria should be considered for the Mid-Term Evaluation:

* Are the costs of Advanced Technology Vehicles declining as predicted in the assessment in the
NPRM?

» What impact will the new requirements have on sales of passenger cars and light duty trucks?
» How will the new rules impact vehicle safety?

* Is the needed fueling infrastructure available to enable PHEVs, BEVs and fuel cell vehicles to
penetrate the market at the levels predicted?

* Are consumers purchasing the technologies needed to achieve the goals of the rulemaking?
 Multipliers for the period 2020-2025 need to be evaluated and reevaluated
* Off cycle technology - additional innovations identified between 2012 and 2018

» Harmonization between all agencies both regarding technology demands and administration -
EPA, NHTSA and CARB [EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-9551-A2, p. 3]

Organization: Weiner, L.

[These comments were submitted as testimony at the San Francisco, California public hearing on
January 24, 2012. See Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0799-11