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SENATOR HENRY P. McNAMARA (Co-Chairman): May I have 

your attention, please? Thank you. Good morning. I would 

like to welcome you to the second joint hearing of the Senate 

EnviLonment Committee and the Assembly Environment Committee on 

the Clean Air Act and its effect on the State. Perhaps no 

other Federal environmental statute in the State given an 

either/or choice that once made might have a greater impact on 

the life-styles of its residents over the next decade and 

beyond. 

The subject of the hearing today concerns whether we, 

as a State, choose to follow the FedeLal car standard or the 

California car standard. 

I don't want to interrupt you folks in the back, but 

if there is going to be continued conversation, I will have to 

ask you to leave the room. Gentlemen, we are going to have a 

lot of people testifying today, and I am not going to put up 

with any interruptions. 

We are attempting to determine what this choice will 

mean to our residents. We know that the Clean Air Act 

amendments will have significant impacts, but what we have yet 

to learn is whether the vehicle standard we choose will magnify 

that impact. 

Additionally, we need to learn whether this choice, if 

it does magnify the impact, is worth the cost. I am concerned 

that the effort and money we spend for clean air is 

commensurate with the benefits we derive. If there is little 

cost differential between the California standard and the 

Federal standard, including the ripple in the economy that the 

choice will cause, and the impact on air quality is substantial 

and measurable, then the choice is clear. But if the cost is 

high and the results are not clear, then neither is the choice. 

We will be hearing from representatives of the 

Department, the car manufacturers and dealers, the oi 1 
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industry, and others. I look forward to a frank exchange of 

ideas, and believe these two Committees are up to the challenge. 

Assemblywoman Ogden? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN MAUREEN OGDEN (Co-Chairman): Thank you 

very much, Hank. I would like to thank everyone who is here 

this morning and this afternoon, because this is obviously one 

of the key issues for the State of New Jersey; one of the most 

important issues that both of our Committees will be addressing 

this year. 

We are going to begin, as Senator McNamara said, with 

the Department of Environmental Protection making its 

presentation on the California car standard. Then we have set 

particular time slots for everyone. We have allotted, for 

instance, a half-an-hour for DEPE; 45 minutes for the auto 

manufacturers; 30 minutes for the Petroleum Council. So, what 

we are attempting to do in the time constraints we have within 

this entire day-- We are hoping to take a short break in the 

middle of the day, and finish up somewhere between 3:30 and 

4:00. Hopefully, we will have received the information we need 

to either persuade us to support the DEPE, to come up with a 

resolution supporting it, or other types of legislation making 

modifications, whichever way the members of the Committee 

decide to go. 

I would like, just in dealing with ways in which we 

are holding this hearing, to suggest to Committee members -- to 

actually encourage Committee members during the presentations, 

because this is really an extremely complex issue, to ask 

questions of those who are testifying, or else jot them down 

and save them until the end. We want to make sure-­

Obviously, the purpose of these hearings is to make sure that 

the members of the Committee totally understand the 

presentations and the implications of what is being proposed, 

or what is being objected to. 
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I would also like to request witnesses who are 
speaking without written statements to send them in to the 
Committee. We will keep the public record open, probably, for, 
I would say, two weeks, which is probably a suitable amount of 
time, for those who are here who do not have written testimony, 
or are not part of those who are scheduled for making 
presentations today, to send the Committee their written 
statements. 

I don't want to take up any more time making comments 
myself, because the purpose today is to hear from those of you 
who are in the audience. Therefore, at this time, I would like 
to call the representatives from the DEPE to make their 
presentation. 
N A N C Y W I T T E N B E R G: Good 
Ogden, Senator McNamara, members of the 
Nancy Wittenberg. I am the Director 

morning, Assemblywoman 
Committee. My name is 
of the Department of 

Environmental Protection's Office of Energy. 
Before I begin this morning, I want to introduce a few 

other people from the Department who are here with me, who will 
also be available to answer questions: Dave west, who is the 
Chief of the Bureau of Transportation Control; John Elston, who 
is the Assistant Director of Air Quality Planning, and Rick 
Sinding, who is the Assistant Commissioner of Policy and 
Planning. 

Last week, Commissioner weiner walked us through sort 
of the analysis that the Department has been doing for 
compliance with the Clean Air Act in general. Where I want to 
start this morning is by sort of briefly reminding you of that 
analysis, because it opens up the discussion of how New Jersey 
got to even looking at the Low Emissions Vehicle Program. As 
Senator McNamara said, the Clean Air Act, in recognition of air 

quality problems in many of the states in the country, has 
given states an option when it comes to motor vehicle emission 

controls. There is something called the "Federal car," which 
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you have also heard called the "Tier I car." I am going to try 

to keep the language as simple as possible, but this is very 

complex. 

The other choice the states have is to opt into what 

is called the "California Program," or the "Low Emission 

Vehicle Program." California has been generating their own 

motor vehicle emissions standards for many years, and the Clean 

Air Act has allowed them to do that. So the Clean Air Act 

initially gives us a choice. To determine if the California 

cars made sense for New Jersey, we did the analysis which 

Commissioner Weiner presented last week. As a reminder, the 

charts are back, so you can see that again, when we looked at 

the minimum requirements of the Clean Air Act and figured out 

the ton reduction we would get, we fell short of what we needed 

to do. Then there were the options that we could use to close 

that gap. We looked at low emission vehicles as one of those 

options that made the most sense for New Jersey. 

We felt it made the most sense for New Jersey for ~ 

number of reasons, which I am hoping I will be able to convince 

you of today. The Low Emissions Vehicle Program is a 

cost-effective approach to air quality control. It is also a 

way that wi 11 help to preserve the economic health of the 

State, which is so crucially important now. 

Finally, and equally important, the Low Emissions 

Vehicle Program is a way that is least obtrusive to the 

life-styles of the residents of New Jersey. When you look at 

the other options for closing the gap, low emission vehicles is 

a good choice. 

Some of the other options we went through last week 

that I_ know stuck in people's minds were: restricted use of 

recreational equipment; the controlling of barbecues; the 

controlling of lawn mowers; prohibiting student driving. These 

are the draconian measures that nobody really likes to talk 

about; controls on small sources, such as bakeries and dry 
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cleaners. The impacts of those kinds of programs are very 
broad and can be felt throughout the economics of the State. 

The other important reason why we get to LEV has to do 
with the Northeast region of this country. All the Governors 
and all the air quality directors of the Northeast states, from 
Virginia up to Maine, have agreed that the Low Emissions 
Vehicle Program makes sense for these states. It makes sense 
for us to go into this program as a region; it makes sense for 
us for air quality programs. So it is not just New Jersey 
which has come to this decision. Every state in the Northeast 
region has now reached the same conclusion; that low emission 
vehicles make sense. 

Now, why do we talk about mobile source emissions? I 
know last week there were some questions about what the 
inventory is, and I know there are always complaints from the 
audience that we only have one set of charts. The State budget 
restricts having multiples, but they are in your handouts. 
This is the one with all the circles on it. I also understand 
there was a shortage of handouts. There are more on the way. 

This is a summary of what New Jersey's total emissions 
inventory looks like. This is very important. The first 
circle you see here is called "Natural & Controllable," because 
as we mentioned last week, a portion of New Jersey's inventory 
comes from nature. It comes from trees. It is called 
biogenic. We cannot control it. It is not something we would 
put a strategy in place to control. So when you start looking 
at the controllable inventory, we take that piece out, because 
we just don't think that is something we can control. 

When you are looking at the controllable inventory-­
Again, we have broken it out into volatile organic compounds 
and nitrogen oxide, because those are the precursors that make 
ozone, and ozone is the attainment problem that we are really 

talking about when we talk about low emission vehicles. 
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You can see the ton numbers here. (pointing to 

chart) This is a 1990 estimated inventory, because we haven't 

completed it yet. It is based on our 1988 inventory, which was 

completed a number of years ago. Mobile sources, this spot, in 

both volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxide compounds, 

encompasses close to half of the total controllable inventory. 

That is a big piece. 

Off highway sources, that's 20 percent, 25 percent, 

and the rest is made up of both stationary and area sources. 

Area sources, again, include things like the small facilities 

that currently are not regulated. They include consumer 

products that are used. So this encompasses stationary sources 

and area sources, and these big pieces here are mobile 

sources. So you see that for us to have significant emission 

reductions in the volatile organic compounds and the nitrogen 

oxides, we must look at the mobile sources. 

Now, where do mobile source emissions come from on a 

car, and how do we control those? The important thing to 

realize is that the Low Emissions Vehicle Program is one piece 

of a multiple strategy that we are looking at to control mobile 

source emissions. It is not the only piece. Emissions from 

cars come from a number of places. There are emissions when 

you refuel your car. The Clean Air Act requires what is called 

"Stage II vapor recovery." As you know, New Jersey has already 

done that. 

Another way to control emissions from refueling is 

through a good inspection/maintenance program, because often 

people wi 11 tamper. They won't have a gas cap. All of these 

things help to control emissions when you refuel. 

There is something called "evaporative" emissions. 

You are going to hear a lot about evaporative emissions today, 

and it is going to get very complicated. But the bottom line 

is -- and a lot of you will know this -- if you drive your car 

and you park it in a hot parking lot, there are emissions 
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coming off your car. Fuel is evaporating and coming up in the 
air. While you are driving, there is fuel evaporating from 
your car. It is not just from the tail pipe. 

Our estimates show that the evaporative emissions are 
about 36 percent of the total emissions from a car. How do you 

control evaporative emissions? Well again, 
inspection/maintenance to make sure a car is running properly; 
to make sure that you are doing good maintenance on your car. 
An evaporative canister, something that has gotten a lot of 
press lately when the President decided not to go ahead with an 
improved evaporative canister for a car-- Then there are tail 
pipe emissions, which our data show are about 60 percent of the 
total emissions from a car. That is what the low emission 
vehicle standards are a lot about, controlling tail pipe 
emissions. Those are the emissions standards. 

Another way to control tail pipe emissions, as well as 
evaporative emissions, is by changing the fuel. That is 
something New Jersey has in the works for compliance with the 
Clean Air Act. That would be the reformulated gasoline that we 
talked about last week -- Federal reformulated gasoline. It is 
a mandate for New Jersey that we do that, and that wi 11 be 
coming in in 1995. 

Inspection//maintenance 
is important for all aspects 
emissions. New Jersey 

again. Inspection/maintenance 
of controlling mobile source 

needs a good enhanced 
inspection/maintenance program. Last week it was one of our 
mandated measures that we were going ahead to implement. So, 
all of these control strategies together are crucial for 
controlling emissions from mobile sources. It is not just tail 
pipe control. That is one part of a multifaceted mobile source 
control strategy. 

And overriding all of this, you must remember that the 

other way to control emissions from cars is to drive less. The 
Clean Air Act includes some mandates that we talked about less 
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for controlling what is called "vehicle miles traveled." Those 

programs will also be in place. So we're looking at tightening 

up the em iss ions from cars, improving inspect ion/maintenance, 

improving the fuel, . and driving less. A.l of those together 

make the comprehensive mobile source strategy that is crucial 

for New Jersey to meet the Clean Air Act requirements. 

Now, let's talk about what a Low Emissions Vehicle 

Program is. Low emission vehicles are not really one car. It 

is a family of cars; actually, there are five cars. As the 

families change, the emissions controls get more and more 

stringent. The first car allowed in a Low Emissions Vehicle 

Program is a standard vehicle. It is the Federal car; the Tier 

I car I mentioned before. There are still allowed. They will 

still be able to be sold in New Jersey. 

Then, there is something called the "TLEV." These are 

the cars you have heard called the LEVS or the LEV brothers. 

Commissioner Weiner called them the "Northeast LEVS." They are 

called "California cars." They are called a lot of things. 

There is a transitional low em iss ion vehicle; then the lc .; 

emission vehicle; the ultra low emission vehicle; and finally, 

the zero emission vehicle. All of these cars are low emission 

vehicles. All of these cars would be California cars. 

Now, in your handouts you will see a chart called "Low 

Emission Vehicle Program." What it does is, it lists by 

category each of these cars and what the emission requirement 

for that car is. We put the current car on just for 

comparative purposes. You can see that even the difference 

between the current car and the Federal Tier I car is very big, 

and you will hear that today; that the car proposed by the . 

Federal government is a much cleaner car than the car we have 

now. 

Then as you go down from the TLEV and the LEV and the 

ULEV, and ultimately, the ZEV, these emission reductions are 

bigger and bigger. They are more stringent tail pipe 
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controls. So that people don't get totally confused, you will 

see a heading up there called "Non-Methane Organic Compounds." 

For the purposes of this conversation, that is fundamentally 

volatile organic compounds. There are some chemistry 

differences that really do not impact any of our analyses. For 

the purposes of the California program, it is called 

"Non-Methane organic Compounds." So, those are the volatiles. 

You can see that NOx numbers get more and more 

stringent as you go down, as well. So the Low Emission Vehicle 

Program defines these cars. Well, how do you become one of 

these cars? What makes it an approved car? There is a process 

in place. There is a process in place where motor vehicle 

manufacturers have to certify their cars to these standards. 

That certification is done by the State of California. They 

have to go to a lab. They test the car. They submit a stack 

of paperwork that the manufacturers tell me is about this big 

(demonstrates). California approves it, accepts it, and that 

car is then certified to meet these standards -- the TLEV, the 

LEV, the ULEV, or the ZEV. That is how it becomes a California 

car. 

Other cars, cars that are not certified to these 

standards, but are certified to the Federal standards, go to 

EPA and get certified. They get an EPA certification. So it 

is a very similar process. It is just that for this one, the 

certification is done by California, and for the other cars it 

is done by the Environmental Protection Agency. 

So we have these cars. They are certified to these 

different standards -- either certified by California for these 

standards -- and then the program goes one step further. The 

program says, "These 

have to note that 

emissions allowable, 

are the cars we want you to make. " 

all that standard does is set up 

the tail pipe emissions allowable. 

You 

the 

It 

does not say how to do it. It does not say, "Motor vehicle 

manufacturer, we want you to do it by 'X' technology." It just 
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sets the standard, and then they make the car that meets that 

standard. 

Now, the second thing that the Low Emission Vehicle 

Program does is, it 

this does, it says, 

make TLEVS, LEVS, 

sets a fleet average standard. Now what 

"Okay, motor vehicle manufacturers, you can 

ULEVS, ZEVS. You can make them in any 

combination you want, so long as the fleet you sell in this 

State meets this average standard." So it gives them a lot of 

flexibility. On this bottom chart is one scenario of how they 

can meet a fleet average standard. So you can see, for 1997, 

they could have 25 percent LEVS, 2 percent ULEVS, and 73 

percent still Federal cars. Or, they could do another 

arrangement: They could have some TLEVS and LEVS. But it 

gives great flexibility to the motor vehicle manufacturers on 

how they meet this standard. 

So there are really two pieces here, and this is 

important. It defines the emissions from the car, and then it 

defines a fleet average. So there is flexibility in both parts 

of the program; both in how they meet the emissions and in how 

they meet the overall fleet average. 

Now, there are a lot of things built into the program 

that don't just have to do with these numbers. The California 

program includes in it what I call "technology reviews." Every 

two years, California is going to sit down with the motor 

vehicle manufacturers and other interested parties, and review 

where they are in terms of progressing to meet these 

standards. It is sort of a fail-safe mechanism, a bailout. If 

California finds that for some reason the motor vehicle 

manufacturers can't meet the standards, they might build a 

delay into the program. They may change some of the dates. 

This is part of the California program, and it comes up every 

two years. Since we would be adopting the California program, 

that two-year review would impact New Jersey, as well. 
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SENATOR McNAMARA: Nancy, on that particular point, 

wouldn't it also be possible that if the California problem -­

which is much worse than anything in any other state -- if it 

were not meeting the criteria, when they reviewed it they would 

make it more stringent? 

MS. WITTENBERG: I don't think that is the intent of 

the review. I mean, the review specifically intended to see 

where they are technologically. For California to go with an 

entirely new set of standards, they would have to go to a 

rule-making process as they did when they changed their 

standards this time. This is about, due to concerns from the 

motor vehicle manufacturers, sitting down to see if, in fact, 

this technology-forcing program had forced too hard, because 

that was a concern raised by the motor vehicle manufacturers. 

It is not about changing the standards, which they would do 

through a formal rule-making process. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: If they did change the standards, 

because of New Jersey adopting their regulations by reference, 

does that lock in New Jersey to what they are doing because we 

have adopted their regs? 

MS. WITTENBERG: It locks us in as far as if we were 

to stay in the program, we would have to do what they do. In 

our rule proposal, we have allowed for whenever they make a 

significant change, we would go through a public hearing 

process here, and we would have the option of getting out. 

Now, if we get out, we're out. We would have to go back to the 

Federal program. Every time they change, we would go through 

sort of an adoption kind of process in New Jersey, subject to 

public hearing as with all rule proposals, and we could get 

out. You can get out. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: You can get out? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes. Once you are in, you can get 

out. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Of course, all the other states 

around us could be doing a similar thing. You know, if they 

all got out, that could have a really adverse impact on what we 

are trying to do. 

MS. WITTENBERG: That is why working with the Ozone 

Transport Commission and working regionally has been so 

important. That is something we are going to continue to do. 

New Jersey would not make a decision alone. In the basis and 

background document for the rule proposal, that comes up very 

often, where we say, in fact, certain sect ions we have not 

proposed at this time. We want to work with the region to make 

sure that we are consistent. The Ozone Transport Commission 

has committed to taking that approach, because, frankly and 

obviously, this is not the kind of program that one state can 

do. It is a regional strategy, and one where we need the 

support of other states -- neighboring states, bordering states 

-- to make it work; to make it work both for air quality and to 

make it work economically for New Jersey and for the motor 

vehicle manufacturers and the dealers. So it will require 

regional strategy, which I realize is something that has not 

been done a lot in the past. But the Ozone Transport 

Commission was created by Congress. It has authority to 

implement strategies which are binding. We believe that is the 

way for this particular strategy -- to ensure that it works. 

There would have to be procedures in place for the region to 

review changes to the program, so that as a region we would 

decide, as we decided to try to adopt it in the first place, 

where we would make changes in the road. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: When, in fact, if all of the-- How 

many states out create a problem for New Jersey? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Well, that is something we were 

hoping through the public hearings that are coming up in this 

process of going through this program that we could discuss 

with the motor vehicle manufacturers, because that is really an 
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important issue for them. Later, I am going to show you a map 

and we will talk about percentages of the national fleet that 

New Jersey represents; that the Northeast represents; that 
Massachusetts, New York, and New Jersey represent, and where 

the cutoff is. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Well, but besides the fleet, 

wouldn't the air quality be more severely affected if 

Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Virginia did not participate--

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: --and we participated? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes, but--

SENATOR McNAMARA: 

MS. WITTENBERG: 

We would get the updraft, 

Yes, we would, right. 

so--

SENATOR McNAMARA: --our air quality would still be 

bad, and we would be at a competitive disadvantage. 

MS. WITTENBERG: The 25-ton number that we talked 

about last week -- and I will go through the benefit in a 

minute-- That is New Jersey alone. We didn't assume any 

benefit in other states; we didn't assume transport for that. 

That is a minimum benefit. If New Jersey did LEV, that is the 

benefit that New Jersey would get. But, yes, we would get an 

improved benefit with the other states in. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: Senator? 

SENATOR RICE: Mr. Chairman? Oh, I'm sorry. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Yes? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: It has been brought to the 

attention of our legislative office that Pontiac is intending 

to do an across-the-board, you know, manufacturing change to 

adhere to the California standards, so that they don't run into 

difficulties. Has anyone checked this out? 

SENATOR McNAMARA: The manufacturers will be 

testifying next, right after the Department. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: They will be testifying, very 

good. Thank you. 
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SENATOR RICE: Mr. Chairman, even if they went 

across-the-board, let me just remind this Committee that 

California is not New Jersey. When we plan it out, we have to 

put some variables in, such as weather conditions, geographies, 

and a lot of other things. You mentioned the term 

"stringent." I happened to have done, over the last 10 or 11 

years, a lot of networking with California legislators both at 

the state and local levels. I worked with their environmental 

groups nationally. My wife happens to be from California, 

Berkeley at that. Let me just say, I can assure you that with 

the proposition of Initiative and Referendum in place, the 

environmentalists and the Berkeley types out there, if, in 

fact, during the review process they are not satisfied, it is 

going to cost a whole lot of headaches and money, because the 

danger in the proposition out there and the danger in the 

environmentalists' lobbying group, and the dollars to distort 

some of the real issues, is going to put a burden--

So, if we are caught up in the situation that you 

indicated, based on what is done out there, the impact back 

here, I have real serious problems with that. I am not so 

sure, given the three options that were mentioned, that we will 

still look, in New Jersey, at all there is to look to. I don't 

like the idea that the region and other Governors, with their 

own problems which are similar to ours, are going to now 

majority dictate in our direction. I am not so sure if cities 

across this country agree with state government in the first 

place. I can say that because I wear both hats. I am very 

protective of local government, just as with State government 

from the Feds. 

I just wanted to remind you that New Jersey, with the 

exception of maybe some of the shore community areas, is not 

high-rise, public housing types, urban cities California. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Ron, I have the same concerns about 

California. They gave us Jerry Brown. That is why I have 

to-- (laughter) Will you please continue? 
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MS. WITTENBERG: I am not commenting on Jerry Brown. 

SENATOR RICE: It's closer to Arkansas. (laughter) 

MS. WITTENBERG: Okay. Let me talk briefly about hm.; 

this program would be implemented in New Jersey. 

Now, the California Air Resources Board has the 

laboratories in place; the analysis in place. They do the 

certification. We would not duplicate that. That would be 

duplicative expense in government and duplicative expense for 

the motor vehicle manufacturers that have to submit. We would 

accept that certification. So we do not have to duplicate that. 

In terms of enforcement, our car registration system, 

which is already in effect-- When you go in to register a new 

car, the vehicle identification number, the VIN number, for 

California cars wi 11 have California written on it, or there 

will be some way that that is how it will show. You will go in 

to register your new car and on the California VIN number it 

will be acceptable. So this will not require significant 

changes to State government to implement. 

The other point I want to talk about briefly before we 

move on to the benefits and the cost, is how these standards 

will be met. You will hear a lot about this today. What will 

the technology be? Now, you have to remember we are proposing 

because we want this to come into place in New Jersey in model 

year '96, and then the program gets phased in, as I told you 

before, with the more technology-forcing issues later on in the 

decade so there is some time for this technology to develop. 

According to California, for the transitional low emission 

vehicle and the low emission vehicle, there will have to be 

some engine modifications, a lot of things that have to do with 

the air fuel ratio in your engine. I am not a mechanic and I 

am not a car expert, but I have read more about this than any 

human being should have to, and I actually understand it. But 

it is about engine modifications. If you have a cleaner, more 

efficiently burning engine, it has less emissions. 
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As you get further out towards those ultra low 

emission vehicles, it is looking like one of the technologies 

that could meet that standard is something called an 

"electrically heated catalytic converter." That is something 

you wi 11 hear about today, because that is where we get into 

some concerns about price and some differences in what this car 

will cost, which is very important. But this heated catalytic 

converter is just-- When you start your car, that is called 

"cold start" emissions. And if your catalytic converter heats 

up more quickly, there are less of those. 

technology is about. 

That is what that 

But the point of this is, we are not talking about a 

different car. We are not talking about a different kind of 

engine. We are talking about the cars that we are all used to, 

with some minor modifications to the engine, or some 

modifications to the emission control systems we currently 

have. Cars are not going to look different. It is going to be 

the car that we are all used to. 

Now, I want to talk a little bit about the emission 

benefits of the Low Emission Vehicle Program, the numbers that 

we presented last week. You will hear very different numbers 

from different people today. The difference between the LEV 

program and what I call the Federal Tier I program-- We have 

graphed out to show you how this changes with time, and how it 

is important to us in the later years. We recognize that 

because of the phased-in approach and the flexibility in the 

early years, where there is still allowed to be a large number 

of Federal cars '96, '97, '98 we won't see a big 

difference. As the fleet turns over and more new cars come in, 

and more low emission vehicles and ultra lows come in, the 

benefits get greater and greater. You must remember, the Clean 

Air Act requires us to make 3 percent annual reductions in our 

volatile organic compound emissions in '97, '98, '99, 2000, 
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2001, 2, 3, 4, and 5; every year 3 percent. As you get further 

and further out, those emissions get harder and harder to find. 

This shows you the emission benefits from the low 

emission vehicle. -- both volatile organic compounds and the 

nitrogen oxide compounds, because there is a benefit from 

both. We started in the year 2000. The top 1 ine is the 

Federal car. (witness using charts to demonstrate) 

It would be nice if somebody asked me the 

really like to hear: "Why does this line go up?" 

question I 

Well, the 

reason this line goes up is because the Federal car sets an 

emission standard. Boom, this is the standard. You meet it. 

Well, we keep driving more and more and more in this State, and 

at some point that emission standard just isn't enough to keep 

us coming down any more, and emissions will start to go up. 

California emission standards get more and more 

stringent, so we don't have that problem. So the difference 

gets greater. It gets greater because of that offsetting 

issue, as well as the fact that the cars are getting cleaner 

and cleaner because we are phasing in those ultra low emission 

vehicles. 

Now, the numbers that we talked about last week were 

2005 numbers. That is the 25 tons of volatile organic 

compounds. That's the difference. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Is that comparison based on the 

fact of the California car using the Federal fuel? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes. What we did was, and I am going 

to try to--

SENATOR McNAMARA: I would really 1 ike you to, you 

know, explain it, for the simple reason-- The California car, 

is that completed as far as their standards as to what the 

emissions are? I mean, is that-- Is it in existence today -­

something that the Department has reviewed? 

MS. WITTENBERG: The car? 
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SENATOR McNAMARA: 

emission level--

Their method of reaching their 

MS. WITTENBERG: . Yes? 

SENATOR McNAMARA: --with their vehicle, with their 

newly reformulated fuel, because we are not going to be using-­

MS. WITTENBERG: No, we're not. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: --the California fuel? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Let me explain to you how we did 

this. This is done based on an EPA model. It is called 

"Mobile 4. 1." You will hear about it. What we did was, we 

took the two programs and we modeled everything identical. We 

assumed federally reformulated gasoline. We assumed enhanced 

inspection/maintenance. We assumed typical temperatures for 

New Jersey; typical car speeds for New Jersey; everything the 

same. Everything the way it will be in response to the Clean 

Air Act. 

For this one, the only difference was we assumed an 

emission factor that is defined for the Federal car, which 

reflects the emission standards for that car. For this one, we 

put in the LEV standards, the ones I showed you before -- those 

emission standards, what that emission factor is. Everything 

else in the two models was the same. The only difference was 

the emission standard for the car. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Okay. What year does that emission 

standard change on your top chart where the Federal car goes 

down to a point, and then your California car decreases further? 

MS. WITTENBERG: The Federal car comes in in 1996. 

That is when the Federal standard comes out. Then this is 

around 2005. (demonstrates) Is it this point you are asking 

me about, Senator? (no response) Then our model shows it is 

going to start to increase. 

Now you have to--

SENATOR McNAMARA: So the number you have, or you' re 

using-- You are assuming the use of the Phase 2 gasoline? 
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MS. WITTENBERG: Yes -- the Federal Phase 2. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: The Federal Phase 2. 
MS. WITTENBERG: For both, yes; yes. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: Okay. 
MS. WITTENBERG: So these are the graphic 

representations of what we talked about last week. The 
emission benefits from the low emission vehicle. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: And this factors in the new fuel 
standard for the Federal gas that starts in 2000? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes. It factors in all contra lled 
strategies related to cars, that we are going to have to do for 
the Clean Air Act; held identical for the two runs. The only 
thing we changed was the difference in tail pipe emissions 
based on the Federal car or the LEV lead average. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: Are you using an oxygenated fuel 
here? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Oxygenated fuel has to do with carbon 
monoxide emissions. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: Right. 
MS. WITTENBERG: It does not impact these emissions. 
ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: It does not. 
MS. WITTENBERG: So we assume we're formulated 

gasoline, which is a control mechanism for ozone. 
ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: Just explain to me the 

difference between reformulated and oxygenated. 
MS. WITTENBERG: Okay. Oxygenated fuels will be a 

wintertime fuel in New Jersey, as required by the Clean Air 
Act. It is about adding oxygenate to the fuel so that there is 
less carbon monoxide out the tai 1 pipe. Actually, that would 
be an ozone problem to complicate things even further. 

In the summer, it will be reformulated gasoline to 

help with the ozone problem. 
ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: What does that encompass? When 

you say "reformulated," what would we be doing to the gasoline? 
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MS. WITTENBERG: You probably would be better sui ted 
talking in detail to the petroleum industry on that, but what 
the Clean Air Act does-- It says it has to be 15 percent 
cleaner. They have to make a cleaner burning fuel. And then 
there was a negotiation as to how that fuel would be made. But 
that is a Clean Air Act basic requirement for reformulated 
gasoline, which then in the year 2000 gets even more 
stringent. It changes again, as required by the Act. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: So that reformulated gas will be 
used across the country? 

MS. WITTENBERG: No, it will only be used in 
nonattainment areas in the country. If you don't have an ozone 
problem, you don't have to use it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: And it has no impact on the 
car. So, if you are driving across country, you can switch 
from one to the other and have no bearing on how the car 
oper:ates? 

MS. WITTENBERG: No impact on the car:; no. 
SENATOR RICE: Mr. Chairman? Is that true? Is the 

data that mature that you can make that statement with 
confidence? You know, a year, two years, three years, is not 
enough time to measure out anything, whether it is boot camp, 
cars, or: what have you. You have to give it a chance to work. 

You said "nonattainment." New Jersey is not a 
nonattainment State. There are areas in New Jersey that are 
nonattainment in terms of heavy concentrations. Are you 
telling me that there are parts of New Jersey that would go -­
that wouldn't necessarily have to have the reformulated stuff, 
and other parts would have to have it, and some people are 
fortunate enough not to have that impact? If they are going to 
modify some pieces-- Every car I have had has been recalled 
for different things, and we haven't changed anything. That is 
a hardship. 
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So, where are you getting the data from to tell us 
that, "There aren't going to be any problems. You know, the 
cars, the way they are going to make them--" They haven't even 
made all these cars yet. Where is this data coming from? Is 
this California data? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Fir:,· of all, we are talking about 
federally reformulated gasoline, so the data comes from the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency--

SENATOR RICE: Okay. 
MS. WITTENBERG: --and the petroleum industry. 
SENATOR RICE: Right. 
MS. WITTENBERG: I just want to clarify one thing, 

Senator: All of New Jersey is nonattainment for ozone. 
SENATOR RICE: Well, for ozone, but--
MS. WITTENBERG: And that is what we are talking 

about. Eighteen of the 21 counties are in severe nonattainment. 
SENATOR RICE: For now. That is what you are talking 

about now, and then you will come back with the carbon side and 
you are going to say we have to modify that in a different way, 
too, even though they both come from similar sources sometimes. 

My point is, how new is this data? 
MS. WITTENBERG: The data about reformulated gasoline? 
SENATOR RICE: Yes. How has it been measured out? 

What areas has it been measured out in, in terms of-- I mean, 
is that in documents, or are you just going by what the Feds 
tell you -- what the EPA tells you? 

MS. WITTENBERG: I don't want to put this question 
off, but I think you would be better suited to ask the 
petroleum industry, which is going to come up to speak after 
me. It is my understanding that they, along with the 
Environmental Protection Agency, are very comfortable with the 
reforumlated fuel. But I think you could probably get better 

data -- specific data -- from them. 
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SENATOR RICE: They are comfortable with the fuel, but 

somebody is going to have to tell us the impact on these "new 

modified vehicles," because that is the question I am raising. 

You said if we go to this end of the State--

SENATOR McNAMARA: Senator, that might be better to 

ask the automobile manufacturers, and they are coming on 

afterward, too. So I think that--

SENATOR RICE: I have no problem asking them, Mr. 

Chairman, but let me say this: If the State is going to come 

in and make representation on behalf of the administration as 

to what direction they want to go, and they want our approval, 

they better damned well check this stuff out. The petroleum 

industry and other industries out there-- Those are not 

nonprofit businesses. As long as the bottom 1 ine works, it's 

good. See, that is my concern. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Senator, that is why we are having 

these hearings. The State has not taken the attitude that they 

havt.' to ask our approval. They have taken the attitude that 

they don't need our approval. 

SENATOR RICE: Well, that's my point. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: We're here so that maybe we can 

change the attitude. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: That's right. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: So, Nancy, will you continue, 

please? 

MS. WITTENBERG: There are some other differences 

between the two programs that I just wanted to make you all 

aware of. The Low Emission Vehicle Program has a better 

warranty. They are more concerned with in-use compliance, how 

the car runs for 50,000 miles, for 100,000 miles. There is a 

more comprehensive defect reporting and recall provision, and 

there is something called "on-board diagnostics," which is 

1 i terally a computer in the engine of the car that tells you 

when your emission system fails. On the low emission vehicles, 
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that is a more comprehensive computer than the one on the 

Federal car. So there is a little bit more to the program than 

just the tail pipe standards, and those parameters have to do 
with warranty and recall. 

I want to talk briefly about the cost of the car, and 

I am going to talk more about it later. You are going to hear 

very different cost estimates today. California's estimate has 

been $170. In today's dollars, they recently put out a new 

estimate which was about $270, which they think will come down 

as the technology develops. You will hear $1000 a car, and I 

am going to talk a little bit about that later. I am going to 

try to move through this quickly, because we did lose some time 

to questions. 

How was the program developed? I just want to make it 

clear that New Jersey didn't just decide on its own without 

talking to anybody that this was the right thing to do. The 

California Air Resources Board studied this for three years. 

They have years of experience in doing emissions standards. 

There is a company called "Pechan" which did an analysis 

specific to the Northeast on the benefits of this program, 

which was made available to you last week. We did our own 

analysis, which we discussed today and last week. We also had 

numerous meetings with interested parties, mostly motor vehicle 

manufacturers, the American Petroleum Institute, the New Jersey 

Petroleum Council, the petroleum refiners, and the car 

dealers. We met with them on many occasions, as a State 

through DEPE workshops and meetings, through the Ozone 

Transport Commission, through a Northeast air directors' 

organization called "N.E.S.C.A.U.M.," and through the Coalition 

of Northeast Governors' Energy Working Group, so we are very 

aware of their concerns. We have studied them closely. 

What I am going to do is walk you through their 

concerns, because you are going to hear them today. I want you 

to understand that we heard them, and in many cases we listened 
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to them. Commissioner Weiner said last week that he has been 
asking to have our opponents come to the table with us to talk 
about how to make this program work. Well, what I just showed 
you was, we have been at the table with them, but really the 
argument has been whether to do the program or not; not how to 
do a program that will work. So we offered to sit down and 
discuss making this more acceptable if they still have problems 
with its stance. 

Now, the issues of contention: fuel uncertainty; 
California reformulated gasoline. New Jersey is not proposing 
California reformulated gasoline -- period. It is not in our 
rule proposal. We have never said it; we have never implied 
it. We have opted into the Federal reformulated program to the 
Environmental Protection Agency in writing. This is a program 
for us about the car. It is not about the fuel. We are not 
going to propose California reformulated gasoline -- period. 

You are going to hear that New Jersey doesn't need the 
Low Emission Vehicle Program. You are going to hear, and you 
have already heard today, that New Jersey is not California. 
Well, New Jersey is not California, but that does not make our 
air quality problem any less severe. It does not mean we are 
going to do everything that California does. But in this 
particular instance, it makes sense. Congress recognized that 
this was going to make sense for other states. This is why 
they have given us the option here to do this. 

You will also hear that New Jersey is not 
California-- Their climate is different. Well, I, too, lived 
in California, and their climate is very diverse. My favorite 

trip in California used to be to ride from L.A. by the beach 
where it was sunny and warm up through the mountains where 
there was snow, and down into the desert. Well, that is a very 

diverse climate, as we also have in the Northeast. 

So, yes, New Jersey is not California, but that does 
not mean we don't need to take actions to control our emissions 

24 



in this State, and this is a good strategy. It is not a 

California strategy; it is a car control strategy. It is not 

about doing something to the cars that wi 11 make them work 

better in California. It is just about making a cleaner 

burning car that wi 11 work in California; it wi 11 work in New 

Jersey. It won't work anywhere. 

SENATOR RICE: But, Mr. Chairman, that may not 

necessarily be done using the California model. That is all 

I'm saying. We agree, you know, that we have to do something, 

but I am not certain that is the best way. The people in New 

Jersey, their mentality, whether you like to believe it or not, 

is a little bit different than the mentality in California. We 

are all lovely people, but they are different for different 

reasons. I married one. (laughter) 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Enough said, Senator Rice. Let 

Nancy continue. 

MS. WITTENBERG: You may hear today that the Clean Air 

Act mandates are enough. We don't need low emission vehicles. 

I think we made a very convincing argument to you last week 

that it is not enough. We do have to look for other options. 

You are going to hear that we should look at other options -­

scrappage, enhanced inspection/maintenance. We have. We put 

them on the table. We think they are options we should do, but 

even with those options, we still believe we need more ton 

reduction, and low emission vehicles is a good place to get it. 

You will most likely hear that there will be a limited 

benefit from low emission vehicles. Commissioner Weiner 

referred to it as a shell game last week. I sat with motor 

vehicle manufacturers. I have gone through this presentation 

with them. They will show you that we will get less than a 1 

percent control of volatile organic emissions. But what I will 

remind you to keep in mind, is that we are talking about a 

requirement of tons per day. If you hear a number that is 

given in a percent, ask that it be converted into tons per 

25 



day. If you are shown a graph where they are showing you 

changes in grams per mile, ask to see it in tons per day. 

Numbers can be deceiving. We have to show ton-per-day 

reductions, not percents. It has to come down to tons per day. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Nancy, with all due respect, and I 

hear what you're saying, I think the Committee is astute enough 

to pick up on that. I'm sure if we had the vehicle 

manufacturers on first, they would have been saying how to look 

at your charts, too. 

MS. WITTENBERG: Absolutely. I just wanted to remind 

you of where the differences come from. The numbers at the 

bottom line will all be the same, or close to the same -- 25 

tons per day at 2005. 

Perhaps the most crucial issue is the cost impact 

issue. We provided you with a copy of a report that had been 

made available to us. It is a DRI/McGraw-Hi 11 report. It is 

an economic analysis. It shows that if New Jersey goes ahead 

with LEV, there will be a significant job loss and a 

significant financial impact on the State. This is a cost 

study. This is not a cost benefit study. All it looks at is 

cost. I would just like to point out a few things from that 

report that we feel do not accurately reflect the program, 

because we do not believe low emission vehicles in New Jersey 

will mean that sort of a disastrous picture that was painted. 

The DRI/McGraw-Hill report does not incorporate any of 

the benefits of low emission vehicles. Please remember, this 

is about health; this is about health. You heard Bernie 

Goldstein last week talking about ozone and health. Health 

impacts are very costly to the State. When we have healthier 

air, there will be cost benefits -- significant cost benefits. 

The DRI/McGraw-Hi 11 report assumes a higher car cost than we 

assume. It assumes a higher fuel cost than we assume. All of 

these things will make the numbers significantly different. It 

does not incorporate--
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SENATOR McNAMARA: Nancy, while you are mentioning 
that, I read somewhere that in Connecticut the Governor had a 
study done by the state on the question of the cost benefit, 
and deferred the. implementation of the California program until 
1998 to see if, in fact, the improvement in the air quality 
with other things they could do would be more cost-efficient. 
Do you have a copy of that report? 

MS. WITTENBERG: I have a copy of the California 
position and a copy of--

SENATOR McNAMARA: Of the Connecticut study? 
MS. WITTENBERG: Oh, of Connecticut, I'm sorry. I 

have never seen a report they did. I have seen some internal 
documentation. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Well, I would suggest, if we are 
going to be fair and equitable in the way we are going through 
the process, that it would be mandatory that DEP would acquire 
a copy of the--

MS. WITTENBERG: I am not sure there actually is a 
Connecticut report. I know they did an internal staff review 
when originally Governor Weicker said, "No," to LEV. Then they 
said, "Yes," in • 98. Connecticut was the only state on the 
Ozone Transport Commission which originally said no, or didn't 
say yes, depending on how you look at it. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: I would suggest that there is going 
to be this magnanimous cooperation from all the Governors of 
the Northeast region. One might start it off by asking for 
copies of their internal staff memos. 

MS. WITTENBERG: But we have met at length with 
Connecticut. I am very familiar with the internal a!1alysis 
that they looked at, at the time--

SENATOR McNAMARA: Well, does that fly in the fact of 
the report you are referring to, or is it--

MS. WITTENBERG: It is the report I am referring to. 

When they originally said no, they had gotten that report and 
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had great concerns about it. Since then, they have done some 
more analysis on it and have come a little closer. Now they 
have said, in fact, that they are going to sign on with the 
Ozone Transport Corru:niss ion states for · 98 implementation. I 
don't know that they have done their own independent study. I 
will most certainly check. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Would you, please, because our 
staff indicates that they may have? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Okay. 
The economic study we are talking about does not 

incorporate the economic impact of Federal sanctions should we 
not meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act. It does not 
incorporate the economic impact of the other strategy that we 
would have to use in place of low emission vehicles, which will 
obviously also have a cost. There are no free strategies. 
Everything has a cost. If you are going to estimate the cost 
of one, you have to assume that if you don't do it, there will 
be the cost of another, which we believe will be higher. 

It makes some technical assumptions that we do not 
believe are true, assuming that we are going to go with an even 
more stringent car in the year 2003, and that we are going to 
use California reformulated gasoline in 2007. 

But the most important thing about that report, is 
that it is a cost study. It is not a cost benefit study. It 
just tells you what it is going to cost, and then projects 
straight out. I think it is misleadisng and frightening. 

You wi 11 hear about technological uncertainties. We 
discussed them a little bit. It is a technology-forcing 
program; I admit to that. I think that is a good thing to do. 
It is what New Jersey and other states have been doing to 

stationary sources for years. We have been forcing them to be 
cleaner and cleaner. We are now turning and- looking at the 
source of 50 percent of our inventory, and saying, "All right, 
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we are going to force you to be cleaner now, too." 
consistent. Nobody ever likes it. 

It is 

You will hear that California doesn't have EPA 

approval for their program yet. They don't, but it is not 
because they have been denied; i: is because they just did 
their hearing for their approval for this program in February, 
and EPA is not the quickest moving agency. 

You may hear that New Jersey could need a $20 million 
bureaucracy to implement this program, because that is what 
California's bureaucracy is. As I mentioned before, we do not 
plan to duplicate their bureaucracy. We plan to use it, so we 
will not have to have a California -- a resource for it in New 
Jersey. We are not going to New Jersey certify cars; we are 
going to accept California's certification. 

The bottom line of what you are going to hear is that 
we should wait; we should delay. 
why I don't think that makes 

There are a number of reasons 
sense right now. First, as 

Commissioner Weiner said last week, we want to open up the 
discussion; we want to move ahead. We want to be a leader in 
the region to try to help get all the other states on board, as 
a regional strategy. The LEV program has the two-year 
technology reviews built into it as a sort of fail-safe. 

You will see in your handouts where we calculated the 
emission benefit loss if we wait two years. That is the chart 
that says, "Impact of LEV Delay." You will see that the top 
line is the Federal car; the bottom line is the proposal to 
implement, starting in 1996; and the middle line, as if we 
waited two years and implemented in '98. If you look out 
towards around the year 2002, 2003, you will see the difference 
there. We are talking about five tons, six tons. 

Now, that probably doesn't sound 1 ike a big number, 
but a typical oil refinery in New Jersey emits about three tons 
a day. So five tons a day is a big number to make up. We need 
to get that 3 percent reduct ion every year. I know these 
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numbers sound small, but they are really not. 

emits about three tons a day, and we are 

A big refinery 

talking about a 

five-ton loss. 

waiting. 

So there is an emission benefit loss due to 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: If we were to get more than the 

3 percent a year, would we be given credit the next year, or 

would we be told-- I mean, if we were to -- you know, an 

unlikely case -- but if we were to go to 5 percent, would we be 

told the next year that we would still have to go 3 percent 

again, as opposed to being given credit for 2 percent over? 

MS. WITTENBERG: I am not 100 percent sure this is 

right, but we have to do 3 percent per year. If we did 5 

percent in one year and only took credit for the 3, I think we 

could carry : .. e other 2 over. But it would sort of be like a 

math game in terms of the credit, which is based on modeling. 

It is based on what we show as a reduction. What you have to 

remember is that we have to model all of this as we have done 

here to show the emission reductions, but the bottom line is, 

in order to prove we met the standard, we have to test the air, 

and we have to do air quality planning. So, showing we are 

meeting the numbers is one thing. We have to actually show air 

quality improvement. 

The last thing I want to leave you with is just that, 

our analysis has shown that this is a cost-effective way to 

achieve a significant air quality benefit. We believe the 

program is flexible. It has mechanisms built into it to be 

good for industry-- the fleet average, the different cars. We 

went through an open process to date of having these 

discussions with impacted parties. We are going to continue 

that open process with the two hearings coming up. We continue 

to look forward to more imput about how to make this program 

work. We are very concerned about the region and, as I said 

earlier, we are working closely with the other states to make 

this a regional strategy, not a New Jersey strategy. 

Thank you. 
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SENATOR McNAMARA: The fact that you are not going to 

use the California fuel--

MS. WITTENBERG: Right. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Do we have the legal authority to 

adopt the emission standards and not the California fuel 

program? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: 

opinion on that? 

Do we have an Attorney General's 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes, we do. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Would you please submit that to the 

Chairman? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Sure. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: We have the flexibility, not using 

the fuel, giving the choice to the consumer. How do you get 

the fleet average to attain what you want, .if the choice is to 

the consumer? I think that was one of the proposed rules; that 

you are going to leave it as consumer choice so it is less 

impact on the residents of the State. 

MS. WITTENBERG: Actually less impact on the motor 

vehicle manufacturers and dealers, as well. So it needs to be 

very flexible. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: But let me tell you something: The 

consumer is the one that tells them what they manufacture. The 

manufacturer may want to manufacture all the smallest, least 

emission vehicles going. If the buyers won't buy them-­

According to our program they can wait and buy a used one with 

7500 miles on it. It doesn't count as a new car. That is a 

standard vehicle, and that is going to throw the hell out of 
·'' your program, too. 

MS. WITTENBERG: It might, but there are some things 

that are going to help the program. As we said last week, 

there is another Clean Air Act requirement called the "Clean 
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Fuel Fleet" requirement. Fleet vehicles have to meet these 
standards. They are going to buy the cars. That will help. 

As more and more cars come into the population, 
hopefully they wi 11 be more accepted. This is a phased-in 
strategy. That is why we like the long sort of phase-in time 
-- another reason why we don't want to delay-- to slowly bring 
these cars into the marketplace so that they can be accepted. 
These cars are not going to be different. They are just going 
to be cleaner. It is sort of like people have the choice for 
the high efficiency cars or the low efficiency cars, not with 
(indiscernible) standards. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Yes, but in California they are 
mandating that if the manufacturer decides to build vehicles 
that will only use propane gas, that the state will see to it 
that there is an infrastructure in place to deliver that 
product to the people so they can use it as an automobile. In 
New Jersey, we are not going to do that. 

MS. WITTENBERG: No. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: So, you know, I guess I have a 

problem reconciling the mandate and the freedom at the same 
time, and actually having goals that are met, you know, because 
there has to be some terrific hypotheticals built into this 
program. 

MS. WITTENBERG: Well, there is also in the basis and 
background document and the other issue we wanted to get some 
public input on, incentives; incentives to buy the car. I 
mean, we believe that will help to start to push people toward 
a cleaner car. With an incentive program in place and the 
fleets starting to come in, and if the cars are on the showroom 
floor and people see that they are not different cars, they are 

just cleaner burning cars-­
think people will buy the 
percentage--

I mean, it may be naive, but I 
cars. I think there is some 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Depending on the incentive. 
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MS. WITTENBERG: And there is some percentage of just 

environmentally conscious people who wi 11 buy the cars. That 

is a naive personal opinion, but I believe there are some of 

those, as well. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: I believe there are a number, but I 

am not so sure it is enough to get us down 3 percent a year 

through the year 2007, because there are not that many-- If 

you went out in the parking lot right now, you would be amazed 

at the amount of gas burners you have out there. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: And the incentives-- You're 

saying that you are looking to the public and the automobile 

manufacturers to make the recommendations, and the Legislature? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Senator Rice? 

SENATOR RICE: You mentioned that the economics 

that it was r'eally a cost study, not a cost benefits analysis 

study. Do you all intend to do the cost benefits analysis 

aspect, because, see, without the social variables and those 

other variables plugged in-- You know, sometimes cheap isn't 

less. Do you know what I mean? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes, we are going to do that. 

SENATOR RICE: And that is before anything will happen 

with this LEV concept? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes. 

SENATOR RICE: Would you make sure that, through the 

Chair, the Committee gets a copy of that? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes. 

SENATOR RICE: Would you also give us information on 

the model you use to come u~ with that cost benefits analysis, 

all the data that went into it and all the thinking, so we can 

make sure you are not eliminating anything? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes. 

SENATOR RICE: That we may academically be aware of 

what we can remind you of? 
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MS. WITTENBERG: Sure. 
SENATOR RICE: Very good. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Jeff? 
ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: Thank you, Madam Chairman. 
You mentioned that one of your--
SENATOR McNAMARA: I apologize, Jeff. I sort of--

(two Assemblymen trying to speak at once) 
ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: You mentioned that you would try 

to encourage people to drive less. I was wondering how you 
would go about that. That sort of relates to, in this State, 
the dire need for a good mass transit, nonpolluting system, 
vis-a-vis light rail, etc. How are we going to get people to 
drive less in a State where the people are married to their 
cars? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Well, it is a country where people 
are married to their cars. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: Yes, country. 
MS. WITTENBERG: It is a significant problem, which is 

why these other control strategies become so crucial. When you 
think about reducing driving, it is one of the most difficult 
things I can conceive of doing. We always try to compare it to 
recycling, where we were so successful in New Jersey, but this 
is very different. I know when I talk to people about, "Would 
you carpool to work?" the list of reasons why nobody wants to 
carpool to work is incredible. 

But you are 100 percent right. And the long-term 
solution, which is improving mass transit and getting more 
public transportation in place, is ideal. But we can't do that 
to meet the Clean Air foct goals in 2003 and 2005. Most of New 
Jersey is just developed in such a sprawled fashion that there 

is no ideal public transportation solution. 
ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: If we had the will, we could. 

It could be done in five to ten years. 
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also? 
But, another question: Does this address trucking, 

You are talking passengers in cars. You are not 
incorporating trucks, which probably contribute more than cars 
do, and the transportation system, vis-a-vis buses? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Diesel trucks and buses -- and I am 
glad you asked that-- When you see the big black smoke coming 
out of the stack, that is another problem. It has almost no 
impact on ozone. That's particulate; that's diesel. And, yes, 
the Clean Air Act addresses those separately. There wi 11 be 
cleaner diesel fuel. New diesel vehicles will be cleaner. But 
that is a whole separate problem. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: Going on simultaneously, but on 
a different timetable? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes, and a Federal program. New 
Jersey does nothing. It is a Federal program. 

one. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: I see. Thank you. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: Now, Jeff? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Jeff, and he will be the last 

ASSEMBLYMAN WARSH: Project: Clean Air lists 
inspection/maintenance as a first priority, and· in your 
testimony you indicated that you are attempting to embark on a 
more stringent inspection/maintenance program. Can you 
indicate to the Committee what specific steps you are taking? 

MS. WITTENBERG: The Clean Air Act mandates an 
enhanced inspection/maintenance program, which they still have 
not clearly defined. But we have been working very closely 
with the Environmental Protection Agency and Motor Vehicle 
Services to design a more -- an enhanced inspection/maintenance 
program, with a better emissions test; one that reflects 
driving conditions more accurately; one that will sort of take 
the car through different paces to show how your emissions go 

when you are speeding up, when you are slowing down. That is 

the kind of test we are trying to design and put into place. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN WARSH: What is the time frame on that, 

because, see, we have heard about this for years? My research 

shows that New Jersey was one of the first states in the nation 

to institute inspect ion/maintenance, and then we just kind of 

basically dropped the ball on it. What is the time frame on 

instituting that more high-tech testing procedure? 

MS. WITTENBERG: This November we have to tell EPA 

when we are going to do it. As soon as we either get final 

guidance from EPA or get them to accept our proposal, which 

wi 11 come after this November, then there wi 11 be a contract 

bid to get the changes made. I would assume, hopefully, within 

a year's time frame from there, that that would come into 

place. Enhanced inspection/maintenance is a very important 

strategy for the State for mobile sources. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WARSH: I just have one last question: 

One of the serious concerns I have about the California 

emissions program deals with Section 177. Is it true that if 

we adopt the California standards, that new regulations that 

California passes, New Jersey will automatically have to adopt? 

MS. WITTENBERG: As I said before, if we want to stay 

in the program, if they make a change to the program, to the 

Low Emission Vehicle Program, and we want to continue being in 

that program, yes, we have to accept that change. But we don't 

have to stay in. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WARSH: So, in other words, California, 

and their free-for-all system out there-- The populace of the 

State of California can, through Initiative and Referendum, 

pass enhancements to their program, and we would have to adopt 

them in the State of New Jersey? 

MS. WITTENBERG: I am not sure that Initiative and 

Referendum tells the California Air Resources Board what to 

do. I would have to check that. I think they are an 

independent--

36 



ASSEMBLYMAN WARSH: Let's say it is just the 
California state legislature, or the California executive 
branch. They would promulgate regulations, they would be 
adopted, and the~ would become law in the State of New Jersey 
also? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes. 
ASSEMBLYMAN WARSH: Frightening. 
MS. WITTENBERG: We would go through a hearing process 

and decide if we wanted to do that. 
ASSEMBLYMAN WARSH: Well, for what it is worth, that 

is the most frightening thing I have heard in my tenure. 
MS. WITTENBERG: This only has to do with emissions 

from cars. If they change the emission standard, it would 
change for all the states that are i~ that program. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WARSH: Do you think it is a good idea for 
us to cede control over New Jersey State laws to another state? 

MS. WITTENBERG: I think it is a good idea for us to 
go into a program that has been developed by people with 
technical expertise, who have been developing emission standard 
programs for 30 years. I think that what they have done over 
the years-- None of it has ever been odd; none of it has ever 
been nutty, as people often say about California. They are 
requiring a car that will burn cleaner. They are not requiring 
a car that is going to have a different kind of an engine. 
They are just requiring a cleaner burning car, and I don't have 
a problem with that. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: 
that line: You said we are 

Just one other question along 
only dealing with emission 

standards in terms of being committed to what California -- the 
changes California makes. 

MS. WITTENBERG: Right. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: If California were to decide, in 

the year 2003, that it is not enough to have zero emissions 
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10 percent -- but they wanted to go to 20 percent, say, in 

whatever time period, then we are committed to that? 

program. 

MS. WITTENBERG: Yes. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: If we want to stay in the program. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: If we want to stay in the 

MS. WITTENBERG: We would go through our own process 

to decide if we wanted to do that, yes. If we decided no, then 

we would get out. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: If we got out of the program, 

where would that leave us? 

MS . WITTENBERG: In the year 2005, if we got out of 

the program because California--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: . And all the other states around 

us. 

MS. WITTENBERG: Well, as I said before, we would do 

it as a region. You know, if California did something bizarre, 

1 ike, say, we had to have a car with one wheel, that way it 

wouldn't move at all and we would have no emissions, then the 

region could decide not to go on. We would be out, and we 

would go back to Federal cars. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: But you also then-- If 

Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Maryland decided to opt out, 

without the region going along, you could opt out. You know, 

again, you look at the way the wind blows. New York is in, 

Massachusetts is in, and what other one is in? 

MS. WITTENBERG: Those are the only two that are in 

that have adopted. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Okay, all right. We have the ones 

that are going to have the most impact on our air quality not 

in. 

MS. WITTENBERG: Right. Pennsylvania is not in yet. 

All the states in the Northeast are moving ahead. 
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SENATOR McNAMARA: So the rules you are proposing, if, 

in fact, they don't opt it, are you going to put a time limit, 

so that if they don't opt in by '94, that our '96 date will not 

be valid, and push it back to '98? 

MS. WITTENBERG: What Maryland has done, and what we 

are considering doing, is to work with the automobile 

manufacturers to find out at what point, as a region, it 

doesn't work for us or for them. What Maryland has done, and 

what we are looking to do, is to build that into the commitment 

-- to build that into our rule proposal; that if such a 

percentage of the State-- If the bordering states do not come 

in for whatever reason, because they can't get the legislation, 

then we wouldn't, because, frankly, it just wouldn't make 

sense. So, yes. That is what Maryland has proceeded to do. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Okay. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Since you brought up the 

automobile manufacturers, I think it is probably time to give 

them their say. You are going to be staying all day, are you 

not? 

MS. WITTENBERG: I will be here, yes. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: In case we have questions to ask. 

MS. WITTENBERG: Thank you very much. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Thank you very much, 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Next we 

Nancy. 

will have 

representatives of General Motors, Ford, the importers, and the 

UAW, speaking as a group. 

R 0 B E R T V I K E: (speaking off mike) Madam Chair, Mr. 

Chairman, my name is Bob Vike. Good morning. I represent the 

Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Association of the United States. 

We have as members all of the domestic manufacturers of cars. 

We have with us today a representative of the importers, a 

representative of the two companies you mentioned, a 

representative of the MVMA. 
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SENATOR McNAMARA: Will you please use the mike? 

MR. VIKE: Oh, I beg your pardon. I am just going to 

introduce them, and then get out of here. And the United Auto 

Workers, as well. 

It was interesting that last week, and today, you were 

told what we were going to say. I just want to tell you how 

much I appreciate your allowing us to say what we want to say 

on this issue. So I will give it over to Greg Dana, from the 

inporters' association, to start the presentation. We hope 

there will be no redundancies. 

G R E G 0 R Y D A N A: Thank you very much. Good morning. 

As Bob said, my name is Greg Dana. I am representing the 

Association of International Automobile Manufacturers. I 

represent the European and Asian carmakers who import and sell 

in this country. With me, again, are representatives from Ford 

and GM, representing MVMA. Together we represent virtually all 

of the manufacturers and importers of motor vehicles sold in 

this ·ountry. 

We appreciate the opportunity to offer our comments to 

this joint legislative Committee on the Department of 

Environmental Protection and Energy's proposed rule to adopt 

the California low emission vehicle standards. 

First, it is crucial to recognize at the outset that 

New Jersey's ozone problem is not as severe as California's. 

Much of southern California is classified as an "extreme" 

nonattainment area -- the only one in the country. While the 

bulk of New Jersey's counties are severe ozone nonattainment 

areas, it does not have California's climate, geography, or mix 

of particular precursor emissions. As Nancy Wittenberg has 

said, "New Jersey is not California." What is done in 

California may not be the best solution for New Jersey. 

This attainment situation bears strongly on whether 

there is a need for a California-type control program for this 

State. For the six southern counties, which are rated as 
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Severe I ozone nonattainment areas, attainment must be achieved 
by 2005. The 12 northern counties, which are Severe I I, must 
achieve attainment by 2007. The impact of any California motor 
vehicle emissions control program will do very little to assist 
in meeting this attainment need. This is due to the long time 
needed to turn over the fleet and the fact that this program 
only addresses new light-duty motor vehicles, a very small part 
of the mobile source emissions problem. 

This fact is borne out by the report done by E. H. 
Pechan & Associates for the Northeast States for Coordinated 
Air Use Management, or N.E.S.C.A.U.M. This report estimates a 
wide range of possible benefits from adoption of California 
standards depending on the assumptions made, but little benefit 
by the time attainment must be achieved. 

The benefits the report does claim for the years after 
2000 are questionable, given a major fault in the report of 
assuming that the Tier II Federal standards will not take 
effect. The Clean Air Act amendments of 1990 specify: 

The Administrator of the EPA shall rule whether there 
is need for the reductions; whether the technology for meeting 
these reductions and stringent standards is available; and 
whether obtaining further reductions will be needed and 
cost-effective. 

Given the past intransigence of ozone, and the fact 
that EPA's decision will be based on air quality data from the 
mid- to late-1990s, it is almost assured that if ozone 
nonattainment remains a problem, then the first trigger for 
adoption of Tier II standards will be met. The technology 
forcing California LEV standards and manufacturer response to 
them will probably provide EPA with the basis for objectively 
assessing technological feasibility. 

The Tier II standards, while allowing marginally 

higher hydrocarbon emissions than California, match the 

California ultra low emission vehicle standards -- the ULEV 
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standards 

Imposition of 

for carbon monoxide and 

these Federal standards 

nitrogen 

should 

oxides. 

reduce 

considerably the already small benef·its shown in the Pechan 

analysis in the year 2005 and later. Assuming the more 

realistic deterioration scenario suggested by EPA, which is 

Alternative B in the Pechan analysis, and even accepting at 

face value the other assumptions in the Pechan analysis, for 

states adopting these standards, the benefit, if any, in 

controlling ozone will be small and will not occur until after 

the attainment deadline has passed. 

In addition, the Pechan analysis does not consider 

fuel effects and evaporative emissions, which represent the 

largest source of current motor vehicle hydrocarbon emissions. 

This will be discussed later in our presentation. 

The states must also consider that EPA's decision on 

the magnitude of SIP credits that's State Implementation 

Plan credits that will be granted for adopting the 

California program will not likely be based on CARS's view of 

deterioration, but rather EPA's, regardless of what the Pechan 

report suggests. Comments by EPA indicate that these would be 

small. EPA has stated that it expects a 30 percent reduction 

in emissions for enhanced I/M, 15 percent for reformulated 

gasoline, and only 1 percent to 2 percent for California 

standards. 

Moreover, the cost of this program will be 

significant. Again referring to the Pechan analysis, the cost 

estimate provided by CAMET, the manufacturer of the heated 

catalysts that will be needed to meet the LEV standards, is up 

to $295 per vehicle at the start of the program. However, this 

is the cost anticipated by the catalyst supplier, and does not 

represent the final retail cost of the entire system needed to 

comply with these standards. A recent report from the 

Automotive Consulting Group claims a final retail cost to the 

consumer of up to $1010 for meeting California LEV standards. 
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We will discuss these costs in our presentation; however, it is 
clear that the cost of this program to residents of New Jersey 
will be significant. 

A fundamental problem with adopting the California 
program is that it is not yet complete and is subject to 
further change. At its November Board meeting, CARB considered 
the adoption of reactivity adjustment factors for alternative 
fuels. Reactivity adjustment factors reflect the ozone-forming 
potential of different fuels and, in essence, set a higher or 
lower standard based on the fuel chosen. For this reason, 
these factors are critical in a manufacturer's decision process 
on the fuel of choice. The reactivity factors adopted by 
California are incomplete, representing only one of at least 
four possible fuels -- methanol and only for the TLEV 
level. No reactivity factors have yet been adopted for the LEV 
or ELEV levels. The still incomplete nature of the ARB program 
precludes New Jersey from legally adopting the California 
standards until California has determined what they may be. 

Also, New Jersey must be prepared to regulate the fuel 
infrastructure and have its citizens accept the consequent 
significant costs, if it intends to require California cars. 
The lack of discussion in this proposal and Commissioner 
Weiner's adamant statement last week, make it clear that the 
DEPE has no intention to provide adequate supplies of fuel that 
may be needed in a timely manner. 

New Jersey must also be concerned about the effect on 
the automobile dealers in the State. While the administrative 
branches of the Ozone Transport Commission states have stated 
they plan to adopt these standards, legislative initiatives in 
Delaware, Virginia, and Maryland have failed this year, and 
Pennsylvania has yet to act. Therefore, dealers in most 
sections of the State bordering other jurisdictions will be 
faced with higher priced vehicles against cross border 
competition. This will require higher vehicle stocks to 
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service both the California and non-California vehicle buyers. 

If New Jersey persists in its efforts to adopt these standards 

and other states in the region lag behind or do not adopt 

standards, the vehicle distribution problem will become 

serious, presenting economic problems for the State's auto 

dealers. 

Finally, the Legislature must weigh what benefit will 

be achieved and at significant cost to the citizens of New 

Jersey if this program is to be adopted. There is ample time 

to delay adoption of these standards until California's 

standards are finalized and more is known about the actual 

benefits of implementing these standards in the State. 

I would like to now turn it over to Mike Schwarz, from 

Ford, to do a more detailed analysis of the issue. 

M I C H A E L S C H W A R Z: We will be projecting overhead 

transparencies. We have brought copies which may be helpful to 

you in note taking. I am glad to pass them on to you. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: For the purpose of recording 

this public hearing fully, would you give -- before you start 

-- your name and your affiliation? Thank you. 

MR. SCHWARZ: My. name is Mike Schwarz. I am the 

Manager of Emission Control Analysis and Planning for the Ford 

Motor Company. I am presenting information based on our trade 

association, the Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Association. 

Before starting, I would like to clarify that the 

motor vehicle manufacturers recognize that we are a significant 

portion of the ozone problem, and we are determined to be a 

significant portion of the solution. I think you will see that 

that is inevitable; that whether or not New Jersey goes to the 

Low Emission Vehicle Program, we are going to play a major role 

in helping the State to achieve its standards. 

The first thing to remember-- This is our statement 

on one slide. If ever pressed to that amount of time, we can 

spit it out quickly. First, the nature and magnitude of the 
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ozone problems in New Jersey do not compare to Los Angeles, and 

we will have more information on that point. Major 

uncertainties about the benefits of the program make adoption 
at this time premature. 

We heard a lot of promises about how quickly the State 

can bail out of the California program. 

get into the California program at 

uncertainties are less. Despite the 

It can just as quickly 

a point when the 

uncertainties, it is 

apparent that benefits over the Federal program are extremely 

small and generally would be expected to occur well after the 

ozone attainment deadlines set forth in the Federal statute. 

The program will be very costly to consumers, and New Jersey 

will forgo no significant benefit by delaying consideration for 

a few years while.those uncertainties are reduced. 

This is a graphic representation of the size of the 

problem in southern California versus New Jersey. This is a 

listing of the number of exceedance days in the May to October 

period in 1988, the worst ozone season in recent history. This 

is a ratio of roughly 10/1, meaning that approximately 10 times 

as often does southern California have an hour in its day when 

it . is over the standard as what happens in New Jersey. The 

levels, which are not shown on that slide -- the worst levels 

in California are about 50 percent higher than the worst levels 

in New Jersey. New Jersey levels are about 60 percent of 

California's, depending on which direction you are going. 

This tabulation takes a look at whether there is any 

significant impact of not having 1988 in consideration. The 

year 1988 really influenced the classification of areas in the 

Federal statute that was adopted in 1990. Those 

classifications were made based on the period of 1987, '88, 

'89. The key one for your consideration is that New York, at 

that time, had a design value of .201 against the standard of 

.12. In recent data-- The most recent three-year runout says 

it is down to .175. Is Philadelphia on there? 
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MR. DANA: Yeah, Philadelphia. 

MR. SCHWARZ: Philadelphia is the third one on the 

list. It has come down from . 187 to . 151. So there is some 

good news in recent data. Certain of these have made about 

half of the trip that they need to from their Clean Air Act 

design level to where they need to be. 

California regulations are not complete. They had a 

very aggressive timetable when they first adopted a portion of 

the regs in 1990, and they have not been able to keep up with 

that timetable; not due to any lack of effort, it was just an 

impossible task for the technical staff at the Air Resources 

Board. 

These question marks represent open issues. The most 

significan~ one is in the area of reactivity adjustment 

factors. May I have the next one? (asking associate for next 

slide) 

For the first time, fuels are brought seriously into 

the motor vehicle certification and compliance process; that 

is, reactivity factors are associated with fuels, and an 

emission test is run, a level is measured, and it is multiplied 

by a factor to take into account how reactive those emissions 

will be in the air. 

This is a matrix of the reactivity adjustment factors 

that the California Air Resources Board must provide to our 

industry so that we have a fuel neutral program where we can 

select among Phase II gasoline, methanol, compressed natural 

gas, or liquified petroleum gas. This is our choice. We have 

so far only one of these numbers, the number for methanol, and 

we really need to know these at this point in order to identify 

systems for the 1997 model year. So we have big problems with 

the California program as a result of their adopting an 

incomplete program and having an unrealistic timetable for·· 

being able to fill in that information. That information was 

all supposed to be done in September of '91. 
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I would like to address the costs and benefits of the 

program. The annual budget for the California Air Resources 

Board is $23 million. That is split between regulatory 

development of .about $7 mi 11 ion, and enforcement, which 

includes certification, of about $16 million. We have heard 

assurances from the DEPE that it won't do anything, but it is 

going to require some level of staffing. If we take out the 

regulatory development on the assumption that the California 

Air Resources Board will be developing all standards, and that 

a state need only enforce, then you are still left with quite a 

burden on the taxpayers. 

Probably the most controversial issue in the whole 

debate is the cost of an electrically heated catalyst system. 

The California Air Resources Board, as you heard earlier, 

started with an estimate of $170. It upped that to $270, but 

has projected that it will come down with experience. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: May I interrupt you for one 

minute? That last chart that you had up there-- The 

enforcement, I not·e underneath it, includes certification 

the $16.5 million figure. New Jersey does not intend to 

certify. They intend to do car inspect ions, but they already 

have in place a car inspection system. 

MR. SCHWARZ: The way I would read their proposed 

regulations, there is certainly a cert if icat ion. There is a 

process of us sending them information, and them giving a head 

nod; being involved in the judgment--

SENATOR McNAMARA: That would be contrary to the 

testimony that Nancy gave just before, I believe. 

MR. SCHWARZ: Perhaps not contrary. It might be just 

a matter of semantics; I mean--

SENATOR McNAMARA: All right. Well, that is an area 

that we definitely ought to have our staff take a look at. 

Thank you. 
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A L W E A V E R S T A D: The intention of that slide was not 

to infe~ that they would have to spend the enti~e $16 million, 

but that somewhe~e between $0 and $16 million would be the cost. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Well, I mean, it is like going out 

fo~ lunch and knowing it is going to be between $2 and $280. 

You know, you--

ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: That is for the entire State of 

California, right? 

MR.. WEAVERSTAD: That is what the State of Cal ifo~nia 

spends on enfo~cement. The State of New Jersey could do 

something less than that, and they would ~eally be best able to 

answer that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: Mr. Chairman, may I ask a 

question, if it is appropriate right now? 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Yes, you may. 

ASSEMBLY 1AN KRONICK: This cost factor you have of 

$1000, whe~e we heard it is $170 to $270-- Is this based on a 

sta~t-up p~oducing "X" number, or is this p~ojecting out when 

we've got "X'' mi 11 ion cars out there, and obviously the cost 

comes down? What is the number of vehicles you are basing this 

on? 

MR. SCHWARZ: The consultant did this based on a 

California volume. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: A California volume? 

MR.. SCHWARZ: In other words, approximately 7 percent 

to 10 percent of the nation's volume being this kind of vehicle. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: A point to make there, though, is, if 

you increase the volume, the early costs will actually increase 

because it takes more capital equipment to make the additional 

componentry. Ultimately, increased volume does result in a 

lowe~ piece price, but it will require a higher investment. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: For the record, would you please 

identify yourself? 
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MR. WEAVERSTAD: My name is Al Weaverstad. I am with 
the General Motors Corporation. I am Manager of Exhaust 
Emission Compliance. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: I guess maybe another question: I 
have seen another chart where that $170 figure is. I think the 
reason is that it is missing several of the components that you 

have listed in that chart; based on the assumption that a 
remote starter would not be needed, you know, batteries are 
more than adequate as they are presently produced to meet the 
criteria. It is hard to filter out where I read it in the last 
seven days. I feel 1 ike Nancy. I haven't reached the expert 
level yet, but I am fed up with reading about it. (laughter) 

But I do remember that the chart did not have-- I 
don't think it had the air pump, the battery, the wiring 
cables, the remote starter, and I don't know what else, to get 
you back down to $170. How necessary are all of these 
components? 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: Let me try to answer that question: 
First of all, what we did was assume what the State of 
California told us was the necessary system to meet the 
standards. We have not met the standards yet. We had to start 
somewhere, and we figured that was probably the least 
controversial. So we went to our people and said, "How would 
you make this work?" Let me give you an idea of what we are 
trying to do. 

The catalytic converter underneath the car is expected 
to go from whatever the ambient temperature is -- on a cold 
day, maybe 20 degrees to 600 degrees Fahrenheit in 
approximately 20 seconds. Now, if you can imagine the amount 
of energy needed to be downloaded into a catalytic converter to 
heat it up to 600 degrees, you know it is going to take a 
considerable energy source and additional battery, and some 
fairly sophisticated controls equipment and wiring to get that 
to it. That is what the costs involve. 
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They also involve storage of that extra battery, 

because we can't make one battery big enough to do that. It 

will require the alternator to keep that battery charged, 

because you will totally drain the battery to make this much 

energy, and then you will need to build that back up while the 

person drives the car. 

We at General Motors, in particular, had a great deal 

of negative background when we went to diesel cars and people 

had to wait 30 seconds, or a minute, when the diesel plugs were 

warming up. We had numerous complaints. People absolutely 

hated that. We learned our lesson and we said, "We are not 

going to make that mistake again. We'll give the guy a remote 

starter." So he pushes a button when he walks out the door, 

and by the time he gets to the car, the 20 seconds have gone 

away. That is a significant portion of the cost -- $152. But 

that is where these costs come from and why the difference is 

really there. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: By the way, Assemblywoman Heck 

raised a question before. She heard that Pontiac was going to 

build all their cars to the California standard. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: I can answer that question: Pontiac 

is a Division of General Motors, and all of its engines come 

from our General Motors power train organization. So, the 

power train organization will be the people assigned the job of 

making these low emission vehicles. If that were the case, it 

would be across the entire General Motors line, not just 

Pontiac. But I will point out to you that it is not our 

intention to make Pontiacs all low emission vehicles. We don't 

know how to do it right now. Our intention is to meet the 

standards in California with the mix that California requires. 

But, Pontiac on its own-- It is not the plan of General Motors 

that Pontiac will be a lead division with all low emission 

vehicles. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: Don't you feel a little bit leery 
making a statement like that with the Asian and European 
markets listening to you? (laughter) 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: I'm sorry? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: You don't know how to build a low 

emission vehicle, is what I'm saying. I was joking. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: Quite honestly, I think you could ask 
them the question, and they would answer similarly. 

MR. DANA: I think you have to understand. The point 
we are trying to make here is, every manufacturer in a very 
competitive market -- and that means all the importers, as well 
as GM and Ford -- because of California's requirement, will do 
their best to achieve what California has set out for us. We 
all want to compete in the marketplace and sell cars. 

Right now, I don't know of anybody any 
manufacturer, foreign or domestic -- who knows how to reach 
the low levels that California wants us to meet. I think we 
could all say that the TLEV levels are something that are 
achievable at this point in time. I am not saying that there 
won't be some technological breakthrough three years, five 
years, seven years from now. That may happen. We don't know 
that right now. What we know about technology right at this 
point in time, in the time frame that CARB has set up for us-­
We don't know how to get there. 

saying. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: That 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: 

is not to say that we won't. 
I know that. That goes without 

SENATOR RICE: Based on these costs, my concern -- and 
I want to get into the whole cost benefits analysis stuff 
later-- The costs, just the things that are listed here, 
okay? Where are we presently making all of these? Are these 
some of your import items right now? It seems to me that every 

time we put a car together, whether it is American or what have 
you, we are starting to bring in these overseas costs. The 
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more demands the Federal government and the rest of us place on 

you, the more you all have to see how to get them. When you 

find out how to get them, you wind up going overseas with it, 

and our U.S. citizens wind up unemployed. 

market? 

Are these costs right now locked into the American 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: Not necessarily; they will be a mix. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Continue. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: I have one more quest ion: Was 

there any thought-- You're using the California standard in 

this scenario. Was there ever any thinking about a compromise 

between, I' 11 call it the "dramatic changeover" to something, 

you know, with Jersey on the other spectrum to somewhere in 

between? Was there that kind of thinking in this process? 

SENATOR McNAMARA: You're not allowed a third car, 

Assemblyman. (laughter) The Federal law allows either the 

California car, because of their peculiar problems, and/or the 

Federal car. They could not come up with a third car that 

would be good for the Northeast. Federal law does not allow 

it. California legislators were much more effective than those 

from the Northeast. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KRONICK: I guess so. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: I might point out that the 1990 Clean 

Air Act reduced the tail pipe emission standard from .41 grams 

per mile to .25 grams per mile. That is the Federal program. 

It is being reduced at some considerable cost to all of the 

manufacturers. The intention of the 1990 Clean Air Act was to 

bring states like New Jersey into compliance. The intention of 

that reduction was to bring New Jersey and other states into 

compliance. So that compromise really was the Clean Air Act of 

1990. 

MR. SCHWARZ: Implicit with the use of the 

electrically heated catalyst, also is a fuel economy penalty. 

That energy that Al talked about is only made-- The only 
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source you have on the vehicle for energy is in the fuel tank. 
You have to use the engine to run the alternator to produce the 
energy to heat the catalyst. That energy, plus the extra 
weight added by the system, will penalize fuel economy. That 
same contractor automotive consulting group which 
generated the cost estimate of $1000, estimated that the fuel 
impact, when you also cons ide red the cost of California fuel, 
was about $1500 over the lifetime of the vehicle. so, the 
purchaser of this vehicle has one penalty when he buys it and 
another as he operates it. 

So, what impact might this have on sales? The 
consultant took a look at that, considered the added cost and 
the potential for the customer rejecting the technology because 
he couldn't patiently wait for the start, and estimated that 
there might be a 10 percent to 15 percent decline in new 
vehicle sales as a result. 

When new car sales decline, there are a couple of 
impacts. Of course, less vehicles being produced has an impact 
on employment. But it also has an important environmental 
impact, because old vehicles emit more than new vehicles. 

Dealerships will be gravely affected by an adoption of 
the program, particularly if adjacent states do not adopt it. 
One solution that someone not familiar with the dealership end 
of the business might say, is, "Well, let that dealer order 
from the factory either a California car or a Federal car." A 
simple solution. The problem with that is, very few vehicles 
are sold that way. That is what this exhibit shows. On the 
order of 90 percent to 95 percent of vehicle sales occur from 
lot inventory. Only a very small portion are sold by special 
order. You would know this better than I, I suppose. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: That is one of the reasons why I 
got out of the business. (laughter) 

MR. SCHWARZ: Well, yes. Let me finish the point: If 
you have to keep two inventories on the lot, your inventory 

cost goes out of control. 
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We have taken a look at the situation with the 

inventory, and we don't have big differences at the starting 

point with the Department. We find that on the order of 26 

percent of the 1988 inventory, based on information in the 

regional ozident model -- EPA's model -- that about 26 percent 

comes from nature, and about 74 percent man-made. Then when we 

break down that man-made portion, about 36 percent is from 

highway mobile vehicles, and 38 percent from off highway and 

stationary. When you take the nature out of it, that means 

about 50 percent of the man-made emissions are coming from 

highway vehicles. This is for volatile organic compounds. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: It's nice to see one point of 

agreement. 

MR. SCHWARZ: Sure, sure. Now, it is important to 

recognize that -- to look further and see where those emissions 

come from. They come from evaporation, as Nancy described 

earlier, and from vehicle exhaust. This is roughly the split: 

about 26 percent from evap; 9.5 percent from exhaust. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Are you going to go further into 

that, because that is hard to believe? 

MR. SCHWARZ: I am not sure we do go into that further. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: If you would get some supporting 

data, and submit that through the Chair--

MR. SCHWARZ: Okay. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: --because that is a hard number to 

swallow, with our own limited experiences with automobiles. 

MR. SCHWARZ: Yes. The Federal EPA would have found 

it a very hard number to swallow five years ago, but all kinds 

of new discoveries were made in this area. We realized that 

vehicles operate at higher temperatures than the Federal test 

procedure was set up to represent, and that the Federal test 

procedure only required you to control evaporative emissions 

through one warm day, where it goes from, say, 60 degrees to 84 

degrees. They found that a significant number of vehicles sit 
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at rest for several days. In a family, often two cars get used 

all week, and then on the weekend husbands and wives do things 

together, and one of the cars sits in the garage making 

evaporative emissions. Vehicles at airports while you are on a 

business trip make evaporative emissions. 

So, it is being addressed, now that the problem has 

been identified. The Federal government and California have 

parallel programs which will correct the evaporative emissions 

problem. It will be great for the environment. It is the 

single most effective measure we can take on new motor vehicles. 

This is the results of a (indiscernible) made rerun of 

the contractor analysis the Pechan analysis. We changed 

very little in it. It compares vehicle emissions from 1988 

base year to the year 2010. We find that the Federal program, 

with enhanced inspection/maintenance, will reduce emissions 

from the average motor vehicle by 88.5 percent, and that adding 

the increment from the California emissions will take that 

number up to 90.1 percent. 

If you look at the bars in 2010 under the two 

scenarios, you notice that the portion attributed to 

evaporative emissions, shown in red, is identical under the two 

programs, whereas there is a difference in the exhaust 

emissions. Under the California program it is lower. But I 

have to point out here that this analysis assumed California 

fuels in New Jersey. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: I might point--

SENATOR McNAMARA: If you go back-- Your chart 

showing 26 percent is evaporated emissions really would 

represent 75 percent of the car emissions. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: That is correct. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: DEP's chart shows the total of car 

emissions being 36 percent, and I assume with the Federal 

formulated fuel. Nancy, is that correct? 
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MS. WITTENBERG: (speaking from audience) Yes, 
Federal-- (remainder indiscernible; no microphone) 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Now, so we can try to get one apple 
looking something similar to the other apple, and we are apart 
by some 40 percent already-- Using the Federal formulated 
fuel, what does that do to your percentile? 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: It doesn't do anything to our 
percentage. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Because you used the California 
fuel in this? 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: The number we are showing here is the 
1988 inventory's, prior to the reformulated fuel. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Oh, okay. 
MR. WEAVERSTAD: All right. Now, we are going to show 

you a slide further on where you will be in 2010, where it will 
be reduced. Our numbers actually come from EPA modeling 
techniques. They mention--

SENATOR McNAMARA: Well, so do--
MR. WEAVERSTAD: They use Mobile 4. 1; so do we. We 

also use a modified version of Mobile 4.1, which we expect to 
be similar to Mobile 5. 0 for our 2010 estimates. One of the 
things we would be happy to do is, we would be happy to bring 
our modeler down to go through all of the details of what 
numbers we chose, and why we chose them, or we could send them 
to you in writing, if you would prefer. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Does DEP have that already, Nancy? 
MS. WITTENBERG: (speaking from audience) Do we 

have-- I'm sorry. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: The information that he just 

discussed from their modeling program? 
MS. WITTENBERG: No. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: Would you please submit it through 

the Chair so we can then give it to the DEP? 
MR. WEAVERSTAD: We would be happy to. 
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SENATOR McNAMARA: Thank you. 
MR. SCHWARZ: The report by the consultant, E.H. 

Pechan, contracted by N.E.S.C.A.U.M., and on which the DEPE 
proposal depends,. was very controversial. We corrunented on an 
early draft. Major revisions were made to it. The draft still 
had problems. A fellow named Tom Austin, who is the Senior 
Executive of Sierra Research, Inc. in California, the former 
Executive Officer of the California Air Resources Board, did an 
earlier analysis for the Northeast states, and in response to a 
letter from the administrator of N.E.S.C.A.U.M., provided 
feedback on the program. As you can see from the material you 
were given, he expressed great concern about any state relying 
on this report in order to make a decision whether to implement 
the program. 

SENATOR RICE: I don't believe, Mr. Chairman, we have 
that particular document. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: No, we haven't. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: That particular letter that you 

just-- That is not part of your packet. 
MR. SCHWARZ: I'm sorry. We will supply it to you. 

Would you like it on the screen longer? Or, would you like me 
to read it to you? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: No. 
SENATOR RICE: We'll read it. 
MR. SCHWARZ: Okay. This is what the output of the 

models we have all been talking about looks like. That is a 
Mobile 4.1 model, or EPA's updated version that will come out 
this summer of Mobile 5. o. It gives you an average gram per 
mile number for the motor vehicle fleet by calendar year. We 
exercised the model with the updates that EPA is working on to 
make it 5.0, and we ran two scenarios: EPA deterioration 
rates; California deterioration rates. The reason this is 
important is because the contractor Pechan ran two 
scenarios: with optimistic deterioration rates, that is saying 
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that emissions continue to stay low over the life of the 

vehicle; and pessimistic deterioration rates. Well, those 

pessimistic deterioration rates are right in line with what the 

Environmental Prote~tion Agency projects for this kind of 

technology, and they have said that in response to direct 

questions at EPA/industry meetings. 

EPA ultimately is in the judgment seat on this. The 

State must submit its State Implementation Plan to EPA for 

approval, and if it has benefits that EPA does not accept, then 

it won't bless the report. It wi 11 require a revision to the 

report. This shows that there is very little difference 

between the green line the Clean Air Act and the 

California program, even with the optimistic deterioration 

scenario. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Is there a way of us not talking 

about apples and oranges? We're talking about grams per mile 

and the DEPE is talking about tons per day. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: We have that at the end of the 

presentation. 

MR. SCHWARZ : Looking forward to the year 2010 and 

doing a projection on these inventories, we would expect that 

motor vehicles--

SENATOR McNAMARA: Excuse me. There is a request from 

one of our members. 

SENATOR ADLER: Can we have an answer now? The 

Assemblywoman asked a question. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: Okay. The tons per day is nine tons 

per day under our calculation. 

MR. SCHWARZ: In 2010. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: In the year 2010. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Compared to what? 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: The Low Emission Vehicle Program, in 

the year 2010, in the State of New Jersey, wi 11 provide a 

benefit of nine tons per day. 

58 



MR. SCHWARZ: We'll do some comparisons in a few 
moments, since you said, "Compared to what?" 

SENATOR McNAMARA: As opposed to the Federal car, or-­
MR. WEAVERSTAD: As opposed to the Federal car. 
MR. SCHWARZ: Yes. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: But what about opposed to the 

California car which is being proposed by the DEP? 
MR. WEAVERSTAD: That is what the nine tons per day 

improvement is. The Low Emission Vehicle Program would provide 
nine tons per day benefit to the State of New Jersey over the 
Federal program. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Oh, okay, over the Federal 
program. Okay. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: Those two lines in 2010 where you saw 
the largest difference is equivalent to nine tons per day. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Okay. 
MR. SCHWARZ: We have an exhibit that shows vehicle 

emissions between 1988 and 2010 coming down approximately 90 
percent under either scenario. As a result of that, in the 
year 2010, evaporative and highway exhaust emissions constitute 
18 percent of the inventory. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: It is important to recognize that a 
big portion of that is evaporative emissions, and that 
evaporative emissions are not something that are on the table 
here. The program being proposed does not take different 
action on evap than the Federal program. 

MR. SCHWARZ: So we are affecting only that 5 percent 
wedge. When we take out of that consideration of vehicles that 
have prematurely broken or been tampered with, and when we take 
out the fuel effect, even from the federally reformulated 
gasoline program, we are left with a sliver of the inventory of 
about 2 percent that can be affected by the Low Emission 

Vehicle Program. 
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We have busily gone about the business of trying to 
analyze the information that was presented a week ago by the 
Department. On the top of the slide is a look at DOC inventory 
projected for New Jersey in the year 2005. We have 1990 on the 
left side; 2005 on the right. We have merely accepted, for the 
purposes of this analysis, 
inventory in 1990 from 
biogenic number that is 
Department present today. 

the DEP' s assessment of the total 
man-made sources. We inserted a 
very close to what we saw the 

In the year 2005, we show a difference in the man-made 
emissions of 85 tons per day. Slide it upward, and the lower 
portion of this slide shows where that comes from. We have 
found in discussion at staff level of the Department that in 
analyzing Tier I -- that is the name for Federal Clean Air Act 
changes to the motor vehicle program -- the impact of on board 
diagnostics was overlooked, which is an impact of about 10 tons 
per day, and that nothing was booked for evaporative emissions, 
where the most progress is going to be made on motor vehicle 
emissions. That estimate, based on EPA's model, is about 74 

tons per day. 
In terms of reformulated gasoline and 

inspect ion/maintenance, we did not reanalyze the Department's 
data. In the upper portion of this page, we use the 58 and the 
74 numbers the Department used. We believe there is a 1 ikely 
benefit from Federal Tier II, a slight one, in the year 2005. 

On inspection/maintenance, we would point out that 
this, we understand, is a Level I II I/M program. EPA has 
outlined options and there is one option that could net greater 
reductions than the 74 tons per day. 

SENATOR ADLER: Before you turn the page, I lost you 
in the very first pair of numbers. What are import diagnostics? 

MR. SCHWARZ: It's "on board" vehicle diagnostics. 
Okay? They are a system that will be installed on all Federal 
and California vehicles on a phase-in basis -- 1994, '95, '96 
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model year -- that require that the electronic system on the 

vehicle identify when a component has gone bad, or when a 

calibration has drifted, and will light a light on the 

dashboard in the vehicle so that the customer can get quick 

repair. 

MR. DANA: If I may point out, some of you may have 

cars now which have 1 itt le "check engine" · 1 ights on the dash. 

This is a lot more sophisticated system we are talking about 

than that current "check engine" light. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: What is it going to do, shut off 

the car after it drives another l 00 miles? I· ll tell you 

what: I have gotten into cars where I have seen that check -­

not my own, but where other people were driving and I said, 

"Gee, aren't you concerned? Your red light is on." They said, 

"No, it's always on." (laughter) 

MR. DANA: We understand. It is just important to 

understand that the difference here is significant. There is a 

lot of very, very sophisticated technology being developed to 

look at things like misfire and other problems with vehicles. 

We are going to build systems in new cars to do that in the 

future. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Hold it for a minute, because I 

don't think the Senator is finished with his question. 

Your assumptions are also taking in the Federal Tier 

II car? 

MR. SCHWARZ: That's right. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Which we are not assuming--

MR. WEAVERS TAD: It's the smallest benefit on the 

chart. The furthest right column shows what we would include 

for Tier II. We believe the State of New Jersey shows no 

benefit for that. 

MR. SCHWARZ: It doesn't have a big impact here, but 

we would argue that Tier II belongs in the baseline. The 

reason for that is, the way the Federal statute is written it 
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is the default outcome. If EPA does not take some action, then 
the Federal Tier II happens. 

Another reason it belongs in the baseline for 
consideration of this, is that you can depend on it because EPA 
must make its final decision in 1999. If it is going to decide 
that, "No, the nation does not need this second tier of Federal 
vehicles," then clearly a state at that point could plug that 
hole -- that emission reduction that they were depending on 
by adopting the California Low Emission Vehicle Program. So it 
is there, in any event. 

MR. DANA: Recognize, too, Senator, that the small 
portion here is partly due to the fact that this is the year 
2005 analysis. The Federal Tier II standard, as a default, 
would go into effect in 200--

SENATOR McNAMARA: In 2007, I think, isn't it? 
MR. DANA: In 2003. So that represents only a sma 11 

port ion of the turnover of the fleet. It wi 11 get larger over 
time. 

SENATOR McNAK~: Senator Adler, did you want to 
proceed with questions? 

SENATOR ADLER: I am going to ask somebody to explain 
it in more detai 1. I don't want to hold up the rest of the 
Committee. 

a point? 

Jersey 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Okay. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: May I have some clarification on 

SENATOR McNAMARA: 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: 

you talked about 

Yes. 
On the VOC inventory in urban New 
a stationary and off highway 

evaporative emissions of 38.0 percent. Am I correct? 

MR. SCHWARZ: Okay. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: I'm sure that is what you were 

talking about. Then on this particular piece, you mentioned 
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that you see solutions coming more quickly in the evaporative 

emissions area. Am I correct? Did I hear that correctly? 

MR. SCHWARZ: That is correct. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: What are you doing, or what kind 

of a time frame are we looking at for solutions to that 

particular problem? 

MR. SCHWARZ: That particular problem-- The new test 

procedures and standards that will bring about the major 

reduction in evaporative emissions will be phased in in model 

years 1995 through 1998. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: Nothing sooner than that? 

MR. SCHWARZ: Neither in California nor federally. 

That is the same timetable at both places. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: But you have recognized it. You 

have pinpointed it, but you don't have anything that you could 

put into action more quickly? 

MR. SCHWARZ: No. That is kind of the way the 

business works; when you discover something major, it is not 

easy to fix. That is why the lead time is necessary. We will 

have to do things like insulating the fuel tanks to keep them 

from getting hot. We will have to have a much more 

sophisticated system on the vehicle for pulling the stored 

vapors from the evaporative canister into the engine. 

vapors 

change 

day. 

small 

A quick explanation of how this system works is, 

are driven off the fuel tank, either by the temperature 

during the day or by operation of the vehicle on a hot 

They are routed to 

one today; a very 

an evaporative 

large one when 

canister, 

we get 

a 

into 

fairly 

these 

regulations. Then, you can't indefinitely keep storing vapors 

in a canister. They will just spill out when they reach a 

point. So you use the engine as a vacuum pump. You route the 

vapors from that to the engine so that it pulls them in and 

burns them. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: Do you have a guesstimate as to 
how you will impact on that solution? I mean, will it be a 50 
percent reduction in evaporative emissions? What are you 
looking for as a goal -- a reasonable goal in reduction? 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: We can show you a rough estimate with 
one of our charts. I would point out that those things that 
are easily done will be done. For example-, our purge rate -­
the rate at which we empty the canisters -- is being improved. 
Things that we have learned. When we went to test the vehicles 
in actual use, we found problems. Certain designs of canisters 
have been found to be better than others. We are implementing 
those sooner. 

The point is, in order to do the entire implementation 
and meet this more severe test does take us some evaluation 
time, to make sure it works. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: I also have-­
MR. SCHWARZ: You've got your answer. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: --one other question: Is the 

industry looking towards educating the consumer in reducing 
emissions? In other words, are you giving data when you sell a 
new car that emissions will be lessened if you do such and 
such; if you have your car serviced; and such and such a 
checklist examined? Are you doing that now? 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: Yes. It is in the owner's manual. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: A good salesman will do it to try 

to sell his car over the competitor's product. 
The canisters you are referring to are not the ones 

that the Bush administration just said--
MR. SCHWARZ: No. A good quest ion. We need the 

opportunity to clarify that. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: Okay. I just wanted to make sure. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: These are canisters that are already 
on your car. What we have found is that certain designs work 

better than other designs. That is what we are talking about. 

64 



This is the difference you are talking about. The bar 
that is in red-- That is where we were in '88. The bar in red 
under 2010 is where we plan to be in 2010. 

dramatic reduction. 
So that is a 

MR. SCHWARZ: The answer is somewhere between 98 

percent and 99 percent. The 2.6 drops to .19. So the 
evaporative emissions are really going to be reduced. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: Significantly. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

MR. DANA: Understand, too, 
has already adopted their procedure. 
just now finalizing its regulations 

Assemblywoman, that CARE 
EPA is in the process of 

that we would have to 
operate from to control evaporative emissions. 
close to being in the final stage. Again, it 
effect in '95, or as soon as we could possibly do 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: Thank you very much. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: Okay, Ron. 

So it 
would 
that. 

is very 
go into 

SENATOR RICE: Hey, you know, that is why I get paid; 
to corrunent on your last question. I'll stay here until 12:00 

at night. Is import diagnostic the strange thing that is going 
to give us the thing that is going to stay red all the time? 
Import because it is going to be imported? 

MR. SCHWARZ: No, it is "on board." That is the word, 
"on board diagnostic." 

SENATOR RICE: All right, with the on-board piece, 

these electronic 
"cheaply" here. 

things usually aren't done as well or as 
Is that another one of those i terns that may 

very well generate jobs in an overseas market? Or because the 
Asian community is doing a good job of pretty much owning 
California, so economically it is going to be produced there, 
would you know? Where do you get your diagnostic--

MR. SCHWARZ: Again, it is a combination. The 

electronic control module on Ford vehicles is designed and 
produced by the Electronics Division within the company. In 
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fact, we sell them to Mazda, to a Japanese manufacturer. But 

there are a number of sensors required in that system, and the 

decisions of where to source them have to be made on the basis 

of the capabi 1 i ty of the various vendors and the cost of the 

component. So, again, it will be a combination of imported and 

OEM designed parts. 

SENATOR RICE: Mr. Chairman, before we go any further, 

I would just like to let the Chair know -- the Co-Chair people 

-- that I apologize for the type of questions I asked, and so 

many, but that is just the way I am by nature. We have 

different interests in this sometimes; sometimes common ones. 

I don't come to rush myself home on a Senate day. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Senator Rice, I have served with 

you long enough to let you know that I can vouch to every 

Committee person--

SENATOR RICE: You've been good. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Don't worry about your rushing. 

SENATOR RICE: Sure. I didn't want you to dec ide to 

feel uncomfortable with the things I said. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: No. I told them to calm down. 

(laughter) Please continue. 

MR. SCHWARZ: Okay. Taking that information that we 

had on the differences in the Federal program, particularly on 

evaporative emissions and on board diagnostics, we find that 

the DEPE analysis, which would indicate that all of the Federal 

measures and the list of proposed options that they went 

through last week, which included the Low Emission Vehicle 

Program, leave you short of your required reduction in the year 

2005. 

Now, making the corrections that we have, on the right 

side of the page is the redo of the analysis. We see that the 

mandatory portions net you 467 tons per day, or a delta of 85 

additional tons over what was in the DEPE analysis. On the 

proposed options, we did not do a reanalysis, except on the Low 
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Emission Vehicle Program, where we would estimate that in 2005 

it has a benefit of nine tons per day, rather than the 25 that 

the Department said. Part of that comes from moving the 

baseline. We, of course, have found reductions in the Federal 

program that they had not recognized. So when you are 

comparing it to the California program, the differential 

shrinks. 

The point of all this is, we think it is wrong to say 

that every reasonable proposed option can be adopted and you 

would still fall short of objective. We think there are a lot 

of good reasons why the Low Emission Vehicle Program should not 

be adopted right now, and we think it doesn't look like 

indefinite postponement of that. Never doing it makes it 

impossible to meet the 2005 objective. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Senator Adler? 

SENATOR ADLER: You lost me again on this chart. Can 

you explain to me again how, assuming all the same federally 

mandated changes are made, you get another--

MR. SCHWARZ: Eighty-five. 

SENATOR ADLER: Eighty-five, is it mostly 

evaporative--

MR. SCHWARZ: Yes, it's from the first page. There is 

a 74 difference on evap. 

SENATOR ADLER: And 10 from the on board, not in board 

necessarily--

MR. SCHWARZ: Right. 

SENATOR ADLER: --diagnostics. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: And one from Tier II. 

MR. SCHWARZ: One from Tier II adding up to 85. 

Are there any more questions on this? 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Yes. Is it just those two items 

that you discussed that would be different than what DEPE 

included, as to what you are including to get to that? I mean, 

that is a substantial difference. 
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MR. WEAVERSTAD: That is correct. 
MR. SCHWARZ: On a motor vehicle program, okay, 

because we did not dig into the stationary source things. That 
is not our expertise. So we don't know if there are 
differences in what you can attribute to reasonably available 
control technologies, or trip reduction. 

car. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: But we are only talking about the 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: That is correct. 
MR. SCHWARZ: Right. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: Can you add to that? 
MR. WEAVERSTAD: And we did not take a look at what 

additional benefits you could get from inspection/maintenance 
if you went to an I/M 240 type test. We didn't have time to do 
that. We got the baseline information and began working on it 
on Tuesday, so that is all our computer could click out in that 
period of time. We did not analyze any of the stationary 
source. We only analyzed the mobile source port ion, and of 
that, we did not look at reformulated gasoline, and we did not 
look at I/M. We assumed that-- We just looked at a couple of 
oversights that we saw immediately. There may be others in 
there. I can't say. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: I hope you will be cooperative with 
Nancy from DEPE, giving her some of this information. 

MR. SCHWARZ: You know, we want to do that. We want 
to have people at the level of the analysts who generate these 
numbers between the industry and the Department to work 
together. Where we have had difficulty in the dialogue is that 

they tend to not want to hear our thoughts on the merits of the 
program. They say, "That decision has been made. Don't try to 

talk to us about that." 
SENATOR McNAMARA: Well, let's say this: I would say 

that both sides most probably come together with the assumption 
that it is an adversarial position. I would hope that through 
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this process we are going through, that we can eliminate that 
and try to work towards what is going to be best for New Jersey 
in the most cost-effective way for the citizens 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: We agree. 
of New Jersey. 

MR. SCHWARZ: That's what we're for. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: So, you know, 

personalities. I am convinced that, you 
listen. It is a matter of just getting that 

get beyond the 
know, DEPE will 
first foot in the 

door. Assume now that you have the foot and the shoulder in. 
MR. WEAVERSTAD: We are available and ready at any 

time. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: I would just like to review 

again, just to make it totally clear to everyone, the 
difference in the 85 tons per day, because that is really 
significant. That is based on the greater control of the 
evaporative emissions. And there was a second thing? 

MR. SCHWARZ: On board diagnostics. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Okay, those two things. 
MR. SCHWARZ: That is, the benefit of that. 
UNIDENTIFIED MEMBER OF COMMITTEE: Go to the previous 

chart. That breaks it out. 
SENATOR ADLER: Could we have back the information 

about the evaporative emissions? 
MR. SCHWARZ: Sure. 
SENATOR ADLER: I think we all want that assumption to 

be true. I think we would love to have--
MR. WEAVERSTAD: Yes, it is in all our interests. 
SENATOR ADLER: I think that is what we really need; 

that 74 tons per day. That is such a huge-- I mean, the 10 
extra, the on board diagnostic-- Again, I apologize for saying 
"inport," which set my colleague off, quite appropriately, I 

think. 
SENATOR RICE: I want to ask the same question. 
MR. SCHWARZ: Yes, sir, it is still a valid question. 
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SENATOR ADLER: All right. Those two, the 74 and the 

10-- I mean, the extra one is significant also; every ton 

matters. But those two are such big fact·ors that we want them 

to be true. We need your information so we can be comfortable 

knowing it is true. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: Okay, no problem. 

MR. SCHWARZ: The pie charts that we showed you-- We 

understand them, and can explain them step by step, but in 

describing it in such a short time, it could lead to 

confusion. You might wonder, how did we go from 36 percent of 

the inventory in '88 down to only 1. 8 percent being effective 

in 2010 by the Low Emission Vehicle Program? The biggest part 

of that is the retirement of older cars. By 2010, a lot of the 

high-emitting vehicles that are on the road today will not be 

around. There is an opportunity in speeding up the retirement 

of those vehicles. Based on registration data, we found in 

1990 that 30 percent of the cars were responsible for 61 

percent of the hydrocarbon and CO emissions; 45 pervent of the 

NOx emissions. This is a problem, and it is a problem that is 

getting worse. 

Looking at how the fleet has aged in the State of New 

Jersey: From 1970 to 1990 -- this is not on a graphic; I'm 

sorry -- the vehicle population in New Jersey has grown by 59 

percent during that 20-year period, but it has not been uniform 

growth. The eight-year and newer segment of the vehicle 

population has grown 23 percent, whereas the nine years and 

older segment has grown by 106 percent. So the aging of the 

vehicle fleet is an environmental problem. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: How would you suggest we speed 

up taking those cars off the road? 

MR. SCHWARZ: Well, scrappage programs, as outlined by 

EPA, are one way. Having a tough policy on waivers in the 

inspection program: States generally have had a level of 

expense after which the customer doesn't have to clean up his 
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vehicle. That tends to give him a break and let him keep 

driving the dirty vehicle, whereas if he really had to pay what 

it would take to bring it into line, it might push up his 

decision to buy,. not necessarily a new car, but a newer car, 

you know, which would be lower emitting. 

ASSEMBLYWO~~ OGDEN: But probably most of the people 

who have these older cars can't afford to buy the newer ones. 

MR. SCHWARZ: Well, that is why I said, "not 

necessarily a new car," because the benefit you get through 

this is a trickle through the system of the person with a 

20-year old car buying a 10-year old car, and that 10-year old 

car person buying a five, etc. Certainly the person who has a 

real high emitter that is 15 years old generally -- except for 

my dad; that's the way he does it-- But generally that person 

wouldn't be able to then buy a brand-new car. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: See, how you gave one of the best 

arguments I have heard for forcing manufacturers to improve the 

air quality of the vehicle, because we would not be in this 

mess if they started 15 years ago. I'll just throw that on the 

table. 

MR. SCHWARZ: Well, you know, today's cars, before any 

of this, before the Federal action or the proposed New Jersey 

action, are 96 percent cleaner than the older ones. So you get 

a very big benefit by replacing an old car with a new car, and 

you get a very small benefit by forcing that new car to be 

somewhat cleaner yet. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Maybe in the states in the 

Northeast you could offer a $2500 rebate for any car that is 

nine years old. 

MR. SCHWARZ : 

stayed in business. 

efisentially how the 

years, so--

Yeah. That would help for as long as we 

(laughter) You know, of course, that is 

industry has been operating for a few 
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SENATOR McNAMARA: 

innovative before I got--

I didn't think it was anything 

MR. SCHWARZ : It was almost hard to find a car that 

didn't have $1 ooo taped 

rebate, but we haven't 

to the dashboard in the form of a 

been real profitable going about 

business that way. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: I know, unfortunately. Go on. 

MR. SCHWARZ: Okay. We are not alone in our view that 

a decision to go to the California standards has a lot of 

uncertainty about it and may be premature. Back in November, 

EPA's Assistant Administrator for Air Issues, Bill Rosenberg, 

spoke of how there is a great opportunity from 

inspection/maintenance enhancement and relatively little 

opportunity from bringing in exotic, somewhat cleaner vehicles 

under the California program. 

This is a point that was addressed by the DEPE. We 

are glad to see it, because we have not had success in getting 

other states to look at this issue of the timing of 

implementation. When you adopt 

join it in progress, if you will. 

the California program, you 

If 1998 is the first model 

year in which you are going to join in, then you have to be at 

California's level for 1998. It does not restart itself. 

Now, when you couple this information with the fact 

that the program starts up fairly modestly; it starts off 

affecting 10 percent, 15 percent, and 20 percent of the new 

vehicle population, you realize that there is no urgency to the 

implementation. You get the vast majority of the benefit, such 

as the benefit is, by adopting the program and implementing on 

the order of the year 2000. This analysis just shows that when 

you run EPA's emissions model, the lines come out on top of 

each other, whether you implement in 1995 or 1997. 

We want to share the Department ' s-- We want to see 

the Department's analysis that estimated, I believe, five tons 

per day as the difference between a two-year implementation 
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difference. That does not seem possible to us, and we would 

like to understand it. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Well, Nancy is a representative of 

the Department. I would 1 ike to see that information shared 

with the manufacturers, because that is a very important 

question. 

SENATOR RICE: Mr. Chairman--

SENATOR McNAMARA: Apparently Connecticut came to a 

different conclusion. I don't know what they were looking at, 

but they came to the conclusion that if they didn't go in until 

'98, the difference would be so slight that it wouldn't make a 

difference. So, you know, I would 1 ike to find out what the 

nuances are. 

MR. SCHWARZ: Our point in bringing that up was not 

that implementing it for '98-- That is not a problem to us. 

The point is, consistent with what we have said earlier, there 

is tremendous uncertainty. EPA has not officially ruled on 

what kind of benefits it is going to give. So, it warrants 

waiting. If you lose a model year or two while you are waiting 

to make your decision based on better information, as shown on 

the previous slide, it has essentially no impact. 

SENATOR RICE: Mr. Chairman, through the Chair-­

Could we request, through you, that all the information and 

data and analytical stuff that administrations bring to us to 

kind of more or less justify some of their views, be sent to 

the interested parties? It seems to me that there is a spirit 

on one side of wanting to cooperate locally and at the Federal 

level, but you can't find out-- You know, you can't balance 

and analyze your stuff with someone else. If not, can they 

give it to us, and we can share it? It seems to me that it is 

public information. I mean--

SENATOR McNAMARA: Assuming from the testimony of the 

Commissioner the other day and the testimony from Nancy in 
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response to the question I asked her before, I don't think that 

is a problem. Is it, Nancy? That's not a problem? 

MS. WITTENBERG: (speaking from audience) It is not a 

problem. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: You know, it may have been, Ron. I 

am not saying there wasn't a problem, but now it is not a 

problem. If either group -- the auto manufacturers or the DEPE 

-- find out that it is a problem, you can address the Chairs, 

and we will address the problems. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: I don't think it is fair to 

characterize it as a problem before. We have talked back and 

forth, and I believe the working level people have a fairly 

good relationship. I think what the problem may be as to why 

the differences are, is that the Department had to develop 

regulations and work on what their calculations were, and while 

they needed some of our or were receptive to our input, they 

wanted to be able to do it without any bias that we might add 

to it. 

So, I don't think there is a problem, either. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: All right. Whether we call it a 

problem, not a problem, or a problem that is a problem, or it 

is a small problem-- I really don't care what you call it. 

What we want is your working together and opening a dialogue, 

and seeing to it that the critical information passes from one 

to the other. You certainly know there is interest in this 

administration, and that putting New Jersey at a competitive 

disadvantage with anybody-- Certainly the Legislature feels 

that very strongly. That is why we are involved. 

MR. SCHWARZ: This exhibit is one that there will be 

no controversy over. It is the timetable required in the 

Federal statute for submitting an implementation plan. It 

doesn't really say New York City. It must say "New Jersey. " I 

would not have done that. But the information is the same. 

The key thing is the last block on the exhibit: "Ozone 
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Standard Attainment Demonstration in Post-1996, Requirements 
for Further Progress Plan." That aspect of the plan is due in 
November 1994. So it is not critical to make that decision 
about the Low Emission Vehicle Program. The Low Emission 
Vehicle Program is a maintenance program, long term, and might 
have some small effect by the 2005 or 2007 deadline. So it 
does not belong in the earlier portion of this plan. It is a 
November '94 kind of decision. 

Just two points that I wanted to respond to, in 
addition, from earlier testimony: The two-year review the 
biennial technology review that California will undergo -- was 
described as making the program fail-safe and providing a 
bailout. Several Senators and Assemblymen seemed to pick up on 
the fact through Q&A that nonetheless it puts that decision in 
the hands of California. We started off with the air quality 
data in southern California versus New Jersey. It is important 
for you to recognize that they are going to make their 
decisions about what is a big enough risk to take based on that 
context; that they have an intransigent ozone problem that just 
about defies solution because of their geography. I don't 
think a State in the Northeast with a much less severe problem 
necessarily wants them making a decision on what is fail-safe. 

We also heard assurances that the vehicles that would 
result from the program would have minor modifications to the 
cars we are all used to. We don't know that. I don't know how 

the Department knows that. It is a fuel neutral program that 
allows us to certify on any of those four fuels, or any other 
ones that would be identified. If we find that we are going to 
have to- put a compressed natural gas system on a vehicle in 
order to comply, as awful as that is from a customer's 
standpoint, we are going to do that. For the State not to have 
a plan to then require that those fuels be available in the 
marketplace, leaves the customer in a serious problem there, 
because he has a compressed natural gas vehicle and very few 
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places to find fuel for it. So, it is simply too soon to tell 
the minor modifications to the car we are used to. 

MR. DANA: One point on the modifications issue is, we 
have not talked at all about the California ZEV requirement 
zero emission vehicle and that is a significant issue. 
Under California's regulations, starting in 1998, manufacturers 
must make 2 percent of their fleet zero emission vehicles. To 
our knowledge right now the only vehicle that meets that 
requirement is an electric vehicle. Okay? Now again, we don't 
know what technology is going to do in five years. We may find 
a magic battery some day down the road. But assessing what we 
know now about batteries and electric vehicles, we find that a 
significant problem in terms of marketing; trying to sell 
someone a vehicle which, even as nice as the one where GM has 
designed the impact, still has a very limited range, and would 
have problems, particularly more so in a northeastern climate 
where it is colder, than it would in southern California. When 
you add to that vehicle the need to defrost a windshield or 
heat the car on a winter day, that directly affects the 
vehicle's range and eats time off of that battery charge. 

That is part of the California program. We do not 
know how to solve that marketability issue yet. Hopefully, we 
will, but if we don't that becomes part and parcel of what this 
State picks up from California. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: If the California program doesn't 
change, we are only 10 years away from having to find a 
customer for a pure electric vehicle for each nine that we can 
sell a more conventional vehicle. That's hard for us to 
e~vision; one out of 10 customers buying the electric vehicle, 

with its limitations. Then, as Greg pointed out, in the 

Northeast, the need to operate the defroster and the heater 
will shorten the range of the vehicle by as much as 30 percent, 
and will bring a 100 mile range down to a 70 mile range. Then 
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it is that much harder to find one customer for each nine that 

you want to sell a more conventional vehicle to. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: You know, I think this is an 
area in which we all need to work together. Clearly, from 

reading the articles in the "Smithsonian" and The New York 

Times, etc. about what the team in General Motors is doing in 

connection with an electric car, the impact is going to be, 

certainly initially, much more expensive. So we at the State 

level are going to have to explore incentives to encourage 

people to buy those. 

But on the other hand, I think the automobile 

manufacturers are really making a mistake if they are saying, 

in a way that they said, say, 10 years ago, that they can't 

produce the air bags, that it would be too expensive, too 

cumbersome, take up too much room, and now they are saying, 

"Buy our cars because we have two air bags--" I think this 

also, in spite of the problems, represents a real opportunity 

for the American automobile industry. I am really pleased to 

see that General Motors is moving in the aggressive fashion 

that they are with their impact car. 

MR. SCHWARZ: I agree with what you're saying. The 

problems are so basic on the electric vehicle -- that limited 

range and very high replacement cost for the battery, the 

limited life of the battery -- that present technology, in fact 

that projected five-year technology around the time we are 

going to introduce this-- The batteries only last about 30 

months and they cost several thousand dollars to replace. But 

we are attacking that problem. You may have read about the 

U.S. Advance Battery Consortium which has been launched. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: What is the offsetting benefit of 

not buying gas--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Nonmaintaining the car. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: --and nonmaintaining the car? 
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MR. SCHWARZ : Oh, I hadn't heard that the electric 

vehicle would be maintenance free. (laughter) As far as 

offsetting the costs of the gasoline, that is only a good trade 

in Europe, like in Italy, where gasoline prices are very high. 

It doesn't come anywhere close in the U.S. when you offset the 

gasoline price. But the Advance Battery Consortium-- The 

reason I mention it is because it is an example of us doing 

things in a better way than your air bag example. We have 

lau~ched the research by the big three, along with the 

Electrical Power Research Institute and the Department of 

Energy. There is $260 million devoted to the program by 

December of '94, and we are attacking those basic problems 

longer life, better performance, lower costs. The program has 

midterm and longer term goals. We hope to have pi lot plant 

production of vehicles to the midterm goals. The goals, 

frankly, are confidential. The information is only available 

to the participants, but we would have pilot production of much 

improved batteries, hopefully, in 1994. 

So, we are really going after this program, because it 

is staring us in the face. It is only 10 years away. Well, 

the introduction is earlier than that, but I mean that 

situation of having to sell one for every nine is only 10 years 

away. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: One question on warranties: It is 

Federal law, isn't it, that the manufacturer has to warranty 

the emission system for five years, or 50,000 miles? 

MR. SCHWARZ: Yes. There is Federal law and 

California law. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: What happens, you know -- and I 

understand it -- if you design a car that is designed to use a 

specific fuel, which would be the California car with the 

California fuel, and you use -- and we are not going to adopt a 

fuel standard, so you will be using the Federal fuel-- What 

change does that-- Is that still going to be warrantied by the 

78 



manufacturer, even though it is not designed, you know-- It is 
designed to use one fuel; it is going to be using a different 
fuel. How does that impact on a warranty? 

MR. SCHWARZ: We have to learn more about the 
long-term impact of operating on the two fuels. We are going 
to have to step up to that and find out what that is, so that 
we know that when components tend to fail in the Northeast at a 
different rate than they do in California, we can defend 
ourselves and say, "That vehicle was not properly maintained 
and used. We do not owe you a remedial plan," or "We do not 

coverage." 
that it is 

Because if it comes down to that, 
fuel related. It is simply not 

owe you warranty 
we can determine 
right, not fair, that we should have to warrant the failure of 
those component~. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: But then how do you meet the 
Federal law? Don't they require a five-year, 50,000 mile, on 
all emission warranties? 

MR. SCHWARZ: Well, we would not-- No. Both of them 
are exempted from proper maintenance and use, both Federal and 
California. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Well, if the State is designating 
that the use is the Federal mandated fuel and we are using the 
California car, I don't think you can tell the customer if he 
can only buy the Federal mandated fuel that he is misusing the 
car if he buys that fuel. He is not going to be able to buy 
any other fue 1 . 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: What you're asking is really a legal 
question. We're engineers. All I can tell you is that our 
attorneys have indicated that it is very defensible to avoid a 
performance warranty recall by saying that it was not used with 
the fuel it was designed to operate on. We have past precedent 
where that has actually happened on some evaporative emission 

recalls. That is what we are talking about here. 
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Warranty is even more complicated that just that, 

though, because the California warranty involves different 

components and different mileages than does the Federal 

warranty. So, when you, as a former dealer, would send your 

service write-up man-- As the car drives in, he would have to 

check the license plate, the pedigree of the car, to determine 

which components are warrantied and for how long they are 

warrantied. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: After being a dealer and getting 

caught with eating so many warranty and policies, we ran a 

pedigree on every car by using the serial number. That is 

nothing new, just an added expense that any dealer who is in 

business has to incur. 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: 

will be much worse. 

It's a complicated process, and it 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Oh, believe me it is. 

As engineers, what is the impact on emissions? Since 

California is going to check their car, or certify their car 

with their particular fuel, and we are going to use the Federal 

fuel in their car, what is the variable on the emissions? 

MR. SCHWARZ: The emissions, based on California's 

goals for reduction with their fuel and the Federal goals for 

reduction with their fuel-- In the early going, when New 

Jersey would be operating on the first round of Federal fuel, 

the emissions would be about 30 percent higher from the 

California car operated here than the California car operating 

in California. Later on, when the Federal government takes its 

second step in improving the Federal fuel, that would reduce to 

about 15 percent. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: So, is that factored into your 

chart where the lines lay right over each other? 

MR. WEAVERSTAD: Yes, it is. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: That is just the tail pipe 

emissions, right? 
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MR. WEAVERSTAD: That is correct. 

MR. SCHWARZ: Yes. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Okay. All right, I think we will 

have to take a break for about a half-an-hour. And we wi 11 

reconvene--

MR. SCHWARZ: We have one more. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Oh, I'm sorry. 

W I L L I AM T E R I L L: I'm only going to take about two 

minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: I'm sorry, I didn't-- We'll stay 

here even if you take 10 or 15. Be my guest. 

MR. TERILL: I am not going to take long. I don't 

have a s 1 ide show. I am from the union. (laughter) We are 

here today-- I am from the United Auto Workers. My name is 

William Terill. I am the New Jersey CAP Director, which is the 

Community Action Program's Director for the State of New Jersey 

for the United Auto Workers. I am also an International 

Representative. I represent the Ford Motor Company. I am the 

Service Rep there at the Ford Motor Company in Edison, New 

Jersey, which is also my home plant. This is where I 

originated from in the UAW. 

I started in the UAW in the Ford Motor Company in 

1960. That's 32 years ago. During that 32-year tenure, we 

bui 1 t a lot of California cars in the Ford Motor Company -- a 

lot of years ago -- and shipped them to California; not here in 

New Jersey, they were not sold here in New Jersey. 

You know, I was born and raised here in the State of 

New Jersey. In my short period of time -- in my 54 years of 

being here I have seen a lot of plants close up that 

belonged to Region 9 of the UAW: the MAC trucks; the Cerbol 

(phonetic spelling) cabs in New Brunswick; MAC trucks of 

Plainfield; the Studebaker plant. I don't know whether any of 

you remember the Studebaker plant. 

Jersey. We just closed up a Nash. 
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SENATOR McNAMARA: The Ford Delco plant. 
MR. TERILL: That's right, the Delco plant just 

closed; the 
depot, down 

Mahwah assembly plant. 
in Pennsauken. That's 

Pennsauken had a parts 
closed. Curtis Wright; 

Hyatt Roller Bearing-- This is just to name a few plants what 
were in the UAW that we represented -- our workeJS -- which are 
now gone. They are not here any longer. 

You know, when I got hired in the Ford Motor Company 
in 1960, we had a lot of people who came into that plant. If 
they didn't like the job there, they could quit and go over to 
General Motors and get a job. That can't happen today. I used 
to walk around, when I was a Committeeman in the plant, with my 
briefcase full of applications for people to get jobs. I would 
see some of my friends and they would say, "Can you get my son 
or daughter a job?" and I would hand them an application. A 
short while later they would give me the application back, and 
I would get them a job. You can't do that today. That doesn't 
happen. These jobs are nonexistent. 

My main purpose for being here today is my concern for 
employment, and to keep the jobs in New Jersey. My Senator 
here -- Senator Sinagra -- is from my district. I live in 
Edison, by the way. That is our main concern in being here 
today. I am not here to fight against the EPA or fight with 
the Ford Motor Company or General Motors. I am here because we 
are concerned about keeping jobs here. 

When Nancy made mention of modifications -- that there 
are going to be some slight modifications-- Modifications cost 
money. When these costs are put on to the automobile, the 
customer is going to look at that cost, and he is going to 
think twice as to whether he is going to buy that car or not. 

So if we can't sell the cars, it is going to result in the loss 
of jobs. Before we get into a study, or adopting a California 

policy, I think this study should include what impact it is 
going to have on the workers in the State of New Jersey. 
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How many jobs are going to be lost? What is it going 
to cost? How is that going to affect the direct labor in the 
State of New Jersey? We have to stop the hemorrhaging of jobs 
going out of this State. We can't be a service economy in New 
Jersey. New Jersey was a manufacturing State. You know, right 
over here you have a bridge that says, "What Trenton Makes, the 
World Takes." What does that mean? That means manufacturing 
jobs. Pretty soon they are going to take that sign down. That 
sign is going to be gone, because you won't have any jobs left 
in the State of New Jersey. You are going to be a service 
State. That is what it is coming to. 

If you just look back over the last 10 years at the 
jobs that were lost in this State -- over the last 10 years -­
it's astronomical. We cannot continue in that fashion. Once 
you lose your industrial base, what do you have left? 

That is my concern. The UAW has always been in the 
forefront of the environment. We are environmentalists in the 
UAW. We have an Environmental Department headed by one of our 
V1ce-Presidents, Odessa Colmer. That is her job. That is what 
she does on a daily basis. She travels the entire country 
trying to solve environmental problems. She testifies in 
Washington before the Congress about environmental problems. 
We have adopted many environmental problems. Right here in the 
State of New Jersey, we were in the forefront for the HELP 
legislation. A lot of you who were in office at that time 
remember the HELP legislation; the Right to Know bill. These 
types of things the UAW has always been out in front for, and 
we are going to continue to do that. 

We accept change. We know what happens when you have 
change. Change -- sometimes it can be very painful. We know 
that, but we don't want you to take the meat ax approach in 
this particular legislation and the California standards. 

In closing, I would like to say that before we adopt 

the plan, we should have a full study of the impact of what it 

is going to do to labor in this State. 
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Thank you. 

SENATOR RICE: Mr. Chairman? 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Yes, Ron? 

SENATOR KRONI·CK: (interjecting) I would just like to 

say one thing, Mr. Chairman. I have a lot of faith and 

confidence in the American genius and inventive spirit. When I 

think back to the 1929 car -- or whenever the first one came 

and what we have done, and what we have done in space, I 

believe you wi 11 be able to 1 ick it, and probably exceed what 

is set out here before us today. I find it difficult that you 

couldn't do it, if the will is there, and you make it a 

priority and a goal, and have it priced right, so that we don't 

have a loss of jobs, because Americans-- That is our genius; 

that is our abi 1 i ty. We have always had it through history. 

That is why we are leaders in space. 

So I want to end on a very positive note: r' think we 

can do it, and we will do it. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: I want to tell you, if we had the 

1929 car, you could drive from here to California. It wouldn't 

be too comfortable, but you could do it with a screwdriver and 

a pliers in your glove box, and you wouldn't need a mechanic. 

You would be able to get cross wise. So, there is an ups ide 

and a downside. 

Ron? 

SENATOR RICE: Through the Chair, I have asked the 

DEPE people to do a cost benefits analysis. They did a cost 

study. That is what you are really talking about, to put those 

other variables in. That is what concerns me. I would hope 

that if the UAW is serious about this, they would also do a 

cost benefits analysis from an unbiased perspective. Don't 

give me the union stuff, because they will do that sometimes. 

I want the information--

MR. TERILL: We'll give you the straight stuff, 

Senator. 
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SENATOR RICE: And I would hope that the corporate 
side, the big three, could also do an independent cost benefits 
analysis as related to your industry and keeping people 
working. Hopefully, all three of those reports can come to us 
from three different sources, so we can have some judgment. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: It is a quarter after one. We are 
running about an hour-and-a-half behind schedule, in a very 
timely fashion. We will reconvene at a quarter to two. 

(RECESS) 

AFTER RECESS: 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: We would like everyone in the 
back of the room sit down, or go out, because we would like to 
get started again. In deference to the many individuals who 
have come a fair distance today, we don't want to keep you any 
longer than necessary. 

The next group to testify will be the Petroleum 
Council. Is that correct, for those of you who are seated 

there? 
JAMES E. BENT 0 N: Yes, that is correct. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Jim Benton, New Jersey Petroleum 
Council, Mobil Refinery, Sun Research. Have I left anything 
out? 

MR. BENTON: Yes, Assemblywoman. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Oh, you'll introduce the people 

with you. All right. 
MR. BENTON: Good afternoon. My name is Jim Benton. 

I am the Executive Director of the New Jersey Petroleum 
Council. With the permission of the Chairs, we have assembled 
a panel of representative interests of the presence of the 

petroleum industry here in the State. We would like, if it is 
permissible, through you, to have the opportunity for each of 
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them to address you briefly and respond to some of the 
quest ions and the dialogue that has either preceded us or you 
might like us to address specifically. 

On my left is Mike Tydings. He is with Exxon. He is 
their Environmental Coordinator. On my immediate right is Dr. 
Brian Davis. He is from Sun. 
Regulatory, Legislative, and 
a player for the petroleum 
process, the now infamous 

He carries the title, Manager of 
Technical Support. Brian was also 
industry at the Federal reg/neg 

process that EPA used to bring 
together the various interests to put the regulatory structure 
around the Federal reformulated fuel. To his right is Dale 
Choate, Manager of the Mobi 1 Paulsboro Refinery, and Dale's 
labor representative at the Paulsboro Refinery, Jim Campbell. 

With that, with your permission, just very briefly 
before we start, we do have a couple of handouts which I 
thought would be helpful to the Committee in its debate -- its 
discussion of this issue. We've got a current state-by-state 
assessment of where the various states stand in their 
considerations of the California emissions program. Like our 
State -- New Jersey -- many states are wrestling with the 
question of whether to commit to the California LEV program, or 
whether they opt to remain with the Federal program and enact 
other more cost-effective strategies. 

I will disseminate these for your information, and I 
would be happy to respond to questions. Let me, at this point, 
turn it over to Mike Tydings. Mike? 
M I C H A E L J. T Y D I N G S: Thank you . Good 
afternoon. First of all, I am here on behalf of the New Jersey 
Petroleum Council and its member c~panies. The Petroleum 
Council is a Division of the American Petroleum Institute. 

Our industry is often asked, "Why do you care about 
California's LEV program? Doesn't California's LEV program 
impact cars only?" The answer to this question is, "No." 
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One of the key uncertainties associated with the LEV 

program is the uncertainty regarding the program's fuel 

requirements. New Jersey's DEPE has stated again today that if 

New Jersey adopts California's LEV program, the only fuel 

required will be Federal reformulated gas. However, 

California's LEV program is accompanied by a mandate requiring 

fuel providers to make available those fuels used to certify 

vehicles under the LEV program. In California, car 

manufacturers, as stated before lunch, will be able to meet the 

LEV standards through a combination of vehicle technology and 

fuel type. Auto manufacturers will be required to certify that 

the vehicle/fuel combination meets the LEV standards. It is 

important to recognize that, at this time, vehicles meeting the 

LEV standards have not been designed or tested, nor have the 

fuels been selected. Whatever fuels are selected, and these 

fuels may be a California-type severely reformulated gasoline, 

methanol, compressed natural gas, or whatever, these fuels are 

likely to be considerably more costly than the Federal 

reformulated gasoline required under the Clean Air Act 

amendments of 1990. Also, some of these fuels, for instance 

methanol, may not be compatible with existing supply and 

distribution systems in New Jersey. 

We simply do not see how we can, at this point, assurre 

that cars will meet their emission standard if they are 

operated on a fuel different from the fuel on which they were 

certified. 

The possibility of a California fuel requirement is 

very real, irrespective of statements to the contrary by the 

DEPE. In the DEPE's proposed rule, they incorporate, by 

reference, "All amendments and supplements to those" the 

California -- "regulations, specification documents, and test 

procedures." To adopt California's LEV program, New Jersey is 

required, under the Clean Air Act, to adopt the identical 

program implemented in California. 
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One such specification, which the DEPE is adopting 

from California, and which was indicated in the April 6 

proposal, is that of using reactivity adjustment factors. Such 

factors are designed for California conditions, including 

temperature, meteorology, and emissions levels, but these 

factors will be applied here in New Jersey also. Such factors 

could allow, for example, emissions for methanol-fueled 

vehicles to be almost twice the mass emissions from comparably 

certified gasoline vehicles. This may work toward reducing 

ozone in California, but it is not tailored to do that in New 

Jersey. 

Even at this juncture, it is uncertain what the 

magnitude of all the reactivity adjustment factors for the 

different fuels that could be used in the LEV program will be. 

California has determined what the factor for methanol is, but 

not for any of the other fuels. In fact, California has not 

received approval from the EPA to use the reactivity adjustment 

factor approach, nor has California received approval from EPA 

to proceed with implementation of the LEV program in 

California. This ties in with our concern over the uncertainty 

of what program New Jersey will be adopting and the need to 

assess the problem and develop a cost-effective solution 

tailored to New Jersey's needs. 

We are also concerned about the "adopt ion by 

reference" clause which was mentioned earlier, because it 

effectively translates to having no representation for the 

citizens of New Jersey on this important issue. Do we really 

want to have Sacramento, California, dictating what your 

decisions will be here in the State of New Jersey? 

We acknowledge the very difficult job the New Jersey 

DEPE faces in developing strategies and programs to bring New 

Jersey into attainment with air quality standards. We 

strongly believe that an in-depth study of New Jersey's air 

quality and the careful construction of the most cost-effective 

88 



emissions control strategies are needed before any optional or 

discretionary controls on emissions are implemented like 

California's LEV program. Our industry is willing to commit to 

work with the DEPE and other interested parties, such as the 

autos, to evaluate New Jersey's air quality problems and to 

identify and implement the most cost-effective program to bring 

New Jersey into attainment with the air quality standards. 

Thus, we strongly believe it is premature to adopt 

California's LEV program at this time, without a thorough 

assessment of New Jersey's air quality situation and prior to 

resolving some of the many uncertainties associated with the 

LEV program's needs, benefits, and costs. 

Commissioner Weiner provided an important service 

when, at last week's hearing, he presented options ~he DEPE is 

considering for complying with the Federal Clean Air Act 

amendments of 1990. Our industry shares DEPE's and the 

citizens of New Jersey's concerns about clean air and a healthy 

environment. We have supported, and will continue to support, 

cost-effective efforts to attain ambient air quality. 

However, based on our preliminary assessment of the 

bases for the DEPE's proposed plan, we do believe that the DEPE 

has significantly underestimated emissions reductions for some 

of the steps mandated by the Federal Clean Air Act, as well as 

some of the estimated costs per ton. For example, we estimate 

much higher emission reductions from cleaner cars that meet the 

new, stricter Federal standards. 

We would like to have further discussions with the 

DEPE and share our analysis and compare numbers so that the end 

product is the most cost-effective plan to bring New Jersey 

into compliance with the air quality standards. 

We feel that the uncertainty regarding the differences 

in our estimates and the DEPE's estimates, combined with the 

many uncertainties associated with California's LEV program, 

support the need to pause and closely evaluate New Jersey's air 
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quality situation prior to adopting a costly, optional program 

such as the LEV program. 

There is ample time to clarify the questions and 

uncertainties regarding the LEV program without New Jersey 

falling behind in its air quality improvement efforts. Three 

control measures mandated by the Clean Air Act -- cleaner cars, 

Federal reformulated gasoline, and stricter vehicle inspections 

will significantly improve quality and help New Jersey 

achieve the emissions reductions required by the Clean Air Act. 

Moving slower to adopt the LEV program would not 

hinder the progress New Jersey needs to make because the LEV 

program results, if implemented, for example, in 1994, are 

almost identical to the Federal Clean Air Act's standards 

during the first three years of the LEV program. Any delay in 

adopting the LEV program will have minimal impact in the years 

beyond 2000. The State can then carefully evaluate the need 

for additional control measures and determine which options 

best fit New Jersey's needs. 

Let me restate just some of the many controls for 

mobile or transportation-related source emissions mandated by 

the Clean Air Act. This listing is by no means all inclusive, 

but it will provide a feel for the magnitude of the activities 

and effort required by the Clean Air Act, that are being, and 

will continue to be, undertaken in New Jersey to reduce 

emissions. 

Some of the measures have already been mentioned, and 

I will just highlight them: 

The tighter Federal exhaust standards -- the Tier I; 

later on the possibility of going to Tier II, with even tougher 

standards. 

In the fuels areas: The Act requires that all 

gasoline supplied to New Jersey be reformulated to help reduce 

ozone, beginning in 1995. In addition, 10 other states, in the 

Northeast Ozone Transport Commission region, have elected to 
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"opt into" 

provision is 

these states 

gasoline will 

Federal reformulated gasoline. The "opt in" 

part of the Federal Clean Air Act. As a result, 

will also receive reformulated gasoline. This 

be· required to be specially refined to reduce 

emissions by 15 percent. 

To combat carbon monoxide, the Act requires that New 

Jersey, together with 38 other areas in this country, be 

supplied with oxygenated fuel during the winter months. 

Beginning this November, all gasoline sold in New Jersey will 

have to be blended to contain at least 2.7 percent oxygen. 

The most cost-effective mobile source emissions 

reductions step is effective enhanced inspection/maintenance of 

vehicles currently in use. This measure provides significant 

and immediate emissions reductions by identifying vehicles in 

need of repair and ensuring their repair. The vehicle 

inspection program envisioned by the Clean Air Act will be much 

stricter than New Jersey's current program. 

The requirements of the Clean Air Act, some of which I 

have already talked about, coupled with steps already taken by 

New Jersey, plus the continuing turnover of the motor vehicle 

fleet that will replace older, higher-emitting vehicles with 

new, lower-emitting vehicles will reduce vehicle emissions from 

today' s typical vehicle by 85 percent by 2010. California's 

LEV program would provide only 1 percent to 2 percent 

additional reductions. 

Based on the reasons stated above, we believe New 

Jersey should: 

1) Conduct an in-depth, broad-based, time-specific 

study of its air quality situation and develop a detailed 

emissions control strategy that incorporates the effects of the 

control measures mandated by the Clean Air Act. 

2) If additional air quality improvement is needed, 

rank additional control measures, such as California's LEV 
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program, in terms of their contribution to air quality 

improvement and costs. 

3) Assess the benefits and costs of adopting optional 

control measures. 

I appreciate the opportunity to make these comments. 

MR. BENTON: Brian Davis. 

D R. B R I A N C. D A V I S: Chairmen and members of the 

Committee: I appreciate this opportunity very much to be able 

to speak to you. You have my statement. In the interest of 

your time and avoiding redundancy, I would much rather not 

read. I will summarize, and then allow you to ask questions, 

if there is anything that is not clear to you. 

First of all, let me underscore the concern we have 

that may seem strange to you. It is certainly not unreasonable 

to say, "If there are cleaner cars available in the country, 

why not provide them for New Jersey?" There is nothing 

illogical about that. However, the concern we have was at 

least perceptively intimated by some of your quest ions of the 

folks from the car companies when you asked about warranties. 

Realize that one of the considerations you run into very 

quickly when you have warranty requirements for a fuel for 

which a car was not ~~signed that those kinds of 

considerations may well be decided in a court, not with the 

desires of the Department or any of the other environmental 

departments in the Northeast. We certainly do not believe it 

is their intention to have fuels, but they may be, in this 

context, powerless to prevent their inclusion. 

Sun's two refineries that are on the Delaware River 

now -- fortunately, perhaps, or unfortunately, if you like, 

either way -- happen to be on the Pennsylvania side of the 

Delaware River. Nevertheless, the cost of converting those two 

refineries for Federal Phase I fuel is on the order of $50 

million to $100 million. Now, that is not insignificant, but 

to convert the same refineries to produce California 
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reformulated fuel would be a factor of possibly as much as 7; 

an immense amount of money which would be required before the 
time that in the reg/neg agreement would go to a Federal Phase 
II, which would only double the cost. So there is a potential 
of having an immense amount of extra capital required in a 
shorter time frame even than the Federal program. So, realize 
that that is one of the reasons that makes us very concerned 
about the potential of bringing in California fuel. 

Now let me say also, I think there is a set of other 
potentials for gaining emissions benefits that in this 
technology-forcing atmosphere we have are just now coming to 
fruition. They would bear real analysis to see if they would 
not be more cost-effective than the California program in 
giving the same kinds of benefits. 

There are new things being done with 
inspection/maintenance which would make those programs, the 
more efficient ones, more cost-effective. 

Now let me do something here. You have to be a little 
careful. The petroleum industry is possibly as unified as 
State government and all other industries. So now I will take 
off that hat and put on a Sun hat. Just so we all understand. 
One of the things that is of specific interest to us is the use 
of early movement to alternative or clean fuel penetration in 
fleet vehicles. While that is required later on, at the end of 
this century, it certainly could be gone to with credits, and 
the EPA is developing those credits right now. Often these 
vehicles, if you have ever ridden in a cab in the Northeast, 
are among the poorest maintained, with the worst driving 
cycles, in the areas that have the toughest situation. The 
conversion of those vehicles to much cleaner vehicles might 
have an immense effect on the emissions, exactly where they 
need to be. We are fully prepared to work with the Department, 

and they have been forthright, certainly, in working with us, 
in exploring this possibility. We have some programs in place 

right now to look al all of the alternatives. 
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We would 1 ike to recommend those kinds of procedures 
to complete looking at the cost-effectiveness before an 
immediate move to enact the California vehicle program. 

I appreciate· your time. I would be more than happy to 
handle any questions. Thank you very much. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Obviously you are in a position to 
deliver fuels, at least the production of them. What about the 
distribution? 

DR. DAVIS: As it turns out, depending on which 
specific alternative fuel is chosen, facilities can be put into 
conventional service stations, not at no cost, but at a cost 
that we believe, depending on the fuel in this area, may well 
be cost-effective right now. That is not true of all 
alternative fuels, however, and the ones that may come to us 
from California by way of gift may not be the ones that are 
cost-effective. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Which ones are cost-effective? 
DR. DAVIS: For us in this area, certainly propane 

would be. It has the lowest installation cost for 
infrastructure, and currently sells at a rack price that is far 
below gasoline. 

MR. BENTON: Dale? Oh, I'm sorry. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: Ron? 
SENATOR RICE: I meant to ask this earlier: If 

somebody is going to turn to fuels from a capital perspective, 
you know, you formulating -- using one, does that mean that 
when the season changes you are going to have to get in the 
ground and clean the tanks out in order to put in another type, 
or-- Maybe we would have to find room at some of the stations 

to put in additional tanks. What does that mean? 
DR. DAVIS: Generally it is not a seasonal question, 

but the addition of a new fuel almost inevitably means some new 

piece of infrastructure -- tankage, dispenser. 
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SENATOR RICE: I'm not cutting you off, but someone 

testified this morning that when the weather is cold -- I think 

you were raising the question -- you use this type of fuel--

DR. DAVIS: This is a modification of gasoline, rather 

than an alternative. Again, let me emphasize that not every 

petroleum company is interested in alternative fuels, but the 

surgical use of highly reformulated gasoline in vehicles 

adapted for it, might well be another kind of alternative fuel 

that would not demand that the entire fleet run on it. 

So, there are a lot of possibilities that can be 

explored here. 

MR. BENTON: Dale Choate, the Mobil refinery manager. 

D A L E E. C H 0 A T E: My name is Dale Choate. I am 

Manager of the Mobil Oil Paulsboro/Gloucester County, New 

Jersey, Refinery. I appreciate this opportunity to comment on 

the California Low Emission Vehicle Program and the DEPE's 

proposal to adopt this program in New Jersey. 

The Paulsboro Refinery is located on a 950-acre site 

on the east bank of the Delaware, in New Jersey rather than 

Pennsylvania, as has been mentioned. The refinery processes 

about 110,000 barrels per day of crude oil into consumer 

products of gasolines, heating oils, jet fuel, and lubricating 

oils. We employ more than 860 people at the Paulsboro 

Refinery, plus we have averaged 500 contractor employees the 

past three years to do primarily capital construction and 

turnaround work. The Paulsboro Refinery annually spends $140 

million for payroll, maintenance materials and contracts, local 

taxes, and supplies. This $140 million annual spending is a 

big injection into the South Jersey economy. Furthermore, in 

the past decade, Mobil has invested several hundred million 

dollars in capital projects to try to make Paulsboro a viable 

economic operation and to comply with the many Federal and 

State environmental regulations. We are Mobil's smallest 
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domestic refinery, but we have a proud 75-year history of 

contribution to New Jersey's economy and helping to supply the 

area's energy and lubricating oil needs. 

As I said, the Paulsboro Refinery has invested heavily 

in environmental protection. Our estimated environmental 

expenditures, capital and ongoing, averaged more than $37 

million per year over the last five years. We are now 

preparing to make substantial capital investments at Paulsboro 

to comply with the new Clean Air Act requirements, both in our 

production of clean-burning gasolines and in other initiatives 

to meet additional refinery emission reduction mandates. As 

you know, our industry is heavily regulated both at the Federal 

and State levels. Our refinery operates under the authority of 

150 environmental permits -- DEP type -- and we are categorized 

as a "major stationary source" of emissions. 

I recognize that the purpose of this hearing today is 

to gather information regarding the emissions from vehicles, or 

"mobile sources" spelled with an "e" not stationary 

sources 1 ike the Paulsboro Refinery. I would 1 ike to ask you 

to broaden that focus for a few minutes while I address an 

issue surfaced by the DEPE when discussing the California LEV 

program. There has been an implied threat of more rigorous 

control of stationary emission sources if New Jersey does not 

hastily adopt California's mobile source control program. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: That sounds like a real attempt to 

get you on board quick. 

MR. CHOATE: You've got it. We think that is 

inappropriate. We believe that a careful analysis is needed to 

determine if there is, indeed, a potential consequence to 

stationary sources. 

The Federal Clean Air Act amendments of 1990 set new 

and stricter 1 imi ts for both stationary and mobile sources of 

air pollution. These comprehensive new programs will be put 

into place in the next few years to improve the nation's air 
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quality. On the mobile source side, there will be new vehicle 
emission standards, enhanced vehicle inspection/maintenance, 
etc., which you have already heard about, including 
reformulated and partially burned gasoline, which some people 
call "oxygenated" fuels -- you are going to start paying for 
the oxygen, rather than letting nature provide it for you -­
transportation control measures, and others. 

For stationary sources, there 
restrictive permitting program, more 

will be 
stringent 

a more 
offset 

requirements for new or modified plants, additional controls on 
emissions of hydrocarbon, oxides of nitrogen, and sulfur, vapor 
recovery systems, etc. The Clean Air Act requires that more 
stringent control be applied to both mobile and stationary 
sources in parallel, and not in any trade-off fashion, as 
implied by the DEPE. Only after analysis of the impact of the 
new Clean Air Act controls over the next several years could 
any additional controls, whether mobile or stationary, be 
identified. The decision should be made only if actual 
measured results, not theoretical or hypothetical, showed New 
Jersey to still be out of compliance. 

The California LEV program is an optional step beyond 
the Clean Air Act requirements. It is a program developed 
specifically for California to address its extreme smog 
problem, which you have heard too much about already. It 
concerns me that New Jersey's DEPE is proposing to adopt this 
discretionary California program before proceeding with the 
mandatory Clean Air Act requirements and before an assessment 
of New Jersey's air quality improvement needs is completed. 

I will dispense with the reading of the remainder of 
my comments, other than for the final analysis. You have 
already heard most of it. 

We do urge that this Committee consider the potential 
impact of the California LEV program on New Jersey residents 
and New Jersey businesses. There is no need for DEPE to act 
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hastily to adopt California's program. The DEPE has yet to 
complete its air emissions inventory, which will establish the 
baseline from which air quality improvements wi 11 be measured 
by the Clean Air Act. The agency has yet to identify 
regulations for the partially burned fuels oxygenates 
which we must make available by next November -- 1992. And, it 
has yet to determine the specific needs to each attainment of 
the ozone standard. The revision to the State implementation 
plan which must include New Jersey's "attainment demonstration" 
for air quality standards is not due unt i 1 November 1994. It 
is premature to force the citizens of New Jersey to pay for an 
expensive, optional step before we've done our homework and 
answered the questions of need and cost-effectiveness. 

In closing, I wish to emphasize that Federal mobile 
source requirements will bring cleaner cars and cleaner 
gasoline to New Jersey much sooner and at a much lower cost 
than California cars. We believe that rushing to transplant a 
customized California progam in New Jersey before the necessary 
analyses are made is not in the best interest of New Jersey's 
citizens. 

I would now like to introduce Jim Campbell, who is 
President of the union that represents the Paulsboro Refinery. 
J A M E S C A M P B E L L: Good afternoon. I am Jim 
Campbell, President of the Independent Oil Workers. I 
represent the employees of the Paulsboro Refinery. We operate 
and maintain the refinery. I have approximately 600 members. 
I have been President since 1967. 

Most of my members live in Gloucester, Salem, and 
Camden Counties. We have a lot of second and third generation 
members. Their parents worked there; ·their grandparents worked 
there. As Dale said, it is the 75th anniversary of the 
Paulsboro Refinery. 

We are concerned about the effects on jobs this 
California LEV proposal will have. If it is adopted, it will 
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require huge investments in equipment, and improvements that 
will be very costly to the refinery. Being the smallest 
refinery in the Mobil organization, it wouldn't look good for 
continued operation there. It would naturally make sense to 
shut the smallest down first when there is a decreased demand 
for gasoline. 

Not only do we represent 600 union members, but also 
the contractors; vendors who employ hundreds of people to help 
out the refinery, to sell products to the refinery. They would 
also all be affected. So with the shutdown of the refinery, 
you are talking about thousands of jobs that would be affected 
-- a lot of family members, who also vote and spend money and 
pay taxes. 

On behalf of my members and the other people at the 
Paulsboro Refinery, I just ask that you look for different 
solutions, more economical solutions, and carefully consider 
the seriousness of the LEV program and its impact on the 
refinery workers. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to testify. 
DR. DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, Ms. Chairman, and members of 

the Committee, may I make one other comment? We have been a 
part of the New Jersey Clean Air Project both as a council and 
individually, technically to look at specific clean air plans 
in a single project content. 

The Department has 
input on other programs 

also been gracious about asking for 
on occasion, as in the case of 

oxygenates. When this occurs, the result is always better when 
all of the information is brought to the table in an atmosphere 
that tends to be less adversarial. 

We would certainly recommend that if there is a way 
that those kinds of interrelationships could become more 
ongoing and less ad hoc, perhaps it would be useful for your 
staffs to then monitor the information that comes into them. 
It might lend to making an analysis long term of the 
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regulations that are going to come and come and come, much more 

fruitful. So, if there is a way that that could be catalyzed, 

we would certainly recommend it. 

MR. BENTON: In closing--

SENATOR McNAMARA: Mr. Benton, excuse me for one 

second. This morning that was the problem; that was no 

problem; that is a problem; that might be a problem. We had 

that discussion this morning. I think you will find DEPE 

cooperative, and hopefully you will be as cooperative with 

them. And hopefully either party that is involved can contact 

either of the Chairpersons to help to move things along. 

MR. BENTON: In summary, recognizing the time afforded 

to us and the generosity you have shown, the State of New 

Jersey faces a number of difficult decisions and challenges on 

clean air. There is no question about that. The State of New 

Jersey has taken leadership actions that are recognized 

nationally, are second to none, and, in some instances, even 

surpassing that of California's Stage II vapor recovery at 

service stat ions, which you are fami 1 iar with, vapor pressure 

reductions in gasoline, and now even the statewide 

implementation of marine vapor recovery, which came about as 

the result of an inclusion in our State Plan and then the 

lawsuit, to just name a few. 

We continue, on behalf of the petroleum industry, to 

help the State do the right thing and work toward the goal, 

meeting the air quality standards. We have a significant, and 

obviously very high concern about the premature adoption of the 

optional California program. We do not think of it as a 

no-cost decision, particularly on top of the costs we are 

facing with regard to the implementation of the Clean Air Act. 

Now, you heard from EPA regarding the 1 i sting of the 

12 things that New Jersey has to do to continue its track 

record of accomplishments under the Clean Air Act. we suggest 

that we set about doing those; taking a good look at our 
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emission inventory, which was scheduled, so that we have a 

profile of where the State's air quality stands, and recognize 

that, again, the ozygenated fuel program -- in November '92, 

this year -- will cost the State approximately three cents to 

five cents in terms of additional costs in petroleum, It is 

part of the Federal Clean Air Act. It is coming into place 

right now here in New Jersey, beginning November 1992. 

The Federal reformulated fuel will cost in the 

neighborhood, right now, between five cents and nine cents. 

These are costs to consumers for the Federal reformulated 

fuel. Again, it is an element that we are working toward as an 

industry. You have heard from Dale and Mike and Brian 

regarding that. Our estimates right now are five cents to nine 

cents. I will accept DEP' s testimony, but yet very 

realistically between the automobile manufacturers and others, 

the prospect of the California severely reformulated fuel runs 

in the neighborhood right now, according to estimates, of 

between 17 cents and 24 cents per gallon, depending on the fuel 

selection. You can see very clearly that it is a very 

significant impact, which we why -- and Director Wittenberg 

referenced the study -- we retained the economic consulting 

firm of DRI/McGraw-Hill to prepare an analysis of what would 

happen to the State of New Jersey should a program like that be 

implemented. Obviously it has very severe-- I will leave this 

for your Committee staffs and for the members of the Committee 

to review. (referring to written materials) It has very 

severe economic impacts in terms of costs, in terms of loss of 

personal income, in terms of jobs, and, ultimately, in terms of 

tax revenue, also. 

We have described that and debated that. It is an 

economic model which takes into account both the positive 

attributes of a program and the negative impacts. Now, in 

fairness, it does not take into account the improved health 

conditions, but it does take into effect, as economic models 
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do, both the positive benefits of a particular program and the 
negative. We offer it to you for your review. We suggest you 
take a look at it. 

Also, as Brian referenced, we participated in Project: 
Clean Air. Project: Clean Air also came up with a very similar 
analysis done by, in this case, Urbanomics, of Wayne, New 
Jersey. In there also, they talked about different strategy 
options. Strategy Package No. 2, which included the California 
car, what was referenced as "clean fuels" -- again, the Federal 
reformulated fuel -- and the additional test, costs by 19 -­
this was an estimate by this firm -- in the area of $2.4 
billion. Again, not an insignificant study, but one that 
should be added to the compilation. Unfortunately, this is the 
only copy I have. I understand that later you will be hearing 
from Project: Clean Air. I am certain they will be more than 
willing to discuss their assessment of these figures with you. 

In closing, we, again, want to help the State of New 
Jersey reach the best decision. In that, I think our industry, 
along with the automobile industry, has taken a major step 
forward by conunitting to what we are calling the "Auto/Oil Air 
Quality Improvement Research Program." Much of this research 
between the major oil companies and the automobile companies is 
going on right here in New Jersey at Dale's Paulsboro Research 
Center, in Paulsboro. They are conducting an analysis of what 
different fuel requirements will have -- what effect they will 
have on existing vehicle fleets and also new vehicles. 

That research is going on in Mobil's Technical Center 
at Hopewell -- in Hopewell, New Jersey -- and Exxon's Research 
Center in Florham Park. Again, much of this research on the 
oil side is going on right here in New Jersey. They have come 
out with technical bulletins. I just grabbed this one real 
quick. This is "Technical Bulletin No. 7." There is a No. 8 
which is out. This one analyzed the emissions and air quality 
modeling results from methanol gasoline blends in prototype 
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vehicles and variable fuel vehicles. We think this advances, 

in very real, concrete terms, the effort toward cleaner air, 

which is something we all subcribe to. It is something we 
think makes a very significant improvement. 

Again, we want to share our expertise, which we think 

is considerable right here in New Jersey, to help you fashion a 

New Jersey program specific for New Jersey. We caution you 

that the California program is very real in terms of its 

costs. However, it remains untested, unproven, and not yet 

even approved, as you heard earlier, by EPA. In essence, we 

want to debate solutions for New Jersey, rather than focusing 

on our problem. We believe there is a problem. We continue to 

commit to you to doing things that will help to make solutions. 

Thank you very much for your attention. We will be 

happy to answer any questions you might have. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Anybody have any questions? Yes, 

Assemblyman? 

ASSEMBLYMAN WARSH: I have a question. I also have 

the opportunity to serve on the Assembly Transportation 

Committee, and we have been briefed on the Federal Clean Air 

amendments. We are constantly told that we either comply, or 

we will lose $400 million a year in Federal highway support. 

Now we have a choice: Do we adopt the California 

standards, or do we adopt something different that the industry 

is advocating? Can you assure the Committee that if we were 

not to adopt the DEP proposal and adopted something more in 

1 ine with what you are proposing, that we would not put in 

jeopardy the Federal highway funds? 

MR. BENTON: Our suggestion, indeed our position 

and I will let the individual members comment to supplement 

is that by following the Federal EPA programs, by following the 

Clean Air Act, moving aggressively and smartly through the 

strategies that are required by the Clean Air Act, New Jersey 

will continue to maintain a track record a proven track 
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record for successfully implementing and improving our 

environment. Therefore, we do believe it would be free from 

the sanctions that are anticipated. 

I remind you of the EPA testimony, where indeed New 

Jersey's DEP has not submitted the requirements for a VOC 

control. And indeed, the sanctions don't come down in an 

immediate fashion. We would have 18 months to respond should 

we somehow fall behind. However, again, we are recommending 

that we subscribe very specifically to the Federal 

requirements, rather than going for this optional untested, 

unproven California program. Brian? 

SENATOR McNAMARA: But, Jim, one point here: DEP, 

this morning, testified that there is an absolute-- They 

testified that there is an absolute five-ton difference if the 

program was delayed. Now, that was an issue that the auto 

manufacturers brought up. Hopefully we resolved, this morning 

-- that between their scientists and the scientific body of 

DEP, that will be resolved. But it is not a five-ton 

difference that we can just choose to ignore. If everything 

that has been said by the auto manufacturers and by the 

petroleum industry is true, we may not have a problem. But 

that is part and parcel of why we are having these hearings. 

We have been assured that DEP is going to cooperate 

fully. You know, you tell us whether they will or they won't. 

DR. DAVIS: I think the answer to this will come 

about. What we are asking is not simple nonimplementation, but 

to continue with the technologies that are now coming forth to 

look for the most cost-effective set that will reach that 

attainment. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: You can't believe that DEP would 

sit on anything without moving forward with technology. They 

usually establish a standard before you have a scientific way 

of reading what standard it is. 
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DR. DAVIS: I understand that. One of the things we 
are asking for is to try and bring that a little bit more into 
perspective, and· realize the specific program we are talking 
about today is one that virtually everyone says has its 
benefits after the year 2000. That gives us a little bit of 
time to explore alternative means, which may, in fact, have 
better cost-effectiveness in the meantime, without discounting 
the fact that you must have a plan that does, in fact, lead to 
attainment. I am sure that will, in fact, be the case. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: That is another reason why we want 
the Connecticut study, or notes, or work, or whatever was done 
on why they chose to defer the program to 1998. They are not 
talking the year 2000; they are talking 1998. It is very 
important for our considerations and deliberations if we can, 
you know, have those documents to review. 

MR. BENTON: We certainly can help you with the 
Connecticut documents. Again, I think it is also important to 
recognize that there is a whole contribution outside of the 
specific California program that can be made, not only from the 
Federal Clean Air Act, but from optional other strategies that 
may do a lot to improve air quality. Transportation was 
mentioned earlier; certainly road construction, bottleneck 
improvements. Improvements have been identified in one of your 
bills, Mr. Senator, with automatic identification of vehicles 

through tolls. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: I was fascinated to read the cost 

of that is $50, ooo per ton. I can't believe some of the 
numbers that have been placed on the different tonnages. 

MR. BENTON: Again, we are ready to provide additional 
information that will help to clarify those numbers. Again, in 
the inspection aspect, you have heard about the dynamometers in 
the other I/M programs. There is also infrared technology, 
which can assess the amount of emissions from the tail pipe by 
using an infrared sensor that allows for detection of a vehicle 
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that is not operating in compliance, 
be singled out for quick repair. 
aggressive program. 

so that that vehicle can 
That would be a more 

There is a whole range of solutions and options which, 
again, will work toward improving air quality here, without 
conscripting us to an untested, unproven program. 

MR. CHOATE: Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to 
add also that, contrary to what I have heard some people 
mention here, this is not a science. We are still in the art 
stage. We do not fully understand how ozone is formed. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: I am not so sure that it is the 
VOCs and not the NOx that has a greater impact. 

MR. CHOATE: Yes, sir, that's right. But, like 
anything else, you have to measure it before you can control 
it. I would think we would spend more effort on trying to 
measure what our ozone levels are and report that and keep 
people aware of it and ratchet down. That is how business does 
things, and I think that is how any good economy would attempt 
to do it; the ratchet down approach, rather than just going on 
20 years into the future. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WARSH: We heard earlier from the 
representative from the Association of International Automobile 
Manufacturers. On page 4 of his testimony he indicated that 
Commissioner Weiner's adamant statement last week makes it 
clear that DEPE has no intention to provide adequate supplies 
of fuel that may be needed, in a timely manner. Could you 
comment on that? Do you know what he was referring to? We 
didn't have time; we broke for lunch. 

MR. BENTON: Well, Commissioner Weiner, as you heard 
from him last week, did say, in fact -- and said so repeatedly 

-- that there is no fuel implication. We are only going to 
require Federal fuel in pursuing the California LEV strategy. 

I presume that is the statement the importers' representative 

was referring to. 
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Very candidly, we see it a bit differently. We accept 

Commissioner Weiner's representation. We also had asked for 

the Attorney General's opinion. We asked for the Attorney 

General's opinion at our meeting back in October, and we were 

told that we would have it back then. We still have not seen 

it to date, at this time. 

We think there are some very real concerns that were 

highlighted by the manufacturers, that were highlighted in our 

testimony, regarding mandatory fuel use for the vehicle, both 

in terms of warranty and in terms of meeting the standard. The 

vehicle will only take you, as referenced earlier, to a certain 

percentage of that standard. The proper fuel use will take you 

to meeting that standard. Therefore, potentially you have a 

lot of vehicles that are not going to be operating in 

compliance with that California standard. We think to ignore 

that is to ignore a big part of what we believe this problem to 

be all about. 

Brian? 

DR. DAVIS: Let me speak to that a little bit: I 

really believe it is not the intent of the DEPE or any other 

departments in the Northeast to require California fuels with 

the California program. They simply want the cleaner 

vehicles. But as you read the Clean Air Act and you look at 

the warranty concerns of the people who furnish the vehicles, 

and realize the California program -- that is what is being 

opted into -- allows the vehicle manufacturers to bring vehicle 

fuel combinations, and that in California fuel manufacturers 

will be required to furnish not necessarily sell, but to 

furnish the fuels that go with the vehicles that are 

brought, whatever they are-- So our concern is not that the 

Department will require them, and not that the Department is 

simply taking a reduced credit because they don't have those 

fuels, but that they may be legally required externally -- by 

courts, for instance. 

107 



ASSEMBLYMAN WARSH: But, see, with this statement-- I 

am still confused. This statement seems to indicate that 

should these standards be adopted, we will have an inadequate 

fuel supply; we will have an inadequate gasoline supply in the 

State of New Jersey. Am I misunderstanding that? 

DR. DAVIS: This is difficult, because you are asking 

us to speak for the Department. I think the intent is that 

what is desired is to run the California vehicles on Federal 

reformulated gasoline, which, in fact, will be furnished in 

this area. That is not a question of supply shortage. 

MR. BENTON: Let's carry that a half a step further: 

Suppose, again remembering that the vehicle manufacturers 

certify the vehicle on their fuel of choice in California-­

Let's presume that they certify it on a methanol, or a CNG. I 

think that is where you begin to run into concerns over supply, 

given the heavy emphasis on Federal reformulated fuel. The 

California program requires that fuel suppliers make these 

fuels available in that marketplace. Let's suggest that there 

is a California fuel vehicle certified on compressed natural 

gas -- CNG. How can we glibly say that that same fuel won't be 

required here in New Jersey? The vehicle manufacturers are 

standing behind the vehicle, and it is being run on a 

completely different fuel. It is a little like saying, "Don't 

worry. The car you bought is designed to run on premium" -­

right now, 93 octane-- saying, "Don't worry. Just let it run 

on 87 octane" -- that type of disparity. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: It is going to peak. 

MR. BENTON: Well, then there are the warranty 

considerations you heard about earlier from the manufacturers, 

and obviously from the consumers. Again, we are here to serve 

our consumers and the residents here in the State. The types 

of problems envisioned under this program all reflect back 

toward us, by problems that we hear from your constituents, 

which are ultimately our consumers. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: The year 1998 is going to be the 

year for the clean fuel fleets--

DR. DAVIS: Right, fleets, exactly. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: --in the Northeast. Where wi 11 

they get the fuels, the liquid natural gas or the propane? Are 

they all going to get it not through the usual commercial way, 

but at the plants, for instance? 

DR. DAVIS: One of the things that will have to occur 

to be able to fuel those fleets, is the building of some new 

infrastructure. Right now, there are not sufficient fueling 

sites to handle all of those needs. So something that will 

have to happen between now and then is, in fact, at least the 

partial construction of new fueling opportunities, even though 

they may occur at existing service stations. They will also 

occur in the yards of some of those fleets, depending on 

whether the size will warrant it and whether they are willing 

to take the responsibility for the tankage and so forth. 

One of the things that may help catalyze going to 

those clean fleets, is the fact that the Federal government is 

developing guidelines which wi 11 allow credits for doing that 

earlier. So what you might see is the opportunity to begin to 

build some of that infrastructure before it is, in fact, fully 

required in the marketplace, so all of those options can be 

explored. 

MR. BENTON: New Jersey does statistically have a 

heavy dominance of fleets here in the State. I don't have the 

figures immediately at my disposal, but as a State, whether it 

is the urban cabs, taxis that Dr. Davis mentioned earlier, or 

corporate fleets and other types of municipal vehicles, there 

are opportunities that we see coming creatively into the 

marketplace to offer incentives to alternate fuel vehicles. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: What would you suggest the State 

might do to offer incentives? 
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MR. BENTON: The State might, again, look at the 

Alternate Fuel Program that is provided under the Clean Air 

Act, and offer earlier incentives for the State to gain the 

credits they need in this area. There might be some tax 

implications that need to be examined. There might be some 

other incentives that don't come irrunediately to my mind that 

the State could examine. 

DR. DAVIS: 

actually identified 

incentives. One of 

I think that Project: Clean Air has 

some 

the 

of those 

things that 

potential 

occurs in 

kinds of 

southern 

California now, where there is a larger use of alternative 

fuels, is to allow HOV -- high occupancy vehicle -- lanes to, 

in fact, use alternate fuel vehicles even when there is only 

one person in the vehicle, which makes it easier to do 

business, because it is a faster way to get around. That is 

just one example, but there is a variety of things that can be 

explored that I suspect the Department is looking at. 

MR. BENTON: But let me also say in closing, because I 

know Dale would like to say the same thing-- Let me also 

suggest that the improvements that are going to be made in 

Federal reformulated gasoline, which will be introduced here on 

a statewide basis, will make a very significant and dramatic 

impact on everyone's car here in the State. We are the ones 

who are corruni tted to doing that. We think the alternate fuel 

issue fills niches in the marketplace, but as energy for the 

public at large, we believe the Federal reformulation is going 

to make a major and significant step here in improving air 

quality. 

MR. CHOATE: I would just like to add, history -- and 

I have been around for a long time -- has demonstrated that 

managed government, managed societies, don't perform --Russia, 

the Eastern Bloc, to go back to England. I mean, there has to 

be an incentive, but let's make it an incentive that people can 

understand and will respond to, not government mandated. 
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The marketplace is beautiful, as you know. We have 

the best system there is in the world, as long as we don't 

monkey around with it, as we have done already with exporting 

car manufacturing to Japan, electronics, etc. Keep the jobs in 

this country. That is what Jim is saying. Manufacturing is 

the backbone, and we have to do something. We cannot let these 

jobs be exported. That we should talk about. Where are the 

oxygenates going to come from? They are going to be imported. 

We wi 11 not-- Mobi 1 Paulsboro will not build an oxygenated 

plant. We will import the stuff. In fact, this coming winter, 

our stuff is going to come up from the Gulf Coast, and that is 

going to reduce our ability to produce gasoline here in New 

Jersey, without any thought being given to the overall societal 

needs. 

DR. DAVIS: One of the things you had alluded to 

earlier as a concern, is the business of transport. Realize 

that virtually all of the states in the Northeast have, in 

fact, opted in to the Federal reformulated gasoline program, 

even the ones where it isn't directly required because of the 

severity of the problems, as in the case of New Jersey. So, 

New Jersey will reap the benefit of some of that transport 

reduction from the Federal fuel being basically implemented in 

all of the Northeast, and our industry supports that, granted 

the difficulty of the emission situation here in the Northeast. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Thank you very much for your 

testimony. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Are there any more questions 

from anyone? (no response) 

We will move on to the Environmental and Occupational 

Health Sciences Institute -- Paul Lioy. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Will those having a conversation 

kindly move it to the hallway? Close the door please, so we 

can proceed. Thank you. 
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D R. P A U L J. L I 0 Y: Good afternoon, Chairman 
McNamara and Chairwoman Ogden, and members of both the Assembly 
and the State Senate. I am here today representing a number of 
different areas: First of all, I am Director of the Human 
Exposure Division of the Environmental and Occupational Health 
Sciences Institute, a joint program of the UMDNJ, Robert Wood 
Johnson Medical School, and Rutgers University. I am also the 
Director of the Ozone Research Center, which is conducting both 
air quality modeling and participating in health effects 
studies in New Jersey. That Center is supported by the New 
Jersey DEPE through a grant. I am also representing the 
National Academy of Sciences. I am on the Board of 
Environmental Studies and Toxicology of the National Academy of 
Sciences. I have served on seven committees, and I have also 
recently served on a committee called Troposphere Ozone 
Formation and Transport. So, I will be talking to you about a 
number of different issues. Finally, I have served since 1981 
as a member of the New Jersey Clean Air Council, 
Chairman of the Clean Air Council in 1983 and 1984. 

The first thing I would like to do 

and I was 

is-- I am 
submitting to the Chairperson and the Chairman eight copies of 
the report, "Rethinking the Ozone Problem in Urban and Regional 
Air Pollution." Obviously I don't want you all to read it. 
There is a good executive summary. We did a good job in trying 
to make it palatable to just about anybody, and we have gotten 
a tremendous amount of response from our report in the 
"National Academy of Sciences," from industry, government, and 
the citizenry. So, I think the executive summary is readable. 

I will talk a little bit about that today. I am going 
to try to divide my talk into basically two sections, with a 

comment section at the end. First, I will try to remind you 
about the idea of why we are here; why ozone is a problem. 

Secondly, I will talk to you about some of the details in the 
National Academy report, and specifically, I think, I will 
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focus on what Chairman McNamara said at the end of his 

conversation with the people from the oil industry -- the word 

"NOx," which has not appeared at all in the discussion this 
morning. That is a serious deficiency. 

I was a 1 itt le bit amazed this morning at the fact 

that we talked a lot about hydrocarbons, because hydrocarbons 

has been the strategy we have been talking about for 20 years. 

I have been dealing with the ozone problem for 20 years. I 

have lived in New Jersey all my life. I still breathe dirty 

air in New Jersey, and so do you. I think it is about time 

that we get on with the task of cleaning up the air in Ne•.v 

Jersey. 

I would also like to say that Assemblyman Kronick made 

a very good comment this morning at the end of the discussion. 

I think if we put our minds together, and put our energies 

together, and do some real positive thinking, and not nitpick 

ourselves to death, we do solve this problem. It is an 

intractable problem, but I do not think it is an unsolvable 

problem. 

For the last 10 years, I have been doing ozone studies 

in New Jersey and in other areas of the country. In fact, I 

have done five studies on the health effects of ozone in New 

Jersey, looking at the New Jersey population. Basically, there 

are about five, maybe four major points that came out of those 

studies: 

One, the pulmonary function of healthy children 

participating in sununer camp activities is affected by ozone. 

The accumulated dose during the day or a prior day is 

associated with that decrement in function. 

That means it is not just the peak concentration that 

was shown on the graph this morning. It is every ozone 

molecule that you breathe over a very specific period of time; 

that could be six to eight hours a day. Imagine a child 

participating in urban/suburban activities during the 
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summertime, or a young adult, or even a person my age 

participating between six and eight hours a day during the 

summertime, with high ozone levels, which may not actually 

exceed the standard .. The standard itself is bogus; it has no 

margin of safety. It is the only national standard that I know 

of that actually is less stringent than an occupational 

standard. That is a subtle point, but a major point. In fact, 

it is the only standard -- occupational standard -- that is 

violated outdoors during the summer. That is a major point: 

the fact that there is no margin of safety for the current 

standard. So, we are talking about a real public health issue. 

The second point: After extended episodes, the 

baseline pulmonary function of an individual can remain 

depressed for at least a week. That means that a transitory 

response in a human being, in fact, can last for a few days. 

In fact, you may have decreased function; you may not be able 

to participate in the activities you normally do at the same 

rate or the same high level of activity, because of the fact 

that your pulmonary function has been decreased from an 

extended period of ozone. These extended perios of ozone can 

be from five to seven days. We have them frequently in New 

Jersey. We do not have them every year because of meteorology, 

but over the last 10 years we have had at least five such 

instances. That means that you have five to seven straight 
days of ozone above the standard, or at least above 100 ppb 

every day for about five to seven days. 

The third point: Respiratory symptoms have been 

observed in active children at a camp during an extended 

episode. That means that not only are we looking at changes in 

pulmonary function -- which most of you probably would not 

perceive unless you were an athlete or unless you were 

participating in activities in one area that has low ozone and 

you come back to New Jersey and try to participate in the same 

activity in high ozone and notice the fact that your activity 
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level is down-- The fact of the matter is, you will see 
symptoms in children who are participating in 
activities. It could be a wheeze; it could be 
could be a number of different things. 

normal camp 
a cough; it 

Finally, just this past year we completed a study 
which indicates, or at least suggests -- and this is going to 
be published in the next couple of months in the "Journal of 
Environmental Research" -- that approximately 8 percent -- and 
this is only the first level of analysis we have done -- of 
summertime visits by asthmatics to emergency rooms -- now, this 
is not all asthmatic visits to local doctors, okay, or clinics; 
this is just to emergency rooms -- in nine North/Central Jersey 
hospitals are associated with photochemical smog episodes, at 
least for the period 1988 and 1989. We are continuing that 
analysis from 1986 through 1991, and we will probably extend it 
through 1994. We are trying to see if, in fact, things change 
and how they change based upon the ozone levels. 

So clearly, we are not dealing with a de minimis risk 
problem. We are dealing with a real problem in New Jersey. We 
are dealing with a real air pollutant. We are dealing with an 
air pollution problem which has been protracted for 20 years, 
and we have to solve it. We have to solve it. If we ignore 
it, it will just get worse. If we do not provide the right set 
of strategies for controlling ozone, we may worsen the 
problem. I think that frightens me, and I think that should 
frighten each and every one of you, that we have to develop 
strategies that are logical. I think the idea of doing 
cooperative types of analyses and having cooperation with the 
various fractions of the problem is a very important tool. But 
I think we have to have a mission statement also. At this 
particular time, I think the mission statement I believe in is 
the LEV vehicle with the national, F·ederal reformulated fuel, 

not the California fuel. And I will try to explain that to you 
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in about five minutes when I discuss the nature of the NAS 

report we worked on. 

First, if you have any questions on that part, I can 

answer them now, and then we can go on to the NAS report. I 

will be sending the Committee two papers. One I finished-­

SENATOR ADLER: May I interrupt you? 

DR. LIOY: Yes, sir, Senator Adler. 

SENATOR ADLER: Please describe for me, if you can, 

some of the longer term health effects. You were speaking, I 

think, specifically about acute problems of five to seven days 

duration. 

DR. LIOY: Right. 

SENATOR ADLER: Why don't you talk more about the 

long-term effects, because I think--

DR. LIOY: I wish I knew. 

SENATOR ADLER: My kids get stuffed noses and are 

wheezing for a few days -- in fact, they are right now -- and 

then they get better. I guess I am more concerned about the 

longer term--

SENATOR RICE: And so did your grandmother. 

DR. LIOY: I would not neglect the short-term effects, 

because short-term effects have a tendency to accumulate and 

cause long-term effects. I mean, if you were insulting a lung 

and you are changing the biochemistry of the lung, you are 

doing something to the basic pulmonary system. Therefore, you 

have the opportunity for infect ion. You have the opportunity 

for repair, but in some cases you may, over time, not be able 

to repair the system. That is one of the-- I guess that is 

what the ideology of chronic obstructive lung disease is all 

about. 

We do not know, at this particular time, the effects 

of ozone over a long period of time. There are some 

suggestions -- and, of course, I hate to use the California 
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example, because I know in this room there is a little bit of 
apprehension about talking about California--

SENATOR RICE: True. 
DR. LIOY: I know. 
SENATOR ADLER: Except, you know, we are actually a 

lot closer to California in terms of our nonattainment problem 
than we are to places like North Dakota or Nebraska. 

DR. LIOY: That's right. 

SENATOR ADLER: So, realistically, when we are talking 
about where we stand in relation to other states, California is 
a pretty good model of the problems we have with ozone, as 
opposed to some of the rest of the country, especially the 
Midwest. 

DR. LIOY: That is a very-­
SENATOR ADLER: So I think-­
OR. LIOY: We're in the middle. 
SENATOR ADLER: Don't be offset by the comments some 

of us made about how we are not like California. We are much, 
much more like California than we want to admit. 

SENATOR RICE: Or, like the Chairman--
SENATOR ADLER: We have much more of a problem-­
OR. LIOY: I would say we are more--
SENATOR ADLER: --particularly in our northern 

counties -- much more of a problem, like southern California, 
than we have the beautiful bucolic air of a North Dakota. I 
think all of us keep that in mind. You may feel free to 
comment, but keep that perspective. 

DR. LIOY: Okay. Well, with that in mind, there have 
been one or two flawed epidemiologic studies so far that have 
been done that have shown that over time people living in the 
polluted areas of southern California versus a pristine area in 
Arizona,·· have, over their lifetime, a greater pulmonary 

function loss than those people who live in Arizona. So if I 

wanted to put us into a category, let's say New Jersey may be 
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somewhere in-between if you take that flawed study and use it 

as an analysis. But we are not doing that. There are two 

major groups that are going to be putting out RFPs -- which are 

Requests For Proposals -- for looking at what the long-term 

effects are. But there is enough suggestion, both in rat 

studies at concentrations that humans breathe-- That is 

another thing that is real trouble to me, because we don't have 

to worry about extrapolating dosing of rats at 10 times what we 

normally find in the environment and seeing the effect. We can 

dose the rats at the same thing that you and I are breathing I 

and they wi 11 see the biochemical effects. That scares me a 

little bit about the inflammatory aspects of this particular 

pollutant. 

But it shows that over a 1 ifet ime there are 

biochemical changes which can lead to chronic lung disease. 

So, if I had to take the animal models, which we do with some 

faith, and then start using them as an example for planning new 

studies, I would say it is not inconsistent that we would 

probably see longer term effects if I in fact, we do very good 

studies. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Well, one-­

DR. LIOY: Yes, sir? 

SENATOR McNAMARA: I don't mean to minimize what 

you're saying I but there are a lot of things that affect rats 

that do not affect humans. 

DR. LIOY: That's right. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: A classic example is the time that 

they announced that saccarine, which they took off the market 

because it caused cancer in rats, has no effect on humans. 

DR. LIOY: Well, that--

SENATOR McNAMARA: So, you know, I--

DR. LIOY: Well, let me try to make a translation 

there, and I agree with you. I was trying to state that I 
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clearly did not want to use that as a good example, because I 

know there is a lot of hesitancy--

SENATOR McNAMARA: But you knew what was going to 

stick in everybody's mind as you said it. 

DR. LIOY: Yes. Let me see if I can give you a better 

example. Clinical studies have been done where we exposed 

normal human beings to six to eight hours of ozone. We saw 

that those people responded the same way the rats do, using the 

same type of exercise cycle, except the rats do it at night and 

the humans do it during the day. 

So, we are pretty sure that the nature of the 

pollutant is consistent between species at this point. But 

again, we want to verify the long-term effects and do human 

studies; you know, conduct human epidemiologic studies. So we 

are not relying on the data, but at least it says that with 

ozone, it is such a rapid · oxidating specie, and it causes 

inflammation in the lungs, and is an irritant to the lungs, 

that we--

SENATOR McNAMARA: 

in southern California? 

Is there a much shorter 1 ife span 

DR. LIOY: We cannot tell that, because obviously 

southern California has much more transience than we do. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Maybe you should get to some 

insurance companies. They might be able to give you some data 

on people who have lived there all their lives. 

DR. LIOY: Well, those are the types of things we are 

doing. we are looking at siblings who live in, let's say, 

Hawaii, or somewhere else, with the other sibling living in 

California, especially for that type of a study. Clearly, we 

do not know the answer on chronic effects. What we are doing 

right now here--

SENATOR McNAMARA: I didn't mean to delay you, 

because--
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DR. LIOY: --is the acute effects, and they are real. 

Okay. Let me go to the NAS document, trying to deal 

with an issue that I think was overlooked, for whatever reason, 

this morning. 

The committee I served on developed this document 

called "Rethinking the Ozone Problem in Urban and Regional Air 

Pollution." That was not the original title, because we didn't 

really believe that we were going to rethink it. We thought we 

had all our ducks in line. But clearly, at the end of the 

study, we began to realize a lot of things that we had been 

doing in the past were not totally appropriate for trying to 

control ozone. 

Motivation for the study was basically progress 

towards meeting the NAAQS standard. Progress has not been as 

rapid as we might expect, and also, as I explained earlier, we 

did find adverse effects. So, we felt that was very important. 

I am going to go over some major conclusions. I am 

not going to read all the flaws; I am going to highlight the 

ones which I think are appropriate for this analysis. In the 

document itself, we go through all the analyses. Your staff 

people can call me at any time, and we can discuss the nature 

of these particular-- (indiscernible; witness showing slides 

and is speaking off microphone) 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Please proceed. 

DR. LIOY: All right. In the past, ozone contra 1 

strategies assumed that VOC controls were more effective than 

NOx controls. Unfortunately, that is what I heard this 

morning. As I go on, please leave that in your mind. And, as 

I go on, we are going to try to pQke a few holes in this 

argument. Recent studies have indicated that anthropogenic VOC 

emissions are greater than previously believed. That was 

discussed logically and reasonably this morning; superemitting 

vehicles, evaporative emissions. We all believe it, and know 
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it. We underpredicted the VOCs, so therefore our models have 
been underpredicting the nature of the problem. 

In many areas, VOC emissions from trees are 
significant. We· find that in New Jersey. Again, all of these 
things are consistent with what we saw this morning, and this 
afternoon. A VOC control strategy alone may have been 
inappropriate in many areas. I will leave that alone, and 
discuss it in about five minutes. Let's leave that, along with 
this, as topics of discussion. 

Finally, accurate voc estimates are needed. 
Fortunately, DEPE now has 
recently become available, 

a new technology which has just 
and they are going to begin to 

measure the reactive hydrocarbons in the atmosphere, so we can 
validate some of these remission reductions. It has taken time 
to develop the proper instrumentation, but I think now we are 
beginning to get the right act together. 

Now, let's go to NOx control. It is a dirty word, but 
I don't think it was discussed too much this morning, and I am 
certainly surprised at that. NOx controls are probably needed 
in many areas. Air quality models show that NOx controls can 
effectively reduce ozone in most areas. Again, not alone, and 
let me explain that, in a little bit. 

In many urban and rural areas which 
emissions, you can only use NOx control. We 
Atlanta; Atlanta is not like California. 
example: California is not like Atlanta. 
problem that is unique. 

have biogenic 
are not 1 ike 

Remember this 
Atlanta has a 

Finally, according to model results in the Northeast, 
combined VOC and NOx controls would be a much more effective 
strategy in reducing ozone than VOC alone. 

So those are the modeling studies that have been done 
to date. Even with the flawed nature of these studies, because 

the VOC emissions have been underestimated, which makes it even 
more important to have NOx controls-- The point is, we have to 
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have both NOx and VOC controls to reduce the ozone problem. I 

am going to bring this point around to the LEV vehicles in a 

couple of seconds. 

I know there was a lot of discussion about the VOCs. 

I thought about it for about five minutes at lunch, and I 

recognized that there was something that was missing. This is 

the (using slides/graphs) Federal Tier I cars that people were 

discussing this morning, and emissions from the 96 LEV VOCs. 

Here is the NOx from the Tier I, and here is the NOx control 

from LEV I. The point of the matter is, in an area like New 

Jersey, we have to do both. We've got to control the NOx and 

we've got to control the VOCs. Since one of our major emitters 

-- 50 percent of our emissions -- is basically automobiles, it 

is the NOx and the VOCs that have to be controlled; it is not 

just the vocs. 

So some of the discussion this morning was absolutely 

on target. With the nature of the Tier I vehicles, with the 

nature of putting better evaporative emission controls on, we 

will get the VOCs down. By the year 2010 we will probably do 

very well, but right now, with the Tier I vehicles, we are not 

going to do very well for NOx. The trouble is, they discussed 

the Tier II vehicle, but that is not to be introduced until way 

out here. So, what I am worried about is, if we focus on VOC 

alone, we may not control the ozone, because we will still have 

the NOx generating facet, and, to me, that is a serious 

consideration that we have to take into account. It is a dual 

nature. It is not a simple problem. I wish I could say, 

"Let's go stick a cork on the cap for the thing that produces 

ozone," _;but it doesn't work that way. It is not like 

particulate matter. With particulate matter, if we do the job 

right at the source and just cap it off and scrub it out, the 

particulate matter is gone. When we are dealing with ozone, we 

are dealing with a secondary pollutant. A pollutant is formed 

by three things: VOCs, NOx, and sunlight, and the right 
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meteorologic -- four things, the right meteorologic conditions 

with the sunlight. So, we have to look at this in total. 

I think maybe part of the discussion has to be, 

between the oil, the automobile, and the DEPE, how we factor in 

these different components and ensure that we achieve what we 

want. If we look at VOC alone-- The discussion this morning 

didn't seem to be that difficult to comprehend, but when we are 

talking about NOx, we have a whole other factor in the 

equation, and that factor is truly logical in terms of the 

discussion of ozone production. 

SENATOR RICE: Mr. Chairman? 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Yes? 

SENATOR RICE: Just so we can keep this in 

perspective, on your last point, I think that has been the 

implication of my argument. We have to do more than one 

thing. It seems that the argument here has been to do the 

California model. I don't disagree with your information that 

you ought to go back to the drawing board, and that we have to 

reduce the NOx as well as the VOC. But my point is, I am not 

so convinced that we need the California model to do that, 

along with something else we want to . do. The arguments here 

seem to be a stickler for doing it this way. I still say 

California is not New Jersey. They have much more sunshine, by 

the way, in southern Cal. But by the same token, there is a 

difference between an urban center like Newark, just like there 

is a difference between L.A. in California and maybe a Berkeley 

or a Bay Area type of location. 

DR. LIOY: Well, you see--

SENATOR RICE: So, I am talking about ozone, but I am 

also talking about what causes it. I am talking about the 

junkyards that sit around in Newark, with abandoned cars and 

things 1 ike that, that the sun beams down on, with all that 

leaking stuff. I am just saying-- I guess my point is, I am 

still not convinced that we have to do California. I am 
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convinced that we have to do more than one thing to put all of 
this into perspective, to reduce the NOx, as well as the VOCs. 
I just wanted you to keep that in mind. 

DR. LIOY: The only--
SENATOR McNAMARA: Rather than dwell on that subject, 

because you--
DR. LIOY: May I just make a minor comment? The only 

problem I have is, all the other approaches, at this particular 
point, at least as far as I can tell, are much less efficient 
because you are dealing with smaller emissions per day from the 
other sources; whereas the motor vehicle is basically, you 
know, put in in total as an area source. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Asbestos roofing is 38 tons a day. 
DR. LIOY: Pardon me? 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Asbestos roofing is 38 tons a day 
asbestos. 

DR. LIOY: Asphalt-- asphalt for volatile organics, 

but there is no NOx. See, that is the problem. If I were just 

dealing with volatile organics, we would have a whole host of 
things we could deal with, but with NOx• we are much more 
1 imi ted. And NOx is part of the. equation. It is not something 
we can ignore. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: What is why I asked the question 
this morning. It seems to have been ignored, but I did ask the 
question because I thought it was a factor. 

DR. LIOY: Well, I thought it was an excellent 
question. As I said, it was an excellent point. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Paul, I would like you to move on, 
only for the simple reason that the hour is getting late and we 
have about seven more people to testify. 

DR. LIOY: Oh, yes. I am just about finished. Okay? 

I didn't want to extend my time too much. 

I think, from my vantage point at this time, because 
of the total tonnage and the total volume of material that you 
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can reduce, at least for NOx, we are much better off dealing 

with something we can do on a -- you might say, a cons is tent 

bas is. Combust ion sources, 1 ike habachi s-- I mean, I don't 

really want to go into someone's backyard and try to, you know, 

shut down a habachi. To me, that is illogical. It is a small 

combustion source. Hey, you know, we all like to use them. It 

is a nice part of American life. We like to use our cars, but 

I think we have to pay some price for the car. If it is for 

improvement of air quality, I think we have to deal with the 

fact that we have to control both VOC and NOx. 

I will just leave you with that message. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Thank you very much, Paul. Thank 

you. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Is the spokesman for the Propane 

Gas Association still here? (affirmative response from 

audience) 
SENATOR McNAMARA: I guess before you start-- I'm 

sorry that the schedule was a little longer than we had 

anticipated. But in 1 ight of that, and in 1 ight of the fact 

that hopefully we will be able to hear from all of the 

witnesses today, I wi 11 ask each of the witnesses to move a 

little bit more rapidly so everyone can be heard. I want to 

have enough Senate and Assembly members still here, so I would 

suggest that we target for 4:30. It is 3:30, so that gives us 

one hour to squeeze in an hour-and-a-half. So, go for it. 

W I L L I A M P. C U R C I 0: I would like to thank the 

Chairs. We are prepared to do that. We are prepared to move 

it along for you, so you can get other testimony in. 

My name is William P. Curcio. I am President of the 

New Jersey Propane Gas Association. With me is Mr. Brian 

Clayton, who is Chairman of our Clean Air Committee. 

here representing the Association. 

We are 

I would like to answer one question that was raised 

previously. Our estimates from our sources indicate that you 
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may have up to 500,000 vehicles in the commercial area with 
fleets to be able to handle alternative fuel. So there is a 
vast market out there and it represents billions of dollars of 
investment on the private sector. 

We are here today to tell you that propane has been 
around for 60 years. It is here today. It has been used; it 
has been recognized. We are here to tell you that propane is 
cost-effective, and we are here to tell you that it is 
environmentally acceptable. 

What I mean when I say it has been around-- We have 
been around for 60 years, and have been recognized as a clean 
air fuel. We were recognized in 1974 by the New Jersey 
Legislature as a clean air fuel, and thus were presented with 
various reductions in the fuel tax because we were a clean air 
fuel. We have four million vehicles on the road today using 
propane, worldwide. There are 370,000 in the United States 
today, and there are approximately 1000 vehicles in the State 
of New Jersey, utilizing propane, basically because of its 
clean air content, and also because of its cost-effectiveness. 

What I would like to do is to rapidly go through some 
c~arts which are contained in the statement we gave out, which 
will show you our cost-effectiveness. Next to our cousins, 
compressed natural gas, which we feel is our next best 
alternative fuel, you can see that converting propane -- and we 
are talking about a fleet of 20 vans-- If you take a look at 
it, the cost of converting a propane van would be about $1400; 
the cost of a CNG van would be about $2200. 

When you get down to the cost of the 20 vans, you see 
that there is an approximate $17,000 difference; $44, ooo to 

convert the CNG vans, and $27,000 to convert the propane. 
When we get down to the all-important numbers, though, 

when you take in fuel consumption for 100,000 miles, plus the 

equipment to put in -- to pump the product in, you can see that 
the first-year cost for a propane fleet of 20 vans was 
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$43,000. That same cost on a CNG is $99,000 on that first-year 
cost. You can also see, given the tanks that are on the 
vehicles, that could be placed on the vehicles -- and we will 
get more into that later -- that you will get a 267 mile range 
on a propane vehicle, versus 95 miles on a compressed natural 
gas vehicle. We consider compressed natural gas as the next 
best alternative to us in the alternative fuel fleet. 

When we take a look at another business concern -­
dollar concern -- you can see that on a vehicle the relative 
size of the container, the handle, the fuel -- the alternative 
fuel used-- You can see that you have a payload on a 
compressed natural vehicle of about 588 pounds of tank, 
compared to 161 pounds for propane. When you are hauling 
material and you are pulling that truck and you are looking at 
fuel consumption, that weight is significant in today's 
vehicles. So you can see that that is another cost factor on 
the side of propane when you are talking about commercial fleet 
vehicles. 

The next one shows you the range based on the content 
of each fuel. In an equal-sized tank, you can see the relative 
benefits of propane, where you would go 100 miles on propane; 
ethanol you would go 82 miles; methanol 61 miles; and CNG 25 
miles. That scopes it out as far as being able to make your 
rounds around the various towns in the State of new Jersey. 

I want to quickly tell you why we are environmentally 
acceptable. If you take a look at the charts, you can see that 
in hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen oxide-- We are 
four times cleaner in the hydrocarbon area; we are 14 times 
cleaner in the carbon monoxide area; and in the important 
nitrogen oxide area, we are 2.3 times cleaner than .the 
standards used for gasoline I want to repeat that, 
gasoline. These were tests that were done at the--

SENATOR McNAMARA: Is that the reformulated gasoline? 

127 



MR. CURCIO: That is gasoline presently used, okay? 

These are tests that were done by the EPA at its Ann Arbor 

testing facilities last year, using a 1991 Ford Crown Victoria 

during their tests. On those tests, we can supply information 

that goes beyond that. There are numerous studies that 

indicate that propane is a viable fuel. 

I think one of the major areas that we would like to 

emphasize is the fact that the representative from Sun said he 

felt propane was an alternative fuel that was here, that could 

be considered by the Committee. What we are asking the joint 

Committee to do --because sometimes we are forgotten about; we 

are sort of a silent fuel -- is to not forget propane in your 

considerations. It is here now; it is used; it has been used. 

It is acceptable environmentally by the EPA, and it is also 

cost-effective to the population that is out there. 

Thank you very much for allowing us to present that 

information. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Thank you very, very much. 

Do you want to call the next witness? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Next we will have Blakeman 

Early, of the Sierra Club, and Rob Stuart, of New Jersey PIRG. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Gentlemen, before you start, I hope 

you heard my message before. 

A. B L A K E M A N E A R L Y: I know. It has been a long 

afternoon. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: If you have written testimony-­

MR. EARLY: Yes, I have it right here. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: --you know, pass it around, but 

please, please summarize it so we can move the hearing along. 

Thank you. 

R 0 B STUART: Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman. My name is 

Rob Stuart. I am with the New Jersey Public Interest Research 

Group. New Jersey PIRG is a nonprofit, nonpartisan research 

and advocacy organization. We are pleased to be here today to 
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support DEPE's proposal for adopting a low emission vehicle in 

New Jersey. We called for this measure when we first began 

debating the implementation of the Clean Air Act, and we were 

pleased to support Assemblywoman Ogden's and Assemblyman 

Martin's bill last year, that would have actually created the 

program, if the DEPE had not acted. 

So, we think DEPE is right on track with proposing 

this legislation to deal with the serious problem of ozone 

pollution in New Jersey. I think there has been enough 

testimony as to the effect air pollution has, though to put it 

in context, it is deplorable that even if this program is 

adopted, we are still dooming children, the elderly, those who 

currently have, and will have respiratory ailments, to 

breathing dirty air well into the 21st century. 

I want to turn it over to Blake to talk a little bit 

more about the Act. Then we will come back and explain some of 

the literature we just handed out as to the real costs to, and 

the availability of, the technology that will lead us to these 

cleaner cars. I just think it is important to note that we are 

a long way away from clean air, which was promised years ago. 

MR. EARLY: Good afternoon. It is a pleasure to be 

here. For the record, I am A. Blakeman Early, Washington 

Director of the Pollution and Toxics Program for the Sierra 

Club. I have been a Washington representative of the Sierra 

Club for 13 years, and I have been working on clean air 

legislation for 15 years. 

I was very much struck by the testimony given by the 

auto industry this morning regarding the fact that New Jersey 

does not really need the California tail pipe standards. I am 

here to vigorously disagree with the industry on that question. 

I direct your attention, for a couple of minutes, to, 

what is New Jersey going to need to do in order to comply with 

the Clean Air Act? Briefly, let me run through some important 

elements that you need to keep in mind: 
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State implementation plans under the new Clean Air Act 
amendments -- which are greatly expanded, as you will note, in 
large part because of the huge public demand that something 
better and more effective be done to solve the problem -- are 
required to contain sufficient elements not only to attain the 
standards, but to maintain the standards. Congress, in 
emphasizing that, requires that once areas which have been in 
nonattainment achieve attainment-- States have to develop 
plans to maintain attainment with the standard for 20 years. 
That is a long time. So, when you are looking at putting 
elements of an implementation plan in place, it is important 
not only to just get into attainment, but to stay in attainment. 

One of the things I was struck with on the Motor 
Vehicle Manufacturers Association's -- one of their bar charts 
-- was, by recalculating some of the studies, they showed how 
New Jersey just edged over into attainment in the year 2005. 
It didn't look to me like they were going to stay there very 
long, but under their calculation they just kind of edged over. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Under the Commissioner's, we didn't 
make it, so, you know-- We got the message from both, and we 
don't need a replay of the testimony we have heard for a couple 
of days on this. Get to, you know, what your objective is, and 
move along -- please. 

MR. EARLY: The Clean Air Act, as you may already 
know, also requires annual progress be made. If annual 
progress isn't made, new Federal requirements kick in. 

You are very much aware of the fact that the Clean Air 
Act creates a new ozone transport zone. One of the things I 
wanted to observe was, if you are looking at the question of 
delaying the use of the California tail pipes in your plans as 

a member of the Ozone Transport Region, obviously other states 

are very anxious to receive New Jersey's cooperation in the 
overall pollution reduction effort. New Jersey's delay is 
likely to result in Pennsylvania, Maryland, Virginia, and the 
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District of Columbia delaying also. You need these states to 

do what they can to reduce the pollutants that are being blown 

into New Jersey. 
SENATOR. McNAMARA: That point was made very clearly 

this morning. 

MR. EARLY: Finally, I guess there has already been a 

discussion of the sanctions that can potentially apply for New 

Jersey being found having an inadequate plan, failing to make 

progress, or failing to ultimately meet the attainment date. 

Certainly the Congress sends a very strong message when it 

imposes a Federal $5000-a-ton penalty for excess emissions from 

major sources in severe areas that do not meet the 2007 

deadline. That is a very serious potential economic impact. 

As the witness just before us mentioned, we are not 

really providing much of a margin of safety in even attaining 

the standard. I thought he made a very good presentation on 

the fact that in New Jersey, there are many more days where the 

pollution levels hover just below the standard for many hours 

of the day than there are technical violations of the Clean Air 

Act standard. 

In 1 ight of this impressive array of requirements, I 

basically strongly disagree with the auto industry's assert ion 

that you don't need the tail pipe standards. But I come here 

to also say, I have heard this before, and I urge you to ask 

the question: Why should you believe the auto companies? My 

experience in lobbying on the Clean Air Act and the history on 

the Clean Air Act debate, have shown that the auto companies 

have routinely exaggerated the cost of compliance, and always 

understated the severity of their air pollution problem. Here 

are some illustrations: 

In September 1970, Lee Iaccoca, then Vice-President of 

Ford Motor Company, said, "Some of the changes in this bill 

could prevent continued production of automobiles. Even if 

they don't stop production, they could lead to huge increases 
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in the prices of cars. They could have a tremendous impact on 
all American industry, and could do irreparable damage to the 
economy." This is the man who ended up being one of t:-e 
highest paid executives in America 20 years later. It does not 
appear that the assessment of the industry on the impact of the 
Clean Air Act requirements has been a very accurate one in the 
past, and my testimony goes into this in greater detail. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: That's why Ford fired him. 
MR. EARLY: I'm sorry? 
SENATOR McNAMARA: I said, that is why Ford fired him. 
MR. EARLY: Let me review some of the problems I had 

with the auto industry's testimony today. What the auto 
industry told you this morning, was that the California 
standards really ought to be used to solve California 
problems. What they didn't tell you is, they are challenging 
the waiver process for California even going ahead with their 
own standards in California. 

What the auto industry told you this morning, was that 
the EPA will adopt a Tier II Federal car standard. What they 
didn't tell you is that they oppose that standard. They will 
fight that standard all the way to the Supreme Court. The 
likelihood of that standard going into effect, particularly on 
time, is really quite low, in my opinion. 

If you look at the numbers, assume for a moment you 
get an EPA decision to go ahead with the Federal car in 1999 -­

a Tier II car. The industry litigates the question for two 
years; you are in 2002. They are required by law-- They are 
allowed a two-model year lead, so we are talking 2004. That is 
when the first Tier I I car would be marketed -- 2004. You 
would have a 10-year turnover rate for the full introduction of 

the car. We're talking 2014 before the full benefits of a Tier 
II Federal car will be available in New Jersey. I submit that 

it is important to get on with the job, and get on with it as 

quickly as possible. 
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We have seen this kind of testimony from the industry 
in the past. Unfortunately, I think we have seen it again 
today. I ask the simple question, given the history of 
misrepresentation and exaggeration from the industry: Why 
should you believe their testimony? 

Thank you very much. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: Thank you. 
MR. STUART: I just want to point out that one of the 

things that we submitted for the record is a brochure and a 
cover letter talking about the electronically heatec converter, 
both the fact that it is in place, and it has shown -- and I 
will read right from this letter-- It says: "The emissions 
reductions achieved shows compliance with the California LEV 
standard for the 100,000 mile test." 

The industry says this is going to put the cost o£ 
cars out of reach. Obviously, there is concern within the 
labor community that that cost would then therefore mean that 
there would be less cars being sold, and we would have to close 
auto plants. I think the opposite is the case. 

First, let me point out that within the industry's own 
documentation, the EHC cost -- the whole system, not just the 
converter -- at a maximum is $300. It is probably less than 
what air-conditioning costs, and is not a significant addition 
to automobiles. 

The other thing is, if you look through this brochure 
you see that, number one, the converter itself is only four 
inches long. It is sort of a small component, not something 
that is going to require a lot to be added in. In addition, 
there are some sophisticated relay modules, logic modules, 
power modules,. all things that actually have to be constructed, 
have to be built, have to be produced, have to be installed. 
So I think this, especially given the fact that we are talking 
about requiring this on 1996 cars the proposal, is 

regulation at its best, in that it is giving enough lead time 
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for technology like this to develop, to be tested, and to be 

produced. 

Again, from the front from the cover letter 

"Over the last 18 months, significant advances have been made 

in this technology, incuding extending converter and component 

durability and reduction of power requirements for preignition 

heating research and development jobs." So I would take issue 

with the blanket assumption that if we require this, this would 

be -- we would see a reduct ion in the amount of j cbs in New 

Jersey. In fact, I think we could be spurring a new industry 

and, in fact, rescuing a dying industry, by allowing American 

companies and New Jersey-based companies to produce these cars, 

which ultimately are going to have to be produced, and 

ultimately are going to be sold here anyway. 

I think it is important to recognize that you are 

giving people enough time -- this technology is already on the 

market; it is already working -- and we really should challenge 

the horror stories and the dire predictions and move forward 

with this program. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: We intend to. 

thing: You can't do it for $170. 

MR. STUART: Well, the low cost--

You did prove one 

MR. EARLY: The $170 cost, which is one that continues 

because I talked to a California Air Resources Board 

official yesterday -- to be defended, is the cost once you have 

a sufficient demand for the converter and its associated 

equipment. The cost obviously is lower as the total number of 

the products--

SENATOR McNAMARA: Sure, that was discussed earlier, 

but there is an initial higher cost. 

MR. EARLY: --and that is the difference. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: The decision is not going to be 

made on the cost factor. I thought it was going to add a 
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little lightness, but at this point in the day it doesn't seem 
anyone is light. (laughter) 

MR. EARLY: Well, I am stunned at how low that is. My 
daughter lost the plastic hubcap off her car. I went in and 
bought one -- 40 bucks. 

SENATOR MeN~: Well, you don't honestly believe 
you are going to buy a replacement converter with an electric 
heating blanket for $300? It will most probably be closer to 
$2800. The car that sells for $20,000, most probably with 
replacement parts over the counter, runs closer to $45, ooo, 
$50,000, or better. 

MR. STUART: Which is one of the reasons why we 
support the extended warranty and the provisions of this 
proposal which will ensure that the pollution control equipment 
will, in fact, last the life of the car, rather than, you know, 
having consumers bear that cost, or worse, having those 
emissions at hazardous levels being emitted from those cars. 

MR. EARLY: I wanted to also reinforce the testimony 
from the NAS witness. If you don't take both the VOC and NOx 
out of the vehicle at every opportunity you can, you are going 
to have to take it out of stationary sources. This is going to 
be more expensive, particularly NOx. Getting NOx out is going 
to be much more of a problem from stationary sources than this, 
what we see to be a very cost-effective opportunity. 

SENATOR RICE: Mr. Chairman? 
SENATOR MeN~: Yes? 
SENATOR RICE: I hate to do this, but I know we are on 

the record; we are being recorded, and I would like to keep my 
record clear. With due respect to the auto industry, I do have 
a problem with corporate America sometimes. There was an 
implication that the integrity of· that information -- that it 

may not be as valid as it necessarily should be, and we should 

be cautious. 
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Let me just go on record to say, I do not have a lot 
of respect for the environmentalists' special interest either. 
I would take their information with the same grain of salt as 
they indicate about the others. In this State, I know that 
PIRG and others still have not come forward with the right 
information on environmental issues that we raised last session 
in Committee, etc. 

So, as the record reflects, I am going to be 
objective, and thank God that I can read and write. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Thank you. So that we don· t get 
into a debate, let's say that everybody came to the table with 
dirty hands. 

MR. STUART: Certainly dirty air. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: Is your testimony completed? 
MR. EARLY: We're finished. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: Thank you very much, and thank you 

for your patience. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: We certainly thank you very much. 
Janet Lussenhop, Regional Plan Association? 

J A N E T D. L U S S E N H 0 P: I promise to be very 
short. My name Janet Lussenhop -- L-U-S-S-E-N-H-0-P. It is 
different from how it is written on the program you have. I am 
Director of the Regional Plan Association's New Jersey Office. 
For those of you who do not know RPA, we have been around for 
as long as propane. We work on planning issues for the New 
Jersey/New York/Connecticut region. 

I am here today to support the adopt ion of the LEV 
program in the State of New Jersey. We base our support on the 
work of Project: Clean Air, which we have staffed for the past 
three years, and which you heard mention of in the testimony of 

the petroleum industry. 
We were established several-- Or, Project: Clean Air 

was established several years ago to try to build a consensus 

on ways to reduce emissions from transportation strategies, in 
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anticipation of a Clean Air Act that would focus on 
transportation strategi~s more than it has in the past. 

We published our recommendations last fall. You have 
copies of our reports. They were part of the DEPE package you 
received last week. I have a couple more copies here, if 
anyone didn't get them then. 

I just want to tell you who was part of Project: Clean 
Air, since this was a consensus-building group. The members of 
the Steering Committee, which was the group that made the 
policy, were: Allied Signal; the League of Women Voters; the 
New Jersey Petroleum Council; the Casino Association of Ne•.¥ 
Jersey; the New Jersey Business and Industry Association; the 
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission; the New Jersey 
Automobile Club; New Jersey DOT; the New Jersey Association of 
Railroad Passengers; the Natural Resources Defense Council; the 
New Jersey Clean Air Council; the Motor Vehicle Manufacturers 
Association; AFL-CIO of New Jersey; New Jersey Office of State 
Planning; Stockton State College and Princeton University; the 
Port Authority of New York and New Jersey; PSE&G; the American 
Lung Association; the New Jersey Motor Truck Association; 
Chemical Bank; and New Jersey DEPE. 

That was just to give you a sense of the range of 
participation we had in this group. We worked together for 
two-and-a-half years, 
strategies to improve 
strategies, emissions 

and studied a range of transportation 
air quality. We looked at hardware 

and fuel changes, land use planning 
changes, pricing strategies, and a variety of travel demand 
strategies, including improvements in public transit, 
employer-based ride sharing, and HOV lanes, among others. 

We did a research study of the emissions reduction 
potential of all of these strategies, which is in this report 
here; also, an economic analysis of each measure. The Steering 

Committee was also advised by a technical group, which included 
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Dr. Lioy, who you just heard from, Brian Davis from Sun Oi 1, 

and Jim Benton, among others. 

The Steering Committee had help from this technical 

group, and also had presentations from the Petroleum Council 

and the Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Association. So they 

really heard from everybody, I think, who they could hear 

from. Based on these presentations and our analyses, the 

Steering Committee concluded that the LEV program should be one 

of New Jersey's top five priorities in air quality planning. 

In reaching their conclusions, they weighed the 

trade-offs. They understood that there were trade-offs in 

implementing some of the strategies. They weighed those 

trade-offs with the need for a variety of strong measures to 

meet the State's air quality problem. I should say that, while 

we reached a consensus on this, it was not a unanimous vote, as 

you will understand from who I said was on the Committee. A 

majority supported it as a top priority. There was some 

dissent, and there was a written dissent from the Motor Vehicle 

Manufacturers, which is published in our report. 

Let me just explain quickly why the Committee reached 

the conclusions it did: Our technical study showed that the 

biggest impact on emissions reduction would come from 

technological solutions, such as tighter emission standards, 

alternative fuels, and more stringent inspect ion/maintenance. 

It also showed that travel-related measures would have a 

significant impact on emissions in the long run. In fact, the 

top priority strategy was improvements in land use planning, 

but the technical solutions provided emissions improvements 

several times as large as the most effective travel-related 

strategies. Also, the technological solutions obviously do not 

require changes in travel behavior. 

We also did a public opinion survey for the Project. 

It was done by the Eagleton Institute at Rutgers. The Survey 

told us that three out of four New Jerseyans think that the 
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quality of our air poses a threat to their health, or to the 

health of a member of their household so they think it is a 

problem. It al~o found that making available alternative 

cleaner burning fuels for cars and trucks was the solution of 

choice for the New Jersey public, and establishing tougher 

vehicle standards was also considered very acceptable. 

The Survey also showed that New Jerseyans think that 

cleaner cars would do more than any other strategy to improve 

air quality in the State. For obvious reasons, the Survey 

seemed to tell us that the public is very supportive of 

technological solutions, and less supportive of those solutions 

which mean that they have to change their travel behavior, or 

their life-style in 3ome other way. 

The Survey also found a very high level of support for 

funding air quality improvements. In fact, more than half of 

those surveyed said that cleaning the air is so important that 

continuing improvements must be made, regardless of cost. A 

majority said they favor efforts to reduce air pollution, even 

if they cause taxes to go up, which, of course, many people 

question the validity of our Survey. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: I was just going to say, I hope you 

submit a copy of the Survey to the Commit tee, and the number 

that responded. 

MS. LUSSENHOP: Sure, sure. It is all in here. 

The Steering Committee of Project: Clean Air remained 

convinced in the end that, given the severity of the problem in 

New Jersey, the LEV program must be a critical part of New 

Jersey's air quality solution, and the Regional Plan 

Association supports that conclusion. 

Thank you. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Thank you very much. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Thank you, also, for all the 

time and effort you have put into this really important issue. 

Next we will have the Public Service Electric and Gas 

Company. 
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R 0 G E R S C H W A R Z: Good afternoon. I am Roger 

Schwarz. With me is Greg Dunlap. On behalf of PS, let me 

thank you for the opportunity given us today. 

I guess my first job is to figure out how many pages I 

can throw away, and get this to move along. Well, I don't need 

that one. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: It wi 11 all become a part of the 

record. 

MR. SCHWARZ: There was a lot of talk earlier already 

today about how many days in New Jersey we exceed the ozone 

standards versus how many days perhaps in California. I think 

we ought to take note of the fact that, given the passage of 

the Clean Air Act amendments, that is really history. There is 

nothing to be gained by arguing about the number of days of 

exceedances. New Jersey must come into compliance with the 

Clean Air Act. 

As a part of its plan for compliance, DEPE has 

proposed these low emission vehicle regulations. PSE&G 

supports the decision to adopt those regulations. The 

environmental benefits of a LEV program will assist the State 

in finally meeting the Federal air quality standards. 

Another point with regard to the Federal Act: New 

Jersey's LEV program is compatible with other mobile source 

emission reductions programs that are required by the Act. 

Really, to no small extent, the debate over low emission 

vehicle standards is already over. Beginning in the fall of 

1997 -- or model year 1998 New Jersey and the other states 

that have failed to meet the ozone limits, are required to 

participate in the Clean Fleet Program, which is already 

mandated by Federal law. Under this program, the percentage of 

vehicles purchased by fleet operators -- and in the first year 

that will be 30 percent of purchases -- will have to meet the 

LEV or the California emissions standards. The National Energy 

Strategy legislation, which is in both Houses of Congress -- it 
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has passed the Senate; it has been released from Committee in 

the House -- will advance that schedule. 

So, the LEV program, as it is proposed both here --

not just in New. Jersey, but here in the Northeast, and in 

California -- will require manufacturers to sell vehicles that 

meet the lower emission standards. The Clean Fleet Program, 

which is the other one I just mentioned, will require the fleet 

operators to purchase them. I mean, that is in the law, and we 

are not even debating that today. So, given the existing 

mandate that New Jersey implement the Clean Fleet Program, 

adoption of the LEV program is a logical step. And by 

implementing programs on both the demand and supply sides, New 

Jersey can facilitate the acceptance of these vehicles by 

ensuring a market for manufacturers and the availability of 

vehicles for consumers. 

Many of the vehicles that are going to be sold and 

marketed and designed to meet the LEV standards wi 11 not be 

designed to run on traditional fuels. They are going to run on 

the so-called alternative fuels. At Public Service Electric 

and Gas we sell two of those fuels, and I hope it doesn't come 

as a surprise to anyone here that we hope to sell electricity 

and compressed natural gas for use in cars and trucks. The use 

of those fuels will help to clean our air, and we believe we 

can do well by doing good. 

You heard from an earlier witness about the issue of 

nitrogen oxide, and there has been talk today about the 

relative contributions of mobile sources and stationary 

sources. Let's remember that here in New Jersey, well ahead of 

Federal schedules-- For the past 20 years, New Jersey 

government and New Jersey businesses have been working to clean 

the air. At my company, we have converted our generating 

stations from coal to oil, and then from oil to gas. We burn 

only low-sulfur-content fuels. We have added pollution control 

equipment over the years. One result is, we are proud that our 

141 



generating stations in the State already meet the Clean Air 
Act's Phase I and Phase II limits for sulfur dioxide. 

Now, that said, we will move on to the issue of 
ozone. It seems clear that both stationary sources and mobile 
sources will have to be -- that the emissions will have to be 
reduced. We recently announced plans to repower and 
rehabilitate our Bergen and Burlington generating stations. 
Once that work is completed, the result will be more efficient, 
more economical power for our customers, and cleaner air. We 
expect that the emission rates for nitorgen oxides -- which you 
just heard about -- will be reduced by as much as 97 percent, 
and CO by as much as 85 percent. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: That is with your proposed 
renovations? 

MR. SCHWARZ: Yes. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: Because one of the proposed options 

-- and I was going to say, I hope you would be as supportive -­
says that more stringent control of utility boiler emissions 
could lead to a reduction of 63 tons a day. 

MR. SCHWARZ: we are pretty confident that-- We have 
seen the N.E.S.C.A.U.M. NOx -- there are so many acronyms here 
-- racked proposal, and we are confident that with the plans we 
have announced for Bergen and Burlington we will be meeting, if 
not exceeding that. That work in Bergen and Burlington, which 
are two of our fossil stations in the State--

SENATOR McNAMARA: That is meeting the proposed -- the 
standards that are coming into play, right? 

MR. SCHWARZ: Right. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: What I am saying, as a further 

option -- and I hope you have the same enthusiasm for the-­

MR. SCHWARZ: I'm with you on this. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: --further reduction of NOx-­
MR. SCHWARZ: I know where we're going. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: --as you have for LEV--
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MR. SCHWARZ: I'm trying to get to my next sentence. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: I don't want to hear you back here 

six months from now saying--

MR. SCHWARZ: No, I am trying to get to the next 

sentence, which is--

SENATOR McNAMARA: --"whoa." 

MR. SCHWARZ : --that, that work there-- They will be 

the first plants where we are going to be repairing and firing 

with natural gas. That work is part of an overall plan for all 

of our fossil stations. I think we will be meeting, or 

exceeding, those proposed standards. But that alone is not 

going to do the trick, and mobile sources are going to have to 

be part of the solution. 

You have heard all the numbers about how much motor 

vehicles contribute. Unless action is taken -- you saw the 

charts with the way things are going to rise in the future -­

the projected increase in vehicle miles traveled will increase 

emissions and make it more difficult for New Jersey to have 

cleaner, healthier air. I said to someone earlier that if we 

don't take act ion now, only Bi 11 Clinton wi 11 be able to walk 

out on the streets, because he doesn't inhale. (laughter) 

Over the past couple of years--

SENATOR RICE: Just remember, he is my candidate. 

MR. SCHWARZ: --we have been working to encourage a 

collaborative effort between the public and private sectors to 

promote the use of alternative fuel vehicles. We have several 

demonstration projects underway. Currently, we are operating 

30 natural gas-powered vans and eight electric vans. One of 

the electric vans is being operated and tested by DEPE. We are 

developing our own plans to have the most extensive fleet of 

alternative fuel vehicles in the State. 

In partnership with New Jersey Transit, we installed a 

refueling facility in Orange that supports five natural 

gas-powered buses. And as part of our contribution to New 
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Jersey's Alternative Fuel Demonstration Project, later this 

year we will construct a refueling facility here in Mercer 

County for 200 natural gas-powered vehicles which the State 

government will operate. 

We are also moving to offer refueling capability for 

businesses and individuals. Currently we provide New Jersey 

Bell with refueling for 25 natural gas-powered vans, and we 

continue to explore various refueling options, including public 

stations and home compressor equipment. 

All of these efforts and more will be needed if we are 

going to have healthy and breathable air in New Jersey. We are 

confident that a LEV program can be implemented in a practical 

and workable fashion. Clean fuel technology offers a 

realistic, cost-effective approach for New Jersey to move a 

step closer to achieving Federal air quality standards. We 

encourage your support of the Department's efforts. 

I think, as I said--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: And in addition, the gas and the 

electricity. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Absolutely. 

MR. SCHWARZ: I don't want to hide that. We hope we 

can. 

SENATOR RICE: Well, I used to work for them. That's 

my family there. But, I was reading some of the statement, and 

it does not say, "We support the California LEV." It says, "We 

support the LEV." I can take that to mean if we come up with 

some type or formation of it-- They are being specific in 

their implication that--

SENATOR McNAMARA: Yes, because there are only two 

cars. (malfunction of recording equipment causes some loss of 

testimony at this point in hearing) 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Our next witnesses will be Jerry 

Ferrara and Fred Sacco. 
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J E R R Y M. F E R R A R A: If Jerry Ferrara can say 
anything quickly in five minutes, you really have a deal. Let 
me congratulate you for having the patience to listen to all 
the technical business that has gone on on both sides of the 
fence. 

I am not going to attempt to be a technician, except 
they mentioned NOx at the very end, and you can't measure the 
damned stuff. If you look at the schedule that DEPE gave you, 
if you took the Federal plan vis-a-vis theirs, even at the LEV 
level there is only two-tenths of a percent difference. That 
brings me back a little bit to the past. How quick DEPE is in 
New Jersey to be the forerunner. We went for Stage II, which 
we fought for years, and it was going to clean up all the air. 
I testified in Maryland. They at least had sense enough to go 
to RVP, and didn't go to Stage II. Meanwhile, we are trying to 
clear up all the air that is coming from the west. It reminds 
me that when a windstorm is coming, it gets behind us, and it 
throws us in the ocean if we don't do anything. We're cleaning 
the air up for Connecticut, which has reservations. 
Massachusetts has reservations about going with its Governor's 
quote. We have to clean it up, because that is where it is 
going. 

Now, the big problem we have here is, in our State 
to paraphrase an old quote DEPE says, damned the 
Legislature; full speed ahead with their program. We were in a 
workshop last year and we were told. I have a colleague in the 
back. He says he is not coming up here. He was going to jump 
up and down when they told him they didn't care what anybody's 
opinion was-- "We are going to get the California car." 

We are at the bottom of that pipeline. We listen to 
the consumers. Whatever happens, we are going to get caught in 
the middle. We are going to get caught in the middle of this. 
You have two different standards; two different cars. Whatever 

they do, I was glad that at least Public Service admitted that 

they had an ax to grind. Propane had an ax to grind. I 
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haven't got an ax to grind. My ax is the people who buy gas in 
our stations. 

Don't let DEPE continue on in this helter-skelter rush 
to clean up the whole environment, 
do something about it. 

until the states west of us 

I heard the Highway Trust Fund brought up. I listened 
in Pennsylvania when they were threatened with it. I listened 
in Maryland when they were threatened with it. And, it has not 
taken effect. You will hear more later on about this so-called 
"centralized inspection," how this is going to clean the air 
and how great it is going to be. All I'm saying to you is, you 
have heard all about the technology. If you can absorb it, all 
well and good, but you need a lot more time before it goes into 
effect. Slow down. Let's tell our DEPE-- They went from one 
floor to a seven-story building. They built another building. 
Slow down until we can find out what the real effect is on our 
people. Truly, we can clean up everything. We shouldn't get 
out of bed in the morning-- Don't get me wrong. I didn't 
fight underground storage tanks, no. That is our water we 
drink. But I will fight anything that says we have to clean 
up, when the rest of the country isn't. 

That is going to be the end of my presentation. I 
took less than five minutes, Senator. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Nice going, Jerry. 
F R E D S A C C 0: May I just try to sum up, because we 
supply 1200 of Jerry's members through our gasoline jobbers. 
We are very much concerned. We don't want you to go the LEV 
route as quickly as the Department wants you to go, because we 
want you to pause a little bit. We are concerned about their 
estimates, and I will cite three. Ask your staffs to look at 

them: 
The cleanup of chemical control: 

estimate-- I will send it to you, Senator. 
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to burden you with a lot of paper. Their estimates and what it 

actually cost -- a phenomenal difference. 

The radon in Monclair and Nutley: Estimates, what it 
really cost -- phenomenal differences. 

Stage II vapor: They came to us and told us it was 
going to cost $1200 per service station. It cost us $28,000 

per service station. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: That's close. (laughter) 

MR. SACCO: So, don't come up here and tell us that 

their numbers are the best numbers. The gentleman from the 

clean air outfit and his condemnation of the auto industry for 

their facts-- That kind of annoyed me, because I have lived 

here for 30 years in this legislative process, and have gone 

through at least 15 years with DEPE's estimates. 

SENATOR RICE: I took care of it. (laughter) 

MR. SACCO: So, we are really concerned. 

I just came from two days in Washington with 1000 

petroleum marketers from across the country, trying to deal 

with our legislators down there. Before this meeting, I was 

across the street trying to get someone to wake up to the fact 

that someone is stealing $40 million worth of motor fuels taxes 

in New Jersey. That is coming from my members' pockets, and 

now they are going to be asked to absorb this kind of stuff. 

What we want you to do is kind of deal with some of the real 

immediate problems. 

At that meeting, we talked about the DEPE in New 

Jersey. It is 4000 employees. Everybody across the country 

was astounded. I read an article in The Trenton Times that 

their average salary is $35,000 per employee. Driving up the 

Turnpike, I just put some numbers together. If you took 2000 

of those employees and said, "Hey, it is time to gore their 

ox," and we fired them all--

SENATOR McNAMARA: I don't want to say that you are 

drifting from the matter that we are considering today, but 

you--
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MR. SACCO: Seventy million dollars, sir. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: --are drifting. It must be that 

west wind. (laughter) 
MR. SACCO: Seventy mill ion dollars. You could take 

that $70 million and $1000 a car, and you could solve this 
problem in Newark, Paterson, southern Bergen, Jersey City, 
Camden, because those people are not going to buy the LEVs when 
they come. I have two kids in college. They have a five-year 
mortgage on their automobile. That's today's automobile. What 
is it going to be when we have to buy the LEV automobile? 

So, to solve the problem, Senators and Assemblypeople, 
you are not going to get to the people in the urban centers. 
That is the illustration I am trying to make here. 

SENATOR RICE: They never want to get to us. 
MR. SACCO: Well, sir, I am not pandering, sir. 
SENATOR RICE: No, but you're right. They never want 

to get to us. 
MR. SACCO: And I am not trying to be a demographer. 
SENATOR RICE: We are not a part of New Jersey. 
MR. SACCO: I don't really want you to fire the 2000 

people. I just want them once in a while to sit and see how 
their side feels when they are the ones who are going to be 
gored. I am going to lose 400 service stations in my 
membership because of this kind of stuff. 

You listened to New Jersey Natural Gas tell you it is 
a great idea to go to CNG. Please, every one of you, make sure 
your staff reads the Abramson Report that is being mailed to 
your offices. Please read it, because methane emissions are 
contributory to at least 30 times the pollution of what our 
product is -- 30 times. If you put that into the marketplace 
and don't deal with that emission problem, you ain't going 

nowhere. 
I'm sorry; I'm street people. Those of you who have 

known me for the 37 years I have been down here-- I try to 

148 



deal with the problem. I try to bring things 
I just don't want my guys getting killed. 

that are 
We're good logical. 

people. We think they're speeding. That's all. We-just ask 
you to slow down. Give us a shot. I don't think we need to go 
to LEV; I really don't, ladies and gentlemen, because I think 
the Ohio Valley is going to meet the clean air requirements. 
They got away with it all that time. The Missouri Valley. 
We're getting all their emissions. So now we are going to 
start solving the problem a 1 i ttle bit. Let's kind of do it 
from a rational, more economic viewpoint. 

I have a lot more, Senator, but I will shut up. Thank 
you so much. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Thank you. 
MR. FERRARA: 

you hear that? I did. 
He got some technology in there. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Senator Adler? 

Did 

SENATOR ADLER: Fred, I don't think anyone here is 
trying to unduly burden any particular industry or sector of 
our society. What would be helpful, I think, for the memb·:rs 
of the joint Committee, would be an alternative proposal, or a 
series of proposals, options that we can consider. DEPE has 
indicated that there are other ways to solve some of the 
problems. They cost money. Any solution is going to cost 
money. I think everybody here knows that. So it would be 
helpful-- I don't want to put you on the spot and ask you to 

give us that right now--
MR. SACCO: Sir, all we want you to do is-­
SENATOR ADLER: Let me finish; let me finish. 
MR. SACCO: Yes, sir. 
SENATOR ADLER: In addition to the suggestion that we 

study it and think it through and really understand what we are 
doing -- all of which I think we are going to try to do, and we 

appreciate the reassurance of what our job is-- It would be 
helpful if you could propose any sort of alternatives. I am 
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not saying this is the only choice we have. There may be a 

myriad of options, but it would be helpful to hear what our 

Fuel Merchants Association's position is on each of the 

specific options the DEPE has indicated are possibilities -­

expensive possibilities, but possibilities. That would be very 

instructive, I think, for the members of both the Senate and 

the Assembly Committees. 

MR. SACCO: We support the Clean Air Act, its 

objectives. 

SENATOR ADLER: I understand that, but in reaching 

that reassuring conclusion, we now have to actually implement 

some plan that will comply with the mandates the Federal 

government has imposed upon us. As the Assemblyman indicated, 

we lose a lot of money if we do not comply. The question is: 

How does your Association recommend we do that? I am looking 

at this in a very -- not in a hostile way. I want your input 

as to how we can meet the requirements the Federal government 

has imposed upon us. 

MR. FERRARA: Senator, what you are asking us-- They 

are coming down with a plan. They are saying we have to give 

them an alternative, so they can't lose. What we're saying is, 

the new cars coming down the road, the oxygenated gasoline-­

The program is already in effect. Stick with the Federal 

plan. Why are we jumping ahead? If we follow that technology, 

I can come down here and throw six things at you that I want, 

and I am sure I am going to come out with one of them. Don't 

put your Committee in that spot; that you have to find the 

alternative. The alternative is really delay. Let the Federal 

Act take the place. Stop trying to be the leaders. That is 

the point I tried to make. 

proposition. 

Otherwise, it is a losing 

You can come in 

What is the alternative? 

here every year: We've got this. 

Stage II did not work. RVP was five 

times more effective, and this State made every station put 
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that $25,000 in. California, to this day, does not have Stage 
II through the entire state. That is what I am trying to tell 
you. You've got to stop reacting to them, and say: "Hey, slow 
down." That is -what I am afraid of, because if we follow your 
thing, I don't know of an alternative, other than the one I am 
telling you: Let's follow the Federal plan. 

MR. SACCO: Senator? 
SENATOR McNAMARA: Remember, DEPE has taken the 

position that they can do it by regulation without any 
legislation. 

MR. FERRARA: We have been told that. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: So you have to understand one of 

the reasons we are having the hearings. I appreciate the 
timely fashion in which you delivered your testimony. I really 
hate to cut you off, but with about eight minutes left, and 
four more people to hear from--

MR. FERRARA: We'll take the hint. 
MR. SACCO: I' 11 send each of you a letter on the 

reaction of 11 Congressmen about our losing our highway 
dollars. In the last two days we talked to 11 of them, and 
every one of them said, "You won't lose it." 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Yeah, but they are retiring. 
(laughter) 

MR. SACCO: Only three so far. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: The New Jersey Automobile Dealers 

Association? 
CHARLES E. W A L T 0 H: Thank you, Chairman 
McNamara, Chairwoman Ogden. I am Char 1 ie Walton with the New 
Jersey Auto Dealers Association. I am going to try to do it in 
two minutes. 

We have some concerns, as those at the end of the 
pipeline, that we would like to share with you. We are very 
concerned that New Jersey, if it doesn't move in lockstep on a 
regional basis, will place auto retailers and, indeed, the 
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State in a number of areas, at an economic disadvantage with 

neighboring states, leaving New Jersey residents to go 

elsewhere to buy their cars. That is clearly an example we 

learned not too long ago with the truck tax. 

The second thing we are concerned about is the 

inventory problem. The manufacturers will be mandated to 

manufacture LEVs, ZEVs, electric cars, on and on and on. We 

are going to have to put those in inventory. There is no 

guarantee that they are going to sell. When they do not sell, 

auto dealers wi 11 go broke trying to carry them in inventory 

and financing them in inventory. 

So, we would urge this Committee, in whatever role it 

decides to play, on a continuing oversight basis or through 

resolution, or just in casual conversations with DEPE -- and we 

have had these discuss ions with DEPE -- to try to build some 

kind of a marketplace or consumer incentives into the program, 

to do two things: Get the new LEVs and ZEVs in use, and get 

the old junk-- Thirty percent of the fleet is over 10 years 

old. If you can get those off the road through economic 

incentives, you will take big giant strides in cleaning up the 

air. 

The third thing, and not of immediate concern now, is 

our role in the enhanced inspection/maintenance. We share an 

interest with Jerry Ferrara's group in seeing that we continue 

to play a part as private inspection centers in doing that. 

I thank you, Senators, and members of the Committee. 

SENATOR McNAMARA: Thank you, Charlie. That is 

exceptional timing. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: I just want to say one thing, 

Mr. Walton: We realize that it would be the dealers who would 

be stuck with the inventory of more expensive, but less 

polluting cars. Any suggestions you might have as to how the 

State could help move those cars along, so that you won't be 

economically disadvantaged, we would appreciate hearing. 
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MR. WALTON: I have not spent a whole lot of-­
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Not right now, but if you want 

to send us something in writing--
MR. WALTON: It's simple: Bounties on old cars; sales 

tax incentives on new ones; State income tax credits on ZEVs 
and LEVs; that type of thing. There are plenty of people 
around this table who could do it better than I. 

Thank you. A long day. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Herb Wortreich, New Jersey Clean 

Air Council? 
HERBERT W 0 R T REI C H: It's tough coming in at the 
end of the line when you have heard everybody say almost 
everything there is to be said, but we'll try, and we will try 
to keep it short. 

I am here representing the New Jersey Clean Air 
Council, which is a statutorily constituted body of 18 members, 
an advisory group to the Commissioner of Environmental 
Protection. This Council represents a broad spectrum across 
the State of business and industry, agriculture, government, 
labor, the medical profession, health officers, professional 
engineers, industrial hygienists, municipalities, and the 
public in general. I, myself, am a public member. Council 
meetings are held every month except August -- that is for 
vacations -- and are open to the public. The members are not 
reimbursed except for expenses. All the members serve the 
State gratis. The Council is obligated, by statute, to conduct 
a public hearing at least once a year and make a report to the 
Corrunissioner. 

Primarily, I want to bring to your attention three 
reports of public hearings the Council has produced in the last 
few years: 

A hearing in 1987 was on the subject of ozone, New 
Jersey's health dilerruna. Without going into a lot of detail, 
which you can read in the written statement, this report also 
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covers a discussion on health effects, and effects on 

vegetation, which is so critical to the economy of our State 

and I didn't hear anyone mention that this morning, or this 

afternoon. The standards, as Dr. Lioy pointed out, of . 12-­

The Federal standard of .12 parts per million for one hour 

exposure is very suspect. He called it a bogus standard. I 

just call it an inadequate standard -- inadequate to protect 

the public health. 

Furthermore, EPA is supposed to review these ambient 

air quality standards at least once every five years. My 

latest information tells me that EPA has not reviewed that 

ozone standard for the last 13 years. I think they are now 

being forced to because of some litigation. 

The 1990 public hearing was on the subject of trucks, 

buses, and cars. This addressed the whole spectrum of 

transportation-related issues, including: inspection 

enforcement, mass transit, carpooling and vanpooling, and 

alternative fuels. From that, the Council concluded that an 

emission reduction program must be multifaceted, and must 

include many components. There is no single answer to the 

problem. The State must take advantage, as promptly as 

possible, of technological advances. That is what we are 

talking about here in the low emission vehicles 

technological advances. 

It further recommended that the State give particular 

attention to the California standards and join other states in 

the region in implementing that program. Now, some of that, 

obviously, has come to pass, to some small extent. 

The 1991 hearing dealt with air pollution 

emergencies. The criteria for triggering an air pollution 

emergency, especially ozone, is far from protective of the 

public health. We have not had any air pollution emergencies 

declared in New Jersey for, I don't know how many years, if 

ever. Possibly this is one of the reasons why we don't always 
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get the support of the public that we would 1 ike to see. If we 

had some emergencies declared-- Southern California declares 

them very often, and the public is very aware of the problem 

and very supportive of most of the things they try to do there. 

The standard for triggering an ozone alert in New 

Jersey is .25 parts per million for a four-hour exposure. Now 

that . 25 is twice the Federal standard that is supposed to 

protect the health, and the four hours is four times the length 

of exposure that the Federal standard calls for. Obviously, 

that is too high. The recommendations were that the Department 

reconsider these; reevaluate them; and maybe come up with a 

more realistic standard in terms of protecting the public 

health. 

The point I am trying to make is, whether the 

Department does that or not, and especially if they don't, it 

behooves us to try to keep those ozone levels as low as we 

pass ibly can. You are st i 11 not going to protect the public 

health, but at least you will protect it more than it would be 

protected otherwise. 

I was also going to call your attention to Project: 

Clean Air, but you already had an excellent presentation on 

that, so I do not need to add to what was said. 

When you get right down to it, there are only two ways 

to deal with emissions from motor 

technical fix, and a reduction in 

reducing vehicle miles traveled -- or 

vehicles: the so-called 

the 

VMT. 

use of vehicles by 

All the indications 

are that the way things have been going in this State, any 

significant reductions, if any, in VMT in the near future, are 

simply not going to happen. However you look at it, you are 

forced to fall back on the technical fix. We have here a 

technical fix which, as far as the Council knows from all the 

information it has received, is the best one available at this 

time; that is, the low emission vehicle, and particularly the 

California car. 
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So, on behalf of the Council, we urge the State to go 
ahead and do something about adopting these standards. I think 
the time is right now. We have regional cooperation, which was 
not easy to get; it took a long time to arrive at. We have 
this terrible air pollution problem, and the cars are available. 

Ozone, of course, has been the main impetus, but there 
are other benefits to be realized. Contrary to what one of the 
previous speakers said, whatever shortfalls there are in 
emissions reductions that we do not get from the motor 
vehicles, there is no other place they can come from except the 
stationary sources. That means business and industry and, who 
knows, maybe even into our homes. Some of the states, and even 
the Federal government, have been seriously considering things 
like putting limits on what can go into aerosols, underarm 
sprays, and things like that. That is where we stand, and it 

is a very serious problem. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Thank you very much. 
MR. WORTREICH: May I make one more point, 

Assemblywoman Ogden? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Okay. Quickly. 
MR. WORTREICH: We are disappointed that the medium­

and heavy-duty vehicles are being bypassed right now. We think 
it is poor public relations, because even though the public is 
willing to put up with a little more cost, a little more 
inconvenience, whatever it is, it is very hard to ask the 
public to do that and they become very resentful when they see 
these more obvious trucks and buses and other heavy-duty 
vehicles not being asked to share the burden with them. Those 
are the vehicles that are more responsible for the toxic 

pollutants coming out of motor vehicles. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: I understand they are 

dealt with separately by EPA, but when and how are 

questions. I share your concern. 
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MR. WORTREICH: We have heard a lot of talk today 

about, "Just leave it up to EPA; depend on EPA. " EPA does not 

have that great a track record. This is about, I don· t know, 

the third or fourth amendment of the Clean Air Act, and look 

what they have done and how they have delayed; what they have 

postponed and didn · t do under the previous Clean Air Act. I 

don't know, maybe you are more optimistic about EPA's behavior 

than I, but I have been dealing with EPA for 31 years, and I am 

not very optimistic about that. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: I thank you for being so patient 

in waiting until this time to testify. 

MR. WORTREICH: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HECK: Was he the last, or is there a 

Mr. Welsh? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: New Jersey SEED 

Jersey State Chamber of Commerce had to leave, 

and the New 

but they left 

their written statements. We have one last witness who signed 

up, John Welsh, of Welsh Technologies. 

J o H N W E L S H: Senator McNamara, Assemblywoman Ogden, 

and other members of the joint Legislature Environment 

Committee: I thank you for allowing me to address this 

Committee. 

Past testimony heard here reveals that the State is 

engulfed in an environmental tragedy. Draconian measures to 

combat our problem were outlined by the DEPE on April 2. Tough 

choices now face this Legislature that may force the people of 

this State and beyond, major sacrifices that will affect their 

lives into the future. The brief message that I would like to 

convey to this Committee is that the path to a cleaner 

environment that is energy secure must be embraced by the 

people of this State. The Committee must maintain a clear 

vision and be objective without dictating to the people. 

The main cause of our pollution is tail pipe 

emissions. As per the Federal Department of Energy, motor 
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vehicle emissions account for 30 percent to 50 percent of urban 
hydrocarbons, 80 percent to 90 percent of carbon monoxide, and 
40 percent to 60 percent of nitrogen oxide emissions. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Mr. Welsh, since you are really, 
you know, summarizing what others have said, could you just 
deal with what you have in your testimony that is different. 

MR. WELSH: Okay. Basically, a very brief summary. I 
am passing around copies of my testimony. 

I would like this Committee to consider that there are 
a lot of alternatives presently available, technologies such as 
my company's -- Welsh Technologies. We are a New Jersey-based 
company, and we present one possible solution to the 
environmental and energy needs of this State through a system 
we have developed, patented, and are selling, called the 
"Multi-Fuel System." Our technology utilizes a small amount of 
alternate fuels as a catalyst with gasoline, diesel, or 
renewable fuel sources for complete internal combustion in the 
vehicle. The results of this technology are near zero emission 
vehicles that have increased performance and fuel economy. By 
utilizing the existing refueling infrastructure in place today, 
not only the CNG stations of the future, we are able to give 
positive results today. 

Ours is an example of an economical, practical 
solution that is a means to combat the Northeast's 

environmental problems today. With the assistance of State 
incentives to install clean air management systems, such as now 
exist in other states, and reduction of road taxes on alternate 
fuel purchases, we can move forward with a solution that will 
not hurt New Jersey economically nor require adjustments in our 

life-styles. 

For DEPE to state that natural gas is the fuel of 
choice shows a clear lack of understanding. Natural gas is 

naturally one of our nonrenewable assets; it will serve its 
time and duty. The Federal government has not come to the 
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conclusion that New Jersey and the DEPE have, nor, for that 
matter, have other states. The State must not continue its 
closed-door policy on this issue, but realize that there exists 
a host of other solutions that would better serve its goals. 
We must not make rash decisions that are clearly at the expense 
of ratepayers and taxpayers, and would be an unwarranted waste 
of money. 

I know of my own closed-door 
Jersey and the DEPE, and quest ion 

experiences with 
how many other 

New 
new 

technologies and good solutions were turned away because of 
some narrow reasoning. 

In conclusion, I ask that the Committee review all 
possible solutions to the bettering of our environment and that 
the State foster legislation that will encourage citizens and 
businesses to actively become involved in "green" solutions 
that will improve the way of life for all and foster economic 
development. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: We certainly appreciate your 
presenting this to the Committee. As I said to the previous 
speaker, I apologize for keeping you waiting so long. I share 
your concern that all possible technologies be explored as we 
are seeking to clean our air. You know, it was suggested by a 
couple of speakers that we have something similar to what they 
have up in Massachusetts, which is an advisory board 
representing all different views, that would continue to 
monitor whatever the State of New Jersey -- whatever program is 
adopted as we go along, and, well, probably through the whole 
decade and beyond. I think it would be part of the 
responsibility of such a group to review all the new 
technologies that are coming out. 

MR. WELSH: As part of the legislation I think you are 
proposing now, there are companies such as myse 1 f and other 

individuals who do come up with creative solutions that have a 
place in the overall resolving of the problems. I think, just 
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kind of summarizing a little bit what you said, it is important 
for the State to look at some of these technologies, because 
they could be a means for the State to handle the problems. 

I know in our own system that we manufacture and sell, 
we are selling the system based on its economics, not so much 
based on environmental, which was the reason we developed it. 
But we present a solution to people. The fleets/consumers 
purchase the system to save money, to increase the performance 
of their vehicles, and also to clean up the air. Those are the 
kinds of technologies I am supporting; ones that the people can 
embrace. They are not solutions that are going to force 
sacrifices on the people. 

Thank you very much. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Thank you. 
SENATOR McNAMARA: I want to thank each and every one 

of you in this room who has endured this day. Compliments to 
my colleagues and staff, and to the hearing reporter. I also 
thank those from DEPE and all others who testified. 

I think Maureen and I have concluded that there will 
be, in the future, a need for having another public hearing 
s·ometime down the road. We will not be specific at this time. 
I think there is enough material that everybody has to answer 
to, that you will submit to the staffs in the interim. 

Thank you very, very much. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Thank you. 

(HEARING CONCLUDED) 
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Introduction 

The Low Emissions Vehicle Program enables New Jersey to meet 
federal Clean Air Act standards in: 

• a cost effective way 

• a way that preserves the economic health 
of the state 

• a way least intrusive to the lifestyles 
of New Jersey's residents 
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Introduction 

• What does New Jersey have to do under the federal Clean Air Act amendments, and 
how does the Low Emission Vehicle fit in? 

• New Jersey must reduce volatile organic compound (VOC) levels at least 565 
tons/day by 2005 to be in compliance with federal air standards. 

•The choice for compliance: Federal plan or the more stringent Low Emissions 
Vehicle Program. 

• If New Jersey chose the federal plan and implemented all Clean Air Act man­
dated steps, New Jersey would still need to find ways to eliminate 183 tons a day of 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs). 

• Many of the options available to meet the Clean Air Act are very costly or 
require New Jersey residents to make drastic lifestyle changes. Some examples are: 

•restricted use of recreational, lawn and garden equipment 
• prohibition of barbeques and student driving 
•closing drive-through banks and fast food establishments 
• additional controls of large stationary sources 
• controls on small sources such as bakeries and dry cleaners 

• Therefore ... 
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Introduction .· 

Governors of Ne-w Jersey and 

all other Northeast States 

have endorsed the 

LoW' Emissions Vehicle Program 

to meet Clean Air Act standards. 
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Overview 

• What are mobile source emissions? 
• 50 percent of all emissions are from motor vehicles. 
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Overview 

• What are mobile source emissions? (continued) 
•Sources of motor vehicle emissions include: 

•tailpipe 
•evaporation from fueling and operation 
•poor maintenance 

• Methods used to control these emissions include: 
• Enhanced inspection and maintenance 
• Reformulated gasoline 
• Vapor recovery at gasoline stations 
•Tighter emissions standards (Low Emission Vehicle Program) 
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Sources and Control of Emissions 
from a Motor Vehicle 

Refueling 

Emissions 

3% 

Tailpipe 

Emissions 
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Stage II Vapor Recovery 
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Emissions Standards, FueL 
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Evaporative Controls: 

Emissions Evaporative Canister, Fuel, 

36% Inspection/Maintenance 



Overview 

• What is the Low Emission Vehicle Program? 
• Five different grades of low emission vehicle 

•SV- Standard vehicle 
•TLEVS- Transitional low emission vehicles 
• LEVS - Low emission vehicles 
• ULEVS - Ultra low emission vehicles 
• ZEVS - zero emission vehicles 

• Fleet average 

-.o ha . ~ •P setn 

•Two year technology reviews 

•Certification process 

• Program implementation 

• Meeting the LEV standards 



Low Emission Vehicle Program 

Level of Emissions From Passenger Car Categories 
(50,000 mile certification standards In grams per mile) 

Non-~ 

category C~OCI) co NOx 

Current Cor 0.390 3.4 1.0 

Federal Pfan 0.250 3.4 0.4 

TlEV 0.125 3.4 0.4 

LEV 0.075 3.4 0.2 

ULEV 0.040 1.7 0.2 

1BI O.(XX) 0.0 0.0 

Rates Used To Calculate Fleet Average Standards 

Model Fed Pal 1lEV LEV ULEV DV FIMIAvg. 
Yea 0.25 0.125 0.075 o.cw 0 StandaiG 

1996 801. 201. 0.225 

1997 731. 29. 2Ift 0.202 

1998 4ft. 4ft. 2Ift 2Ift 0.157 

1999 231. 731. 2Ift 2Ift 0.113 

2CXX) 96CJ. 2Ift 2Ift 0.073 

2001 90'- 5CJ. ~ 0.070 

2002 851. lalt 5!. 0.68 

2003 79. 1~ lalt 0.62 
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Overview 

• What are the emissions benefits of LEV? 
• Difference between federal Tier 1 and LEV 

• Pre-sale testing 
• In-use compliance/warranty 
• Defect reporting and recall 
• Technological requirements - on board diagnostics 
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Overview 

• What are the emissions benefits of LEV? (continued) 

•Calculation of benefits 
• Phased-in benefits 

• What is the cost of the LEV program? 
•$170/ car 
•$1700 /ton 

• How was the program developed? 
~ •CARB expertise 
lie • PECHAN analysis 

•input from MVMA, API, NJPC, etc. 
• NJDEPE workshop 
•NJDEPE work group 
•OTC Mobile Source Committee meeting 
•NESCAUM 
•CONEG - Energy working group meeting 
•CONEG - Energy I Air Director's meeting 

• Internal NJDEPE analysis 
•Coordination with other northeast states 
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Overview 
.· 

.· 

• What are the concerns of motor vehicle manufacturers and the petroleum industry? 
• Fuel uncertainty 
• No need for LEV 
• Limited benefit from LEV 
• Economic impact 
•Technological uncertainties 
• Implementation 

• Why shouldn't the LEV program be delayed? 
• Program has built-in delay option 
• Emissions benefit loss 
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Percentage of Market Share 
Affected by the Califomia Car Program 

Total Market Affected - 35% 

,, ~ 

Northeastern 
States 
23,.. 
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t:ew .Je-=sey 
Th2 c:""1.1irs of t.:h• env!.ron.:~ntal co~:t~T.i.ttees i:1 both houses :.a·:u s:a::ed ::he 
legisla:~re will be involved in i~plementin& clean air policy, including 
any c~n~i~er3ticn of the California prcgram; they h3ve scheduled hearin~s 
for April. Me•~'"·hile, the Oepart:ile:nt of E:wiroru:en:al ?rot&c tio:-: ar:c 
Energy 3nncunced that propos•d relU~~=ions ~dopti1:g ~he Calif:rn~a progra~ 
in Mew Jersey will be publisheci in Arri: "Wi~h hearings in May anc! J..:::.a. 

New York 
Hearings w•re held by the De~artment o: Environmental Ccnse~;a~ion in late 
1991 on proposed regulation. which adopt the California prograc in ~ew 
York; the state's Er.vironmental Review !oard approved these reg~lations on 
March 23 and they now avait ac~ion by ~he Secretary of State. Meanwhile, 
~~· Senat• passed o~ Ma~eh 23 (38-19) a bill calling for a comprehensive 
approach to implementinJ the federal Clean Air Act Amen~ents in Nev York, 
incluciin& a stwiy ot the Califo~i.t program before aclopd or .. ; an identical 
bill in the Assembly currently haa over 80 s~onsors with 7 3ddit1onal 
me~be:s eoe2itted to vote for the bill (~sembly has 149 members). 

Penn!lylva:1ia 
~~ile Governor Casey annou.~ced his intention to pursue the California 
prog~am, there has been no legislati7e or reg~latory aeti~n in the months 
since his annou~cement. 

Rhode Ialancl 
Legislation to adopt the Cal~fornia prograa vas 1ntrod~cecl in 1991 but no 
hearings have been held or scheduled. 

Texas 
The legisla~ure pa11ed a bill which was 1igned by the Governor requiring a 
cost/b~nefit stud1 of the California program for Texas before any move to 
adopt. 

Vermont 
A broacl etean air bill is being considered by the Senate. A provision 
requiring the California p~osram was deleted by the .originatin& com=ittee. 

Virginia 
The Senate voted to table the Administration bill calling for the s~ate to 
adopt the California progra=; 1nste3d the Senate passed a resolution 
callir.g for mort study of the California program. 

washir.geon, OC 
DC o:fieials ~nn~~nced at the March 10 Ozone Transport Comm~ssion th3t thay 
would £2S sign a Xemorand~~ of ~nderst3nding endorsing the California 
program. 

\;i;consin 
An ad hoc: co::~;:~i~;:Qe ir.vo~ving 

Oepartmen: of !:ansport~tion, 
st~dy tha California program. 

~h'1 r-ep.\:tment: of Nat:ursl P.esourC:Elli, 
and E;.~trgy Departments ha.; been foraed t:o 
~o legislation or regulations ara pending. 

/7X 



~..YEHICLE .t,'1ISS!:)SS SIA!"D~ 4/7/92 

cyRRE~I STATUS. BX SIA!E 

California 
The state de~eloped the program after three year• of st~dy, hearings, and 
p~blic debate. To date, the EPA has not approved the program. 

Cot'necticu.t 
The ~epar~ent of Environ=antal Protection announced they will commit to 
the California program for moeel year 1998 to the extent neces$ary to meet 
a:tainment. As a re•ult, the leghlat,.t'• lost intenst in ;>assin& a bill 
mandatins the prosram. 

Delaware 
The Secretary of N•tural aaaources and Environmental Co~ervation has 
decidod legislation wo~ld be needed to pursue the California progra= and 
ar.nouncad he vill no~ v~rsue such lesislation before 1993 citins the need 
to evaluate ecsts an4 benefits. 

Hawaii 
The le&islature is considering a bill :o require the state controller to 
C.velop a proposal for the 1993 legialative ••••ion to phaae in the 
California s:andarda. 

"Z:llinob 
The Pollution Control Board baa re•propoaed ~·~lationa to adopt the 
California procram for the 1996 codal year. the firae of aeveral hearing• 
are e~pected in the summer. 

Maine 
The Depertment of E~ironmer.tal Protectioft baa 1nforaally ltaced they plan 
co promulgate 4:a!t re~lations in the 1ummer to beatn the process of 
adopting the California proaram. The aaency has authority to act without 
legislative action. 

Maryland 
~ills to adopt the Cali!orni~ prograa were introduced, and hearinss held in 
both houses. The Senate Yersion va. killed in co.at:eae and the Ho~e 
vQrsion, while released fro= cocmi~tae, was never vote~ on by the full 
House; the Governor annou~e4 late in the session that efforts co enact a 
bill would be deferred until the 1993 session. 

Massachusetts 
Governor Veld lignad a bill in January 1992 callina for an e•:aluation of 
the Cali!ornia proaram; this seu~y is due to be complete in July 1992. 
Mean~hile the Jepartment of !r.viron=.ental Protection ~roceeded to adopt the 
Califo~nia prc&r&m r~&ula:ions. In another twist, there is a bill pe~ding 
in the legislature to delay the California procram regulation• until 1997 
and requir~ a cost ber.e£1t analysis by 1/30/93. 

New Kamp.shire 
Legislation would be requir~d to adopt the Califarnia pr~gram but there has 
been nothing introc!l.:c:~d ani the Department of Environc~eneal Services is 
pu~su{ng who~t eh9y des~ri.~& ns mon effec:tiva clean air initiatives 
incl~dln~ vehlcl~ insp~~ci~n and mai~~en~nce. 
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NEW JERSEY PETROLEUM COUNCIL 
A DIVISION OF THE AMERICAN PETROLEUM INSTITUTE 

150 WEST STATE STREET TRENTON NEW JERSEY 08608 
TEL~PHONE lf309i 392 CiJOO DE X PHONE r609l 392 0775 

CONTACT: Robert Baron 
DRI/Kc:Graw-Hill 
202-663-7741 

Jim Benton 
N.J. Petroleum Council 
609-392-0800 

PQR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
January 14, 1992 

ECONOMIC HARDSHIPS, LOSS OF LOCAL CONTROL 
CITED IF CALIFORNIA PROGRAM ADOPTED 

A proposed New Jersey plan to adopt California's regulations 

for dealing wi~h vehicle emissions could give New Jersey consumers 

sticker shock. Under the proposal being pushed by state officials, 

New Jersey would have to agree to follow all future California­

based vehicle emission regulations. 

The economic impact of following California's regulatory 

scheme was described in a study released today by the New Jersey 

Petroleum Council. The study conducted by DRI/McGraw-Hill_ assessed 

the impact of imposing of California's vehicle emission standards 

on Northeastern states and the District of Columbia. 

"New Jersey should not blindly follow California regulations," 

said James E. Benton, executive director of the Petroleum Council. 

"California's extreme ozone probl- are uny times worse than 

those of our state. We need careful study and a public debate to 

determine a local solution which is appropriate for our state. 

Allowing California to dictate requirements to us will result in 

If X 
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enormous costs which just aren't appropriate, especially in view of 

our state's current air quality and economic difficulties." 

"Furthermore, New Jerseyans should not be forced to forfeit 

their right to decide important air quality issues to regulators in 

California 3,000 miles away," Benton added. 

The study, conducted by DRI/McGraw-Hill, analyzed what could 

happen if the states that are members of the Ozone Transport 

Commission (OTC) adopted California'a plan for low emission 

vehicles and severely reformulated gasoline. 

DRI concluded that adopting the plan could cause job losses of 

up to 35,400 people in New Jersey and reductions in personal income 

as high as $2.1 billion for the residents of New Jersey. 

Additionally, state and local taz revenue• in Hew Jeraey could 

decline as much as $250 million annually. 

The study estimated that the additional cost to the consumer 

to produce severely reformulated gasoline to meet the standards 

could be as much as 24 cents a gallon. 

Benton pointed out that Congress • 1990 amendments to the 

Federal Clean Air Act mandate a number of emission control 

requirements that will do much to improve New Jersey's air quality. 

"By following federal Clean Air Act requirements that include 

cleaner fuels, improved vehicle inspection programs and related 

programs, New Jersey will make draa tic improvements in air 

quality" Benton said. "Before we surrender local control over our 

own air quality we should give these more cost effective programs 

a chance to work." 
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Benton emphasized that the petroleum industry shares the 

desire of New Jersey citizens for clean air and a healthy 

environment. He noted that the oil industry is engaged in a 

comprehensive $40 million research program with u.s. auto makers 

aimed at improving air quality by examining vehicle emissions. 

Preliminary research results are already available and are being 

applied in developing new fuels. He added that the program's first 

phase results will be released next month. The program, now in its 

second phase, will be completed in 1993. 

While several Northeastern states are considering the 

California low emission vehicle plan, Governor Lowell Weicker of 

Connecticut rejected the program as too costly and unproven. 

Additionally, Governor William Weld of Massachusetts last week 

approved legislation requiring that the cost effectiveness be 

demonstrated by a study prior to adoption. 

The DRI study was prepared for the Eastern States Petroleum 

Advisory Group (ESPAG) which includes Amoco Oil Company; BP Oil 

Company; Chevron U.S.A. Inc.; Citgo Petroleum Corporation; crown 

central Petroleum; Exxon company USA; Getty Petroleum Corporation; 

Mobil Oil Corporation; Shell Oil Company; Star Enterprise; sun 

Refining and Marketing Company and the American Petroleum 

Institute. 

The New Jersey Petroleum Council is a division of the American 

Petroleum Institute. 

### 
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I am Dr. Brian C. Davia, Manager of Regulatory, Legislative, and 

Technical Support, for Sun Company, a major regional marketer of motor 

fuels and other petroleum products. The greatest volume of our fuels 

is marketed in the Northeast. Sun markets under both the Sunoco and 

Atlantic brands in New Jersey and has a o~-~ificant share of the 

market in the State. Recently, Sun was awarded the contract to supply 

and operate the several New Jersey Turnpike service plazas. I am 

pleased to offer my testimony before the Senate and Assembly 

Environmental Committees. My comments will be on behalf of Sun 

Company and the New Jersey Petroleum Council. However, Sun will 

submit more detailed comments for the record before the close of the 

formal comment period. 

Sun Company has concerns with New Jersey#s proposal to enact the 

California Low Emission Vehicle (LEV) Regulations and today I will 

outline those concerns for your consideration. We certainly support 

the New Jersey DEPE#a and State#a commitment to clean air and we will 

devote resources to help identify the best solutions to achieve the 

national ambient air quality standards. We intend to supply whatever 

fuels are necessary to achieve this goal including some of the 

alternatives not directly derived from the petroleum barrel. 

We believe that the best course to accomplish the Department#a 

clean air goals is to incorporate some of the following guidelines: 

1) Do as much as necessary to reach the goal in each non­

attainment area, but avoid requiring more change than needed. 
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Measures beyond the necessary penalize the citizens of the State, not 

just in costs, but in domestically derived supply. 

2) Tailor any program to fit New Jersey·s specific conditions -

climate, driving cycle, fleet. 

3) Chc~qe between available technologies on the basis of cost 

effectiveness, and also by finding overlaps between air programs and 

other societal goals, e.g., traffic congestion relief. 

4) Be sure just what is to be finally required by a program, 

including credit, real atmospheric effects, availability of equipment, 

and timing, taking into account other regional or national programs, 

for example, furnishing fuels to neighboring states. 

5) Study the efficacy of the California LEV as a control 

strategy before adopting regulations to require the program. Allow 

the mandated and cost effective discretionary controls to impact air 

quality before adopting the California LEV Program. There is no 

urgency, at this time, to adopt the LEVa. 

Specifically concerning the California LEV Program, there are 

many still unanswered questions about the required extent of 

participation once an "opt-in" is officially sent to the EPA. It is 

not at all certain that a state may stop at California gasoline type 

clean fuel vehicles without also requiring the same mixture of 

vehicles using non-gasoline fuels. 

California cars will almost certainly be certified with the EPA 

using California Phase II gasoline, a much more stringent 

. 
. -~-.~~~~-~'~""""~~~~-<\l·.oc,.,,.,.,.,._.,-,,~ 
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reformulation than any Federal reformulation. Even if the EPA were to 

allow use of California vehicles on gasoline other than that on which 

they certified, the question of whether warranties would be binding 

remains unanswered. Car manufacturers have said they will litigate to 

have the fuels availabl£ ?or which emissions durability was developed. 

Even if unintended, legally required or warrantee dictated 

California reformulated gasoline could be forced into Jew Jersey by 

opting-in to the California Program. While on the surface this might 

not seem undesirable, even if unnecessary, the ability tJ tailor this 

fuel to ~egional needs could be important, even for environmental 

purposes. For instance, lower RVPs than are prudent for good 

operation of vehicles in the fleet could lead to increased cold start 

emissions. It is also not yet clear how much credit may be available 

for California cars on Phase I Federal RPG in New Jersey. 

We believe that other opportunities might be fruitfully explored 

for improving New Jersey~s air quality before the California Program 

would be fully required. This is no attempt to recommend a slowing of 

progress, but only to wait on a program that will not give noticeable 

effects until after 2000. More immediate and measurable reductions 

from Stage II refueling vapor recovery, enhanced Inspection and 

Maintenance, increased use of oxygenated gasoline, less polluting 

diesel vehicles, turnover of the current fleet, some VMT reduction 

requirements, and a concentration on clean fleets will result in air 

quality improvements. 
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Sun would particularly recommend a thorough analysis of this 

latter possibility. In the urban East many city centers have a large 

number o£ £lest vehicle& - o£ten net the most modern, or the best 

maintained - which spend a significant amount of time idling or 

quickly accelerating. Both of these modes are not "closed loop" in 

operation, i.e., controlled to minimum emissions by the vehicle 

~om~~t~~ ~y~t~m. An ~•rly move to clean fuel fleets might have an 

14fi~:ttt:ll=!~t.~dly l•r~~ pcaitiv~ a££act on air quality. 

W• •r• ~urrantly an~-~ad in aavaral projects to examine this 

option. Reformulated diesel (low sulfur, controlled aromatics, good 

additive, high cetane) has been sold in a market trial for more than a 

year. We now have three M-85 stations (M-85 = 85% methanol, 15% 

gasoline). Two fleets, one with participation from the State of 

Pennsylvania, and a portion of our Philadelphia Refinery fleet will 

soon begin using LPG from Sun service stations and a central refueling 

site in the refinery. We are committed to working with three natural 

gas suppliers to develop CNG dispensing service stations. The data 

from this testing will be made available to the State to help guide 

decision making in this area. 

At present, we are not yet committed to sites in New jersey, but 

we would like to work with the DEPE to evaluate the best niches for 

each of these alternatives. We are working with the New Jersey 

Propane Gas Association on a LPG test fleet in conjunction with DEPE. 
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Th~ ~~~ o£ highly reformulated gasoline in car fleets could also 

be evaluated. 

We would also recommend the continuation of a group like the one 

that advised Project Clean Air. Industry should be included so that 

all possibilities for benefit, enforcement, and implementation can be 

evaluated. We would be happy to provide a representative to such a 

group. 

I appreciate this opportunity to testify. 

Respectfully submitted 

Dr. Brian C. Davis 
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MOSIL PAULSBORO REFINERY 

STATEMENT REGARDING 

NEW JERSEY ADOPTION OF CAUFORNIA VEHICU: 

EMISSION STANDARDS 

MY NAME IS DALE CHOATE. AND I AM THE MANAGER OF THE MOBIL OIL PAULSBORO CIEFiNECiv tN ::k:::'-SE57:=< ::::1..N·f. '<E"' 

JERSEY. I AP"RECIATE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON THE CAUFORNIA LOW EMISSION VEHICLE PROGRAM ANC -;.;E i:E?E'S 

~ROPOSAL TO ADOPT THIS PROGRAM IN NEW JERSEY. 

PAULSBORO REFINERY IS L.OCAT'EC ON A 9SO ACRE SI'TE IN GLOUCESTER COUNTY, WHERE IT HAS BEEN IN CONTlNUOUS 

OPERATlON SINCE 1917. 

THE REFINERY PROCESSES ABOUT 110,000 BARRELS PER CAY OF CRUCE OIL INTO CONSUMER PROOUCTS OF GASOUNES. 

HEATlNG OIL. JET FUEL AND LUBRICATlNG OILS. WE EMPLOY MORE THAN EIGHT HUNCREIC SIXTY PEOPU: AT THE PAULSBORO 

REFINERY PLUS WE'VE AVERAGeD 500 CONTRACTOR EMPLOYEES THE PAST 3 YEARS TO CO PRIMARILY CAPITAL CONSTlAUCTlON 

AND TURNAROUND WORK. THE MOBIL PAULSBORO REFINERY ANNUALLY SPENDS $140 MILUON FOR PAYROLL. MAINTENANCE 

MATERIAL AND CONTRACTS, LOCAL TAXES AND SUPPUES. THIS $140 MILUON ANNUAL SPENDING IS A BIG INJECTION INTO THE 

SOUTH JERSEY ECONOMY. FURTHERMORE. IN THE PAST DECADE. MOBIL HAS INVEST'EC SEVERAL HUNDRED MILLiON DOLLARS ·N 

CAPITAL PROJECTS TO TRY TO MAKE PAULSBORO A VIABLE ECONOMIC OPEAATlON AND TO COMPLY WITH THE MANY "!:OEAAL ANC 

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS. WE ARE MOBIL'S SMALU!ST DOMESTIC REFINERY, BUT WE HAVE A PROUD SEVENTY·FIVE 

YEAR HISTORY OF CONT1AIBUT10N TO NEW JERSEY'S ECONOMY AND HELPING TO SUPPLY THE AREA'S ENERGY AND LUBRICATING 

OIL NEEICS. 

AS I JUST SAID, PAULSBORO REFINERY HAS INVESTED HEAVILY IN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION. OUR ESTIMATED 

ENVIRONMENTAL EXPENDITURES, CAPITAL AND ONGOING, AVERAGEIC MORE THAN $37 MILUON PER YEAR OVER THE LAST FIVlE 

YEARS. we ARE NOW PREPARING TO MAKE SUBSTANllAL CAPITAL INVESTMENTS AT PAULSBORO TO COMPLY WITH NEW CLEAN 

AIR ACr REQUIREMENTS, BOTH IN OUR PROOUc:TION OF CLEAN-BURNING GASOUNES AND IN OTHER INmATli/ES TO MEIET 

AOOITlONAL REFINERY EMISSION REDUCT10N MANDATeS. AS YOU ~. OUR INOUSTlAY IS HEAVILY REGULATED BOTH AT THE 

FEICERAL ANO STATE I.EWL OUR REFINERY OPERATES UNDER THE AUTHORITY OF ONE HUNDRED FIFTY ENVIRONMENTAL 

PERMITS CONTlAOI.J.E) BY THE NEW .EFISEY CEPE. ANO WE ARE CATEGORIZED AS A "MAJOR STATlONARY SOURCE'' OF EMISSIONS. 

I RECOGNIZE THAT THE PURPOSE OF THIS HEARING TODAY IS TO GATHER INFORMATION REGARDING THE EMISSIONS FROM 

VEHICLES, OR "MMOIU: SOURCES. • NOT STATIONARY SOURCES UICE PAULSIIORO REFlNERY. I WOULD ASK THAT YOU BROADEN 

1l4AT FOCUS FOR A FeN MINUTES WHIU: I AODRESS AN ISSUE SURFACED BY THe CEPE WHEN DISCUSSING 1l4E CAUFORNIA ~ 

PROGRAM. 1l4ERE HAS BEEN AN IMPUEO 1l4REAT OF MORE RIGOROUS CONTROl OF STATlONARY EMISSION SOURCES IF NEW 

.,.,, 
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JERSEY OOES NOT '"'ASTIU ADOPT CAUFORNIA"S MOBILE SOURCE '.:CNTROL OQCGRAM A CAREFUL ANAL'SIS 5 '<EEC::ED -: 

:OE"'"ERMINE F "~"HERE 5 INDEED A ?OTENTIAL CONSEQUENCE "'"O STA""CNARv 3CL..ACES. 

THE FEDERAL CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1990 SET NEW AND STQICcR LIMITS FOR 60TH 5TATICNARY AND MOBILE 

SOURCES OF AIR F'OLLUTION. THESE COMPREHENSIVE NEW PROGRAMS WILL BE PUT INTO PLACE IN THE NEXT FEW YEARS TO 

IMPROVE THE NATION'S AIR QUAUTV. ON iHE MOBILE SOURCE SlOE. THERE WILL BE NEW VEHICLE EMISSION STANDARDS. 

ENHANCED VEHICLE INSPECTION ANO MAINTENANCE. CLEAN FUEL FLEETS. ON·BOARO VEHICLE DIAGNOSTICS, REFORMULATED AND 

OXYGENATED FUELS. TRANSF'ORTATION CONTROL MEASURES. AND OTHERS. ~"CR STATIONARY SOURCES. ":'HERE NILL 6E A MORE 

RESTRICTIVE PERMITTING PROGRAM, MORE STRINGENT OFFSET REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW OR MODIFIED PLANTS, AODIT!ONAL 

CONTROLS ON EMISSIONS OF HYDROCARBON. OXIDES OF NITROGEN AND Suu=uR. VAF'OR RECOVERY SYSTEMS AT SER111CE 

STATIONS, TO NAME A FEW. THE CLEAN AIR ACT REQUIRES THAT MORE STRINGENT CONTROL BE APPUED TO BOTH MOBILE ANO 

STATIONARY SOURCE IN PARALLEL AND ~IN ANY TRACE OFF FASHION. ONLY AFTER ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF THE NEW 

CLEAN AIR ACT CONTROLS OVER THE NEXT SEVERAL YEARS COULD ANY ADDIT'ONAL CONTROLS, WHETHER MOBILE OR 

STATIONARY. BE IDENT1FIED. THE DECISION SHOULD BE MADE ONLY iF ACTUAL MEASURED RESULTS SI"OWED NEW JERSEY -ro 

STILL BE OUT OF COMPUANCE. 

THE CAUFORNIA l.f\1 PROGRAM IS AN OPTIONAL STefl BEYOND THE CLEAN AIR ACT REQUIREMENTS. IT IS A PROGRAM 

DEVELOPED SPECIFICALLY FOR CAUFORNIA TO ADDRESS ITS EXTREME SMOG PROBLEM. WHICH THANKFULLY. NEW JERSEY DOES 

NOT COME CLOSE TO SHARING. IT C:JNCERNS ME THAT NEW JERSEY :JEPE IS i=ACPOSING TO ADOP"" THIS DISCRETIONARY 

CAUFORNIA PROGRAM BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE MANDATORY CLEAN AIR ACT REQUIREMENTS ANO BEFORE AN ASSESSMENT 

OF NEW JERSEY'S AIR QUAUTY IMPRC!VEMENT NEEDS IS COMPlET'EO. 

MOBIL HAS CAREFULLY EVALUATED THE LEV PFIOGRAM AND CONCLUOED THAT ITS AOOPTlON IN NEW JERSEY WOULD BE 

PREMATURE ANO POSSIBLY UNWARRANTED. THERE ARE MANY UNCERTAINT1ES WITH RESPECT TO BOTH THE BENEFITS AND THE 

COSTS OF THE CAUFOANIA PROGRAM THAT MUST BE CONSIDERED. THERE ARE MANY CRUCIAL TECHNICAL ANO LEGAL 

OUESllONS REGARDING THE PAOGAAM ANO NEW JERSEY'S OPTIONS IN AOOPTlNG ANO IMPLEMENT1NG IT. 

MOBIL HAS AN INT!AEST IN THIS PACPOSAI. TO AlX1t'r CAUFOANIA TAILPIPe STANDARDS BECAUSE THE PROGRAM CREATES 

UNCERTAINTY AS TO FUTURE FUI!l REQUIREMENTS. NEITHER THE CARS NOR THE FUELS HAllE BEEN IOEN'T1F1EO. WE CAN SAY 

WITH SOME CERTAINTY THAT THE CAUFOANIA VEHICLES WILL UI<El.Y BE DESIGNED FOR METHANOL. NATURAL GAS OR CAUFORNIA 

GASOUNE. IN AODIT10N TO THE MANOATOAY ELECTRIC VEHICLE. WHICH ENTERS THE PAOGAAM IN 1998. WHILE SOME SUGGEST 

THAT THESE CARS CAN OPERATE ON "FEDERAL REFORMULATED GASOUNE'', INFORMAT10N ON THE PERFORMANCE OF ANO THE 
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NFORMATION. THE AIR OUAUT"' 3E'<E"ITS OF "HE '...EV ?"CGPAM CANNOT BE ASSE55EJ. 

HOWEVER. EVEN IF WE ASSUME THAT LEV EMISSION PERFORMANCE IS EOUIVAl.ENT USING FEDERAL FUELS. THERE IS 

CONSIDERABLE EVIDENCE THAT THE BENEFITS OF THE LEV F'ROGRAM WOULD BE SMALL. FOR EXAMPLE. THE METROPOUTAN AREA 

SURROUNDING NEW YORK CITY (INCLUDING PARTS OF NEW JERSEY) WOULD REAUZE AN EMISSIONS BENEFIT OF ONLY 1% 'T'O 3% 

IN THE YEAR 2010 FROM ADOPTION OF THE CAUFORNIA PROGRAM. WHEN COMPARED WITH THE AUTOMOBil-E EMISSION 

REDUCTIONS ALREADY REQUIRED BY THE ~'EDERAL CUEAN AIR ACT. SINCE THE CAUFORNIA l.EV PROGRAM WOULD ::ONTRIBUTE SC 

UTTL.E TO ATTAINMENT OF NEW JERSEY'S AIR QUAUTY GOALS. STATIONARY SOURCES SHOULD HAVE UTTL! TO FEAR REGARDING 

ANY ADDITIONAL CONTROLS WHICH MAY BE IMPOSED IF THE LEV PROGRAM IS NOT AOOPTEO. 

NEW JERSEY IS NOT BEING FORCED TO CHOOSE BETWEEN A QUESTIONABLE CAUFORNIA·SPECIFIC F'ROGRAM AND NO 

IMPROVEMENT IN AIR OUAUTY. OPTIONAL MEASURES. SUCH AS THE CAUFORNIA LEV F'ROGRAM, SHOULD BE CONSIDERED CNL' 

WHEN THEY ARE SrtOWN TO BE 90TH NECESSARY AND THE '-'10ST COST·EFFECT'VE CONTROL '-'1EASURES AS A STATIONARY 

EMISSION SOURCE AND A F'RODUCER OF FUELS. F'AULSBORO REFINERY WILL BE CONTRIBUTING TO AIR CUAUTY MPRCVEME'<T 

-:'!-tROUGH BOTH STATIONARY AND MOBIL! SOURCE CONTROLS. 

WE URGE THIS COMMITTEE TO CONSIDER THE POTENTIAL IMPACT OF THE CAUFORNIA LEV PROGRAM ON NEW JERSEY 

RESIDENTS AND NEW JERSEY BUSINESSES. THERE IS NO NEED FOR DEPE TO AC-:' HASTILY TO ADOPT CAUFORNIA'S PROGRAM. 

THE DEPE HAS YET TO COMPLETE ITS AIR EMISSIONS INVENTORY, WHICH WILL. ESTABUSH THE BASEUNE =ROM WHICH AIR 

OUAUTY IMPROVEMENTS WILL BE MEASURED BY THE CLEAN AIR ACT. THE AGENCY HAS YET TO ISSUE REGULATIONS FOR 

OXYGENAT1:D FUELS, WHICH WE MUST MAKE AVAILABLE BY NEXT NOVEMBER. AND, IT HAS YET TO DETERMINE THE SPECIFIC 

NEEDS TO EACH ATTAINMENT OF THE OZONE STANDARD. THE REVISION TO THE STATIE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN WHICH MUST 

INCLUDE NEW JERSEY'S "ATTAINMENT DEMONSTRATION" FOR AIR QUAUTY STANDARDS IS NOT DUE UNTIL NOyEMBER. 1994. IT IS 

PREMATURE TO FORCE THE OTI2ENS OF NEW JERSEY TO PAY FOR AN ElCPENSIVE. OP'I10NAL STIEP BEFORE WE'VE DONE OUR 

HOMEWORK AND ANSweRED THE OUES'TlONS OF NEED AND COST -EFFECTlVENESS. 

IN CLOSING. I WISH TO EMPHASIZE THAT FEDERAL MOBILE SOURCE REQUIREMENTS WILL BRING CLEANER CARS AND CLEANER 

GASOUNE TO NEW JERSEY MUCH SQONEft AND AT A MUCH LOWEf! COST THAN CAUFORNIA CARS. WE BEUEIJE THAT RUSHING 

TO TRANSPlANT A CUSTOMIZED CAUFORNIA PROGRAM IN NEW JERSEY BEFOAE THE NECESSARY ANALYSES ARE MAOE IS NOT IN 

THE BEST INTEREST OF NEW JEASEY'S OTIZENS. 

I WOULD BE PLEASED TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS YOU MAY HAVE. 



GOOD MORNING. MY NAME IS JIM CAMPBELL AND I AM THE 

PRESIDENT OF THE INDEPENDENT OIL WORKERS UNION AT PAULSBORO 

REFINERY IN PAULSBORO, NEW JERSEY. I WISH TO THANK THE 

MEMBERS OF THE SENATE AND ASSEMBLY ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEES 

FOR GIVING ME THE OPPORTUNITY TO EXPRESS THE CONCERNS OF MY 

MEMBERS ABOUT THE PROPOSED CALIFORNIA LEV (LOW EMISSION 

VEHICLE) PROGRAM. 

I AM AN ELECTRICIAN AND I HAVE WORKED AT THE REFINERY FOR 

20 YEARS. I REPRESENT APPROXIMATELY 600 UNION WORKERS AT 

THE PAULSBORO REFINERY. fOR FIVE OUT OF THE LAST SIX 

YEARS, I HAVE REPRESENTED THE UNION AS ITS PRESIDENT. 

MY MEMBERS WORK IN MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS AT THE 

REFINERY. THEY LIVE WITH THEIR FAMILIES IN SOUTH JERSEY, 

SPECIFICALLY IN GLOUCESTER AND SALEM COUNTIES. A NUMBER OF 

MY MEMBERS ARE SECOND AND THIRD GENERATION WORKERS AT THE 

REFINERY. WE HAVE SEVERAL FATHER/SON, BROTHER/SISTER 

PAULSBORO UNION WORKERS. 
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Mv MEMBERS AND I ARE DEEPLY CONCERNED ABOUT THE EFFECTS OF 

CALIFORNIA LEV ON THE CONTINUED OPERATION OF THE REFINERY 

AND OUR JOBS. WE BELIEVE THAT IF CALIFORNIA LEV IS 

REQUIRED (AND FUELS ARE AFFECTED), THE REFINERY WILL NEED 

HUGE INVESTMENTS IN EQUIPMENT AND IMPROVEMENTS WHICH COULD 

BE TOO COSTLY FOR ITS CONTINUED OPERATION. OTHER NEWER 

REFINERIES MIGHT BE ASKED TO SUPPLY THE PRODUCTS THAT 

PAULSBORO MAKES. IF THE PAULSBORO REFINERY WERE TO CLOSE, 

IT WOULD NOT ONLY AFFECT MY 600 UNION MEMBERS, BUT ALSO 300 

OTHER EMPLOYEES, AND THE APPROXIMATELY 300 OUTSIDE CONTRAC­

TORS AND VENDORS WHO WORK ON PROJECTS AT THE REFINERY 

EVERYDAY. 

ON BEHALF OF MY MEMBERS, I ASK THAT WHILE YOU LOOK FOR 

SOLUTIONS TO NEW JERSEY'S AIR QUALITY PROBLEMS, PLEASE 

CAREFULLY CONSIDER THE SERIOUSNESS AND COST OF THE 

JJX 
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CALIFORNIA LEV PROGRAM FOR THE REFINERY WORKERS, THE SALEM 

AND GLOUCESTER COUNTY LOCAL ECONOMIES, AND THE OUTSIDE 

CONTRACTORS WHO WORK THERE. 

THANK YOU AGAIN FOR GIVING ME THE OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY. 

JIM CAMPBELL 



I am Dr. Paul J. Lioy, Director of the Exposure Measurement and 
Assessment Division of the Environmental and Occupational Health Sciences 
lnstitiute. a joint program of the University of Medicine and Dentistry 
of New Jersey-Roben Wood Johnson Medical School (UMDNJ-RWJMS) and 
of Rutgers University. I am also the Director of the Ozone Research 
Center of EOHSIINJDEPE. In addition, I am a Member of the Board of 
Environmental Studies and Toxicology of the National Academy of Sciences 
and was recently a member of the NRC committee on Troposphere Ozone 
Formation and Transport. I also serve on the New Jersey Clean Air Council. 

My testimony today is with regard to the need for the State of 
New Jersey to reduce the levels of tropospheric ozone in the atmosphere. 
The focus of my presentation is the health effects that we have observed 
in studies conducted in New Jersey, and the needs for the control of the 
major source of the precursors of ozone: Nitrogen oxides and reactive 
hydrocarbons. My presentation will draw from the recently completed 
NAS report "Rethinking the Ozone Problem in Urban and Regional Air 
Pollution", and my recent research on the effects of ozone on the 
respiratory system of New Jersey residents. 

Key features of my testimony are: 

1. The concentrations of ozone have been above the National Health 
Standard for over 20 years in most sections of the State, and currently 
the entire state is in non-attainment. 

2. The results from one or more of five studies conducted in New Jersey 
from 1982 through 1991 have shown that: 1) the pulmonary function 
of healthy children participating in summer camps activities 

is affected by ozone, and that the accumulated dose in the prior day is associated 
with changes in function, 2) after extended episodes the baseline pulmonary 
function remains depressed for at least a week, 3) respiratory symptoms 
have been observed in active children at a camp during and extended 
episode, and 4) approximately 8% of the summertime visits by asthmatics 
to the emergency room in nine North/Central New Jersey hospitals 
were associated with photochemical smog episodes and the presence of 
ozone during 1988 and 1989. 

3. The N AS recommendations which I believe are penainent to the current 
issue of the Low Emitting Vehicle or "California Car" are: 

A. According to model results for the Northeast combined 
VOC and NO. controls would be more effective in reducing 
ozone than VOC-only controls. 



B. The extent of controls needed depends on local amounts of 
VOC's and NO. 

C. Atmospheric measurements of individual VOC and nitrogen 
compounds are necessary to: 

-verify emissions inventories 
-monitor progress in reducing emissions 

D. Recent studies indicate that anthropogenic VOC emissions 
especially from motor vehicles, are greater than previously 
believed. 

E. Accurate VOC estimates will be necessary to conduct 
the modeling studies needed for air quality planning 
and estimation of exposure reductions. 

F. Data used in models need to be upgraded coincident with 
the implementation of control strategies. 
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AHALYSIS OF RESULTS 

1. TEE RELA1'IONSBIP BE'XWEEN OZONE AND ASTBMA EMERGENCY ROOM 
AD~SSIOMS WAS CONSISTENT WITH BUT STRONGER THAN OBSERVED 
BY BATES AKD SIZ'l'O IN SOUTHERN ONTARIO. 

2. THERE WAS A CLEAR DIFFEB.NCE BETWEEN THE ASTHMA AND BRONCHITIS 
REL.ATIONSBIPS OBSERVED Ilf THE DATA SETS. 

A. AS'JEilA IliC'BEASED WI~ OZONE 
B. BRORCBI:X:IS WAS ASSOCIATED WITH l?M-10 

3 • 'l'BE l?ERCDTAGE OF ASTBMA ADMISSIO!rS EXPLA!MED BY OZONE FOR THE 
BATES + SIZTO STUDIES AND OUR OUR STtJDY SBOW IN DECREASING ORDER 
OF OZONE EXPOSURE: 

NEW JERSEY 
~ONTARIO 
V'AlfCOUVER 

7-10 ' 

3 ' lfS 



CONCLUSIONS: 

- DEMORSTRAXED A STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OZONE AND AST.EMA ADMISSIONS 

- DEMON~ 'l'BE MEED TO CONTROL FOR TEMPERATURE 
~IOBS 

- SHOWED ~IOK IB ADMISSIONS EPLAINED BY OZONE 
DECBEASED Ill 'l'BE ORDER NEW JERSEY > SOUTRDN ONTARIO 

> VARCOUVER 

- '!'BE MEAB AND MAXIMUM OZONE CONCENTRATION AND FREQUENCY 
OF OZO:IE MAXIMUM ABOVE 0. 082 ppm WAS THE HIGHEST IN 
JIEW JDSEY SUGGESTING THE POSSIBILITY OF A DOSE 
RESPOKSE ~IONSHIP EXISTING BETWEEN CITIES WITH 
DIFFEBDT LEVELS OF SMOG 
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TABLE 8 " 
PEAK EXPIRATORY fLOW RATES AVERAOE DIFFERENCE OF OBSERVED AND EXPECTED PER DA 'V 0 

Exposure estimates 

1-hr Ave 8-hr Ave 2-day Ave 3-day Ave 

Oroup Slope• P value Slope P value Slope P value Slope P value 

Rec-camp•• 3.027 (0.29) 3.029 (0.34) 7.137 (0.08) 6.254 (0.24) 
Y-Workers O.S31 (0.43) 0.344 (0.47) -1.729 (0.36) -5.045 (0.]5) 
Y-Campers -2.961 (0.10) -4.740 (0.05) -3.403 (0.16) -2.127 (0.]0) 

Nott. P values are from one-tailed 1 tests . 
.. New Jersey Department of Health Ozone Health Effects Study. llamilton, New Jersey; July 1988. 
• Slope in mllsec/ppb. 
•• A 4-hr ozone average was used instead of the 8-hr average and a nmdified 2- and 3-day exposure 

estimate was used for the Rec-camp. 
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POSITIVE SYMPTOMS BY GAOUP AND OZONE LEvEL • 

Moderate 
Low ozone ozone Hich ozoae 
(<80 ppb) (80-120 ppb) (> 120 ppb) Total 

:Jroup and symptoms No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Y-Camp campers (N) 87 76 40 203 
Scratchy throat 12 13.8% 15 19.7% 6 15.0% 33 16.3% 
Cough 11 12.6% 18 23.7% 11 27.5% 40 19.7% 
Hoarseness 9 10.3% 3 3.9% 6 15.0% 18 8.9% 
Phlegm 25 28.7% 18 23.7% 14 35.0% 51 28.1% 
Chest pains 6 6.9% 6 7.9% 4 LO.O% 16 7.9% 
Wheeze 2 2.3% 1 L.3% 1 2.5% 4 2.0% 
Runny or stuffy nose 42 48.3% 39 51.3% 23 51.5% 104 51.1% 
Eye irritation I I 12.6% 14 L8.4% II 27.5% 36 17.7% 
Shortness of breath 3 3.4% 3 3.9% 3 1.5% 9 4.4% 

Y -Camp workers ( N) 65 78 38 181 
Scratchy throat 9 13.8% ·lei 17.9% 6 15.8% 29 16.0% 
Cough lei 21..5% 11 14.1% 6 '15.8% 31 17.1% 
Hoarseness 17 26.2% 23 29.5% 10 . 26 •. 3% so 27.6% 
Phlegm 20 30.8% 2S 32.1% 9 23.7% 54 29.8% 
Chest pains 0 0.0% 0 G.O% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Wheeze 2 3.1% 4 5.1% 2 5.3% 8 4.4% 
Runny or stuffy nose 21 32.3% 26 33.3% 12 31.6% 59 32.6% 
Eye irritation 6 9.2% 9 11.5% 4 10.5% 19 10.5% 
Shortness of breath 6 9.2% 2 2.6% 1 w 2.6% 9 5.0% 

Rec-camp workers ( N) 56 60 0 116 
Scratchy throat 5 "8.9% 0 G.O% 5 4.3% 
Cough 5 8.9% 2 3.3% 7 6.0% 
Hoarseness 6 10.7% 2 3.J% 8 6.9% 
Phlegm 4 7.1% 8 13.3% 12 10.3% 
Chest pains 0 0.0% 4 6.7% 4 3.4% 
Wheeze 1 1.8% 0 0.~ 1 0.9% 
Runny or stuffy nose 12 21.4% II 11.3'10 23 19.8% 
Eye irritati~n 3 5.4% 5 8.3% 8 6.9% 
Shortness <1f breath 0 0.()% 3 5.0% 3 2.6% 

" New Jersey Department of Health Ozone Health E!fec:ts Study, Hamiltoa. New Jersey; July 1988. 
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National Research Council Study: 
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Motivation I 

• 

• 

Progress towards meeting the NAAQS for 
ozone (0.12 ppm) has not progressed as 
rapidly as expected in spite of considerable 
pollution control efforts. 

Ozone adversely impacts health and the 
environment: 

- Respiratory and pulmonary stress 
• 0.12 standard may provide little 

"margin of safety" 
- Adverse impacts on trees and crops 

~---------- NRC, February 12th, 1992--



Ozone Chemistry I 
• Tropospheric ozone Is formed from N02: 

N02 + hv ··> NO + 0 
0 + 02 ··> 03 
03 + NO ··> N02 + 02 

' 

Net: No net ozone formation 

• NO emissions can lead to local ozone 
decreases 

• VOCs add the energy to oxidize NO to N02, and 
hence form ozone: 

VOC + OH ··> R02 
R02 + NO ··> N02 + VOC' 
N02 + hv ··> NO + 0 
0 + 02 ··> 03 

Net: voc + hv + 02 --> 03 + voc· 

• While not explicitly shown, NOx is required to 
form ozone: 

03 = f (VOC, NOx, hv, t) 

' 

"'----------• NRC, February 12th, 1992 --



NQ1 controls are probably needed in many areas. 

• Air-quality models show that NOx controls can 

effectively reduce ozone in most areas. 

• In many rural and some urban areas (e.g., Atlanta and 

Houston, which have substantial biogenic VOC 

emissions), VOC controls are relatively ineffective, 

and greater emphasis should be placed on NOx 

control. 

• In a few urban cores (e.g., downtown Los Angeles and 

New York City), NOx controls alone may have little 

effect or may actually increase ozone. 

• According to model results for the Northeast, 

combined VOC and NOx controls would be more 

effective in reducing ozone than VOC-only controls. 

• The extent of controls needed depends on local 

amounts of VOCs and NOx and varies widely 



Improve atmospheric measurements of YOCs and NOx. 

• In the lower atmosphere, volatile organic con1pounds 

(VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) react to 

produce ozone in the presence of sunlight. 

• The amount of ozone that can be formed depends on 

the concentrations of VOCs and NOx-

• In the past, emissions have only been estimated and 

have not been verified with atmospheric 

measurements. 

• Hence the SIP process, while fundamentally sound in 

principle, is flawed in practice because of the lack of 

adequate verification programs. 

• Atmospheric measurements of individual VOCs, NOx, 

and other nitrogen compounds are necessary to 

Verify emissions inventories 

Monitor progress in reducing emissions 

¥1X 



Develop adequate estimates of anthropogenic and biogenic 

YOC emissions. 

• Past ozone control strategies assumed that VOC 

controls are more effective than NOx controls. 

• Recent studies indicate that anthropogenic VOC 

emissions, especially from motor vehicles, are greater 

than previously believed (e.g., super-emitting 

automobiles). Furthermore, VOC control programs 

have been less effective than expected. 

• In many areas, VOC emissions from trees and other 

vegetation are significant. These etnissions cannot be 

reduced by control programs. 

• A VOC-only strategy may therefore have been 

inappropriate in many areas. 

• Accurate VOC estimates are needed to determine the 

best control strategy in each area. 



.Air Quality Models I 
, Mathematical description of the 

processes affecting pollutant dynamics in 
the atmosphere 

• Scientifically the most sound foundation 
for assessing the impact that future 
emission changes will have on air quality 

• Central for air quality planning process 

.. 
AIR QUALITY GOALS '" AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

• Technical Fe1alblllty 
,_ ..•. • He1lth and Welfare ..... J...;. .• :~ ,.,;;.,..;,; ·. 

• Economic Issues •.··· -~-~ ............ !·! • Secondary Impacts . . ... 

• Robustness • Population Exposure 
. ...... 

-
4 ~ 

Atmospheric I 
Chemistry 

1 , • Control Emissions Air Quality Pollutant Strategy ~ ~ ~ 
Design Distributions Model Distributions 

t 
I Meteorology I 

""-----------• NRC, Feb_ruary 12th, 1992 --



Determine the effects of uncertainties on model 

predictions. 

• Computer air-quality models describe atmospheric 

processes affecting ozone formation. Model 

predictions are central to air-quality planning. 

• The emissions data, meteorological data, and 

representations of chemical processes incorporated by 

models may be inaccurate or incomplete. 

• Air-quality planners need to take these uncertainties 

into account when developing control strategies. The 

effects of these uncertainties on model predictions are 

largely unknown. 

• However, model uncertainties do not alter the 

conclusion about the need for NOx control. 



The use of alternative fuels requires further study. 

• The widespread use of alternative fuels would change 

the emissions of motor vehicles. Fuels being 

considered include reformulated gasoline, methanol, 

natural gas, ethanol, liquid petroleum gasoline, 

electricity, and hydrogen. 

• Alternative fuels alone wiJI not solve ozone problems 

nationwide. However, the use of these fuels can 

become part of an effective ozone control strategy. 

• The effects. of these fuels on air quality vary from 

place to place. Their use should be considered for 

each region separately. 

• Mandating the widespread use of particular fuels at 

this time would be premature. An exception may be 

electric vehicles, which emit almost no VOCs or NOx 

and could lead to ozone reductions almost anywhere. 

More measurement and modeling studies are needed. 



Study Findings I 
• Routine measurement program ics inadequate 

for: 
• Assessing control technology 

effectiveness 
- Validating emissions inventories 
- Determining source contributions 

.• Fully elucidating atmospheric chemistry 

• VOC controls not as effective as planned 
- Anthropogenic VOC emissions 

underestimated and unverified 

• Biogenic VOC + Anthropogenic NOx ==> 03 
greater than 0.12 ppm in many areas 
• NOx controls necessary in ·those areas, 

effective in most 

_. Scientific evidence indicates that NOx control 
is necessary for effectively red·ucing ozone in 
many areas. 

• Some areas, e.g. in downtown Los Angeles 
and New York, respond very favorably to VOC 
controls and less favorably to NOx controls·· 
alone 

• Significant uncertainties in alternative fuel use 

~---------- NRC, Febrosry 12th, 1992--



~AS Recommendations I 
• Improved ambient monitoring ofVOCs and NOx 

is necessary to: 
• verify emission inventories 
• monitor progress in reducing emissions 

• Adequate estimates of biogenic and 
anthropogenic VOC emissions must be developed 

• Effects of uncertainties on model predictions 
must be elucidated as completely as possible 

• Because of uncertainties, mandated use of specific 
alternative fuels would be premature; 

• 
coordinated studies are needed to determine 
which fuels are best suited to a specific region 

• A coherent and focussed national program should 
be established to study ozone in North America 

• Control or NOx emissions will probably be 
necessary in addition to, or instead of, the control 
ofVOCs. 

• Approaches should be able to accommodate neY• 
information after they are implemented 

-------------• NRC, February 12th, 1992 --
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Dear Mr. Cantor: 
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Thank you for inviting me to the Joint Public Hearing on the 
California Car program in New Jersey. As per my discussion at the 
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v~rsion of my testimony summary~ ~ ;1 
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Testimony provided to the: Joint Public Hearing of the 
New Jersey Senate and General Assembly Environment Committees Concerning 

The Proposed Adoption of the California Car 

April 9. 1992. Trenton. N.J. 

I am Dr. Paul J. Lioy. Director of the Exposure Measurement and 
Assessment Division of the Environmental and Occupational Health Sciences 
Institiute, a joint program of the University of Medicine and Dentistry 
of New Jersey-Robert Wood Johnson Medical School (UMDNJ-RWJMS) and 
of Rutgers University. I am also the Director of the Ozone Research 
Center of EOHSIINJDEPE. In addition, I am a Member of the Board of 
Environmental Studies and Toxicology of the National Academy of Sciences 
and was recently a member of the NRC committee on Troposphere Ozone 
Formation and Transport. I also serve on the New Jersey Clean Air Council. 

My testimony today is with regard to the need for the State of 
New Jersey to reduce the levels of tropospheric ozone in the atmosphere. 
The focus of my presentation is the health effects that we have observed 
in studies conducted in New Jersey, and the needs for the control of the 
major source of the precursors of ozone: Nitrogen oxides and reactive 
hydrocarbons. My presentation will draw from the recently completed 
NAS report "Rethinking the Ozone Problem in Urban and Regional Air 
Pollution", and my recent research on the effects of ozone on the 
respiratory system of New Jersey residents. 

Key features of my testimony are: 

1. The concentrations of ozone have been above the National Health 
Standard for over 20 years in most sections of the State, and currently 
the entire state is in non-attainment. 

2. The results from one or more of five studies conducted in New Jersey 
from 1982 through 1991 have shown that: 1) the pulmonary function 
of healthy children participating in summer camps activities 
is affected by ozone, and that the accumulated dose in the prior day is associated 
with changes in function, 2) after extended episodes the baseline pulmonary 
function remains depressed for at least a week, 3) respiratory symptoms 
have been observed in active children at a camp during and extended 
episode, and 4) approximately 8% of the summertime visits by asthmatics 
to the emergency room in nine North/Central New Jersey hospitals 
were associated with photochemical smog episodes and the presence of 
ozone during 1988 and 1989. 



3. The NAS recommendations which I believe are pertainent to the current 
issue of the Low Emitting Vehicle or "California Car" in New Jersey are: 

A. According to model results for the Northeast combined 
YOC and NO, controls would he more effective in reducing 
ozone than YOC-only controls. 

8. The extent of controls needed depends on local amounts of 
YOC's and NO. 

C. Atmospheric measurements of individual YOC and nitrogen 
compounds are necessary to: 

-verify emissions inventories 
-monitor progress in reducing emissions 

0. Recent studies indicate that anthropogenic VOC emissions 
especially from motor vehicles, are greater than previously 
believed (e.g., super emitting automobiles) Furthermore VOC 
control programs have been less effective than expected. 

E. Accurate VOC estimates will be necessary to conduct 
the modeling studies needed for air quality planning 
and estimation of exposure reductions. 

F. Data used in models need to be upgraded coincident with 
the implementation of control strategies. 

The other recommendations that are associated with these specific 
items are found in my handouts and the full NAS repon. 
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Abstract 

A retrospective study using ambient ozone, temperature and other 

environmental variables and their effect on the frequency of hospital visits for 

asthma was conduct~J in New Jersey, an area that often exceeds the allowable 

national standard for ozone. Data on emergency department visits for asthma, 
. 

bronchitis, and finger wounds (a nonrespiratory control) were analyzed for the 

period May through August for 1988 and 1989. Asthma visits were correlated with 

temperature while the correlation between asthma visits and ozone concentration 

was nonsignificant. However, when temperature was controlled for in a multiple 

regression analysis, a highly significant relationship between asthma visits and 

ozone concentration was identified. Between 13% and 15% of the variability of 

the asthma visits was explained in the regression model by temperature and 

ambient ozone levels. This association, when compared to similar studies in 

Canada, shows the contribution of ozone to asthma admissions to be stronger in 

areas with higher ozone concentrations. Thus, among regions with periodic 

accumulations of ozone in the ambient atmosphere, an exposure-response 

relationship may be discernible. This supports the need to attain air quality 

standards for ozone to protect individuals in the general population from the 

adverse health effects caused by ambient ozone exposure. 
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Introduction: 

Over 150,000,000 Americans live in communities where levels of the air 

pollutant ozone exceeds the allowable health based National Ambient Air Quality 

Standard (NAAQS) of 0.12 ppm (EPA 1986). Ozone is an intense irritant which has 

been shown to produce bronchoconstriction in controlled human exposures (Bates 

et al. 1972; Koenig· et al. 1987), apparently through a process involving 

inflammation (Koren et al. 1989; Seltzer et al. 1986; Whittemore and Kern 1980). 

It has been suggested that asthmatics are an at risk group to ozone exposure at 

levels currently present in the ambient atmosphere (EPA 1988). Controlled 

exposure studies of asthmatics and healthy individuals while exercising failed 

to show statistically significant differences in pulmonary function between the 

two groups, when ozone was the only, bronchoactive agent (Koenig et al. 1987). 

However, when asthmatics and healthy individuals undergo bronchoprovocation with 

methacholine followed by exposure to 0.40 ppm ozone while exercising, significant 

differences were found (Kreit et al. 1989). 

Results of epidemiological studies conducted in three North American cities 

to determine whether ozone affects asthmatics at ambient levels have been 

inconsistent. An initial study in Los Angeles in 1961, identified a positive 

correlation between the frequency of attacks reported· by asthmatics and ambient 

oxidant concentrations. A more comprehensive study done 20 years later in Los 

Angeles, evaluated more than 2,000 asthma hospital admissions and found a 

negative correlation between asthmatic morbidity in children and ambient ozone 

levels (Richards et al. 1981). In an eight year study conducted in Southern 

Ontario that encompassed 79 hospitals, positive association between hospital 

admissions for asthma, and ambient ozone concentrations was found (Bates and 
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Sizto 1986; Bates and Sizto 1987). A similar study examining emergency 

department visits in Vancouver, where the ozone levels are significantly lower, 

failed to find any association (Sates et al. l990). 

Considering the tenuous nature of the current data base relating asthma 

morbidity and ambient ozone levels, a study was conducted in the Central and 

Northern region of New Jersey to evaluate possible relationships between ambient 

ozone levels and reported asthma admissions to emergency departments of nine 

hospitals. New Jersey has ozone levels significantly higher than either Southern 

Ontario or Vancouver, on days associated with photochemical smog, with the daily 

maximum ozone concentration often exceeding the NAAQS of 0.12 ppm. 

Methods 

Emergency Department Data 

Data on visits to emergency departments for nine hospitals in central a~c 

northern New Jersey (Figure 1) were provided by Emergency Medical Assoc1a:es 

(EMA). The hospitals were within an area that included approximately 1100 sc;uare 

kilometers. Data were provided for all of 1988 and 1989. However. •or :~e 

purposes of this analysis only data during the ozone season, defined as ~ay 

through August of each year were used. These EMA data contained up to three 

IC0-9 codes which were assigned as emergency department diagnoses for each 

patient. Information on whether the patient was admitted to the hosp1tal or 

released was not available in the data base. The date, time, sex, age and sc~e 

procedural codes were also provided for each patient. Respiratory adm1Ss1ons 

with IC0-9 codes of 493.9, 493.90, 493.91 were classified as asthma cases and 

those with ICD-9 codes of 466.0, 466.1, 490, 491.2 and 496 were ident1f:eu ~s 
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bronchitis cases. Other respiratory symptoms, such as upper respiratory 

infections, were not included. Finger wounds, with an ICD-9 code of 883.0, were 

used as a non-respiratory control. During the ozone season of 1988 and 1989 the 

total number of emergency visits at the nine hospitals was approximately 147,000 

with 814 classified as asthma, 912 classified as bronchitis, and 4066 classified 

as finger wounds. The mean age of our asthma patients was 28.7 (sd=l9.8) for 

1988 and 29.9 (sd=l9.9) for 1989. 

Air Pollution Data 

Criteria air pollutant data collected by the New Jersey Department of 

Environmental Protection and compiled by the National Air Data Branch of the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency, within their AIRS data base were used. The data 

for the period May through August for 1988 and 1989 were obtained for the five 

monitoring sites in central and northern New Jersey closest to the area serviced 

by the hospitals (Figure 1). The ozone and sulfur dioxide data were measured 

hourly. Thoracic particulate matter, PM-10, was measured every 6th day. Hourly 

temperature and visibility measurements collected at the Airways Surface 

Measurement Station in Newark, New Jersey were obtained from the National 

Climatic Data Center of NOAA, in North Carolina. Visibility data were used as 

surrogates for the amount of sulfate aerosol present in the region. The mean and 

frequency distribution of all of the environmental data were examined as a 

quality assurance check. 
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Statistical Methods 

SAS software (version 6.03) was used to assemble and merge databases, and 

conduct statistical analyses (Cody and Smith 1991). The analyses were restrictec 

to the period when the maximum amount of photochemical smog production occurs in 

New Jersey, defined as May 1 to August 31. This time frame minimizes the 

influence of seasonal"variations in asthma and bronchitis, and the major allergic 

reactions of individuals to pollen and mold that occur in the region during 

September and October. Tests were conducted to examine the uniformity of the 

pollutant concentrations over the geographic area containing the hospitals. 

Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated across the sampling sites for 

the average ozone concentration measured each day from 10:00 to 15:00 hpurs and 

for the daily maxima. The time period from 10:00 to 15:00 was chosen because it 

represents the time when peak production of ozone occurs. Our assumption is that 

this re~resents the time of the greatest change in ozone which could influence 

a pulmonary response, and result in a visit to an Emergency Department. lhe 

values of the correlation coefficients among the sit•s for the 10:00 to 15:00 

average ozone concentration ranged from 0.58 to 0.88. For the daily maxima the 

correlation coefficients ranged from 0.73 to 0.88. All these inter-site 

correlations were statistically significant at p<O.OOOl. Pair wise analyses of 

the 10:00 to 15:00 average ozone value and maximum ozone value each day had a 

correlation at 0.97. Therefore, it was decided to use the average ozone value. 

between the hours of 10:00 and 15:00, as our primary exposure variable for 

comparisons with the respiratory admission codes. A mean ozone va 1 ue was 

calculated across all sites as a representative concentration for the region. 

The visibility measured at noon was examined in two ways: 1) the visibility for 

all days during the study period and 2) the daily visibility excluding days which 
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reported rain. Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated among all air 

pollutant and meteorological data. The daily totals for asthma visits, for 

jronchitis visits and finger wound visits were computed for all the hospitals in 

our data base, as well as only visits that occurred from noon to midnight. The 

latter was used to test if the relationship between ozone and Emergency 

Department visits was·triggered by the time period immediately after an exposure, 

since high ozone primarily occurs in the afternoon and evening. To test for a 

possible spurious correlation between emergency department visits and ozone 

concentration as a result of both variables being affected by a weekday versus 

weekend factor, we reran our regression mode 1 s with weekends exc 1 uded. The 

frequency distribution for daily asthma visits was slightly positively skewed. 

We conducted a chisquare goodness-of-fit test, comparing this distribution to 

both a normal and a Poisson distribution for the 1988 and 1989 data sets. In 

both years a normal distribution provided a better fit and we chose to conduc: 

ordinary least squares multiple regression. Because the temperature-respiratory 

admission relationship reported by Bates and Sizto {1987) and the known 

correlation with ozone (Wolff and Lioy 1978), a temperature correction had to be 

rnade before determining any association between air pollutant exposures and 

asthma or bronchitis admissions. Initially this was done by developing a forward 

stepwise multiple regression model using temperature, temperature change and 

ozone as independent variables and asthma or bronchitis admissions as a dependent 

variable. The modeling effort was then expanded to include 24 and 48 hour lags 

of the ozone levels, mean daily relative humidity, mean daily sulfur dioxide and 

visibility at noon. Analysis for PM-10 sampled at 6 day intervals was added as 

a separate model. All multiple regression equations were calculated individually 

for the summers of 1988 and 1989. Both years were subsequently merged to develop 
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an overall regression model. To test for the effects of autocorrelation, moaels 

for 1988 and 1989 were also run using the SAS procedure AUTOREG which checks and 

corrects for autocorrelation. 

Results 

General Associations.Among Environmental Variables 

Table 1 lists the mean daily values reported for the air pollutants, 

meteorological parameters and emergency department visits along with the vaiues 

at the 25% and 75% percentile. Little difference exists between the 

meteorological parameters, sulfur dioxide for 1988 and 1989. The mean ozone was 

20% higher in 1988. The number of days that exceed the NAAQS of .12 ppm was also 

greater in 1988 than in 1989, 34 and 8 respectively. This represents 27% and 8% 

of the days during the ozone season, May through August, for 1988 and 1989, 

respective 1 y. A significant 1 y higher number of days exceeded the Canadian 

standard of 0.082 ppm, 59 days and 43 days, during 1988 and 1989, respectively. 

There was no change in the frequency of finger wounds or total admissions during 

the two years (Table 2). A slight increase in the mean daily admissions of 

asthma and bronchitis was observed. 

Table 3 shows the correlation coefficients among the meteorological and 

pollutant measurements, and Table 4 the correlation among the 10:00 to 15:00 

average ozone levels each day and ozone levels from the previous two days (24 and 

48 hours lagged values) during the summer months. Average ozone levels were 

moderately correlated with daily mean sulfur dioxide, daily mean temperature and 

negatively correlated with daily mean humidity and the visibility at noon (when 

rain days were excluded). Daily mean sulfur dioxide had statistically 
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significant correlations with all meteorological parameters examined. The daily 

and lagged ozone concentrations were all correlated. 

Table 5 lists the correlation coefficients of the meteorological and 

pollutant measurement with asthma, bronchitis and finger wound admissions. The 

only statistically significant relationship was ambient temperature with asthma 

visits. By 1 imiting the data to the summer, seasonal trends such as the decrease 

in ozone levels during the winter were eliminated. This also effectively reduced 

the probability of observing statistically significant non-causal correlations. 

Multiple Regression Analysis 

Regression analyses were conducted on the combined 1988, 1989 data set to 

examine the relationship of respiratory admissions with environmental variables 

and to try to develop a statistical model between asthma visits, and ~."e 

independent variables: temperature, change in temperature and· ozone. ~~e 

resultant least squares fit had a total r 2 = 0.09 (p=.0001). The partial r2 for 

temperature, ozone concentration and daily temperature changes were o.:sz 

(p=.0006), 0.025 (p=.0147) and 0.011 (p=.109) respectively. 

Based upon the assumption that there will be a lag between ozone exposure 

and an emergency department visit, a second model was attempted which 1nclu~ed 

lagged ozone (24 and 48 hours}, sulfur dioxide, relative humidity and vis1b111t/ 

as independent variables. The model was attempted using the combined data s~t. 

and 1988 and 1989 individually. For 1988 and 1989 individually, the ozone ~e.el 

lagged 48 hours was not significant and did not appreciable increase the ~o:al 

r2 . We therefore chose to include only the same day ozone level and the 2J r.uur 
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lagged value in our models. The results are shown in Table 6. Only temperatJre 

and ozone contributed to the regression analysis, using an entry criteria of p 

< 0.15. The r2 explained by the regress1on equation for the combined l988-lS29 

data, for 1988, and for 1989 were 0.099, 0.132, and 0.154, respectively. "The 

variable order in the regression analysis varied among the models. However, the 

order is of minor importance since once a single variable, from a group of highly 

correlated variables is included, the remaining variables will contribute little 

additional unique variance to the model. For 1988 and the combined 1988-1989 

data sets, ozone LO did not meet the entry requirement in the multiple regression 

analysis. We suspect this is due to its strong correlations with the L24 value 

(see Table 4). Similar results were obtained when weekends were omitted, 

indicating that any weekday-weekend differences were not a confounding factor. 

A multiple regression analysis was also completed using bronchitis as :roe 

dependent variable. The results, however, did not show any statist1cai"ly 

significant relationship with the independent variables used in the previous 

models. Similarly, no significant association was observed among finger wounds 

and air po 11 utant concentrations or meteoro 1 og i ca 1 parameters. Thus. 't ~ s 

improbable that the relationship observed for asthma is an artifact. The 

regressions using PM-10 did not add any significant associations for asthma 

visits. However, there was a non-significant relationship observed between 

Bronchitis and PM-10. This weak association is inconclusive and the subject of 

further study. 

The results of running the autoregression procedure were as follows: For 

1988, the Durbin-Watson statistic was 1.75, the total r2 was reduced from .13 to 
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.10, with the p-values for ozone (lagged 24 hours) and temperatures still hign1y 

significant. For 1989, the Durbin-Watson statistic was 1.8, the total r2 dropped 

from .15 to .14 and the p-values remained highly significant. 

Discussion 

A strong relatibnship was observed in New Jersey between summertime ozone 

concentration and emergency department visits for asthma. These results extend 

the associations observed in Southern Ontario (Bates and Sizto 1987). The 

negative results for a similar study of asthmatic children in Los Angeles 

(Richards et al. 1981), a region with higher ozone levels than New Jersey, is 

probably due to the covariance between temperature and ozone du;ing smog episodes 

and temperature and asthma attacks that they reported but did not address 

statistically. We observed nonsignificant correlations between emergency 

department visits for asthma and ozone LO and L24 when the covariance with 

temperature was not taken into account. The re 1 at i onsh i p between ozone a11d 

asthma was only identified after the covariance between temperature and ozone was 

taken into account. Decreases in temperature have been re 1 a ted to marked 

increases in the number of emergency department visits for asthma (Greenburg et 

al. 1964). It would therefore appear to be essential to account for temperature 

in any analysis. A second factor that differentiates Los Angeles and New Jersey 

is the adaptation by responsive individuals, including asthmatics, to continual 

exposure to the high ambient ozone levels, that occurs in Los Angeles but not New 

Jersey (Linnet al. 1988). Individuals who showed changes in their pulmonary 

function when exposed to ozone in a controlled setting, immediately prior to the 

photochemical smog season in Los Angeles, lost much of their reactivity by the 

fall after being exposed to the ambient levels of ozone in Los Angeles for 2 to 
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3 months. Richards et al. (1981) evaluated cnildren starting in August, when :~e 

adaptation mechanism would have reduced :heir response to ozone. Thus, direc: 

comparisons of our re.sults w1th asthma ad:nission analyses conducted in Las 

Angeles is not possible. 

A clear demarcation between two respiratory ailments: asthma and 

bronchitis, was observed in the New Jersey Data set. Asthma visits were found 

to increase with ambient ozone levels, while bronchitis did not. This differs 

from the results reported by Bates and Sizto (Bates and Sizto 1987), who found 

similar associations of ozone with total respiratory admission and asthma alone. 

When our bronchitis and asthma data were combined the total amount of variance 

explained by ambient ozone level and temperature declined. Whenever admission 

diagnoses are used in an epidemiological analysis, bias due to misclassification 

of a diagnosis is possible. Differences in the accuracy of the diagnosis of 

asthma and bronchitis exist. The asthmatic patient presents with typic"al 

symptoms of wheezing, cough and dyspnea. These symptoms are acute and recurrent 

in nature with interspersed asymptomatic periods (McFadden 1991). Specific 

diagnostic criteria for asthma have been produced (ATS 1987). Due to :r:e 

recurrent nature of the disease and fairly classic symptomatology, the diagnosis 

of asthma in the emergency department is often straightforward. For asthma, 

bronchospasm has been demonstrated acutely after exposure to elevated ozone 

concentrations (Kreit et al. 1989); however, other mechanisms involving airway 

inflammation must be considered. 

Bronchitis is an ambiguous diagnosis and is frequently used by clinicians 

to describe several different disorders. The diagnosis of bronchitis may be 
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applied in situations ranging from upper respiratory infection with cough to 

severe chronic obstructive pulmonary disease with cough. Although ozone is 

believed ~o be related to the resistance to infection (Ryer-Powder et al. 1988), 

we did not expect to see the respiratory infection contribution to bronchitis to 

show up because of the longer exposure to admission times involved and the 

general "catch-all" n~ture of a bronchitis diagnosis in an emergency department 

setting. We limited our analysis to lags of 24 and 48 hours. However, it is 

possible that due to the mechanisms involved with the development of bronchitis 

(i.e. buildup of mucus in the airways, infection) symptoms would take longer than 

48 hours to become manifest. Finally, since bronchitis is a chronic rather than 

an intermittent disorder, patients may have experienced greater symptoms on high 

ozone days but not presented to an emergency department for treatment. They 

could wait for symptoms to resolve at home or consult their personal physician 

if symptoms persisted. 

The association between ambient ozone levels and asthma visits in different 

regions can further be examined by considering the ambient ozone levels and the 

number of days that the values exceed health standards for New Jersey, Ontario 

and Vancouver. The highest ambient ozone levels are in New Jersey, intermediate 

va 1 ues are present in Southern Ontario and 1 owest va 1 ues in Vancouver. The 

variance in Emergency Department visits explained by ozone decreased in the same 

order. The number of days that the ozone levels exceeded the Canadian 

permissible limit of 0.082 ppm occurred about twice as often in New Jersey as in 

Southern Ontario. In Vancouver, this value was only exceeded once in 1984, twice 

in 1985 and was not exceeded in 1986. The amount of the variance in the asthma 

data that could be explained by the ozone concentrations in New Jersey (7-9%) was 
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more than twice the amount accounted for in Southern Ontario (3~~) ana nc: 

significant in Vancouver. Thus, it appears that an ozone exposure-response 

relationship is discernable among cities with different levels of ozone 

accumulated in the ambient atmosphere and had periodic accumulations of ozone 

during smog events rather than the continuous exposures seen in Los Angeles. 

Since we prepared th'ls manuscript, recent results presented at a meeting in 

Atlanta, Georgia showed a highly significant association between ozone levels and 

hospital visits for asthmatic children (White et al. 1991). 

Numerous reports have shown increases in asthma morbidity and mortality in 

the past ten to twenty years (Evans III et al. 1987). Future studies should be 

designed to determine if the relationship between ambient ozone levels and 

occurrence of asthma attacks is one of the causes of this increase. 

Conclusion 

The results obtained in this study demonstrate a statistically sign1f1cant 

association between ozone exposure and asthma visits. It also suppor~s ~~e 

plausibility of hospital emergency department data becoming a useful meas~re -­

the adverse health effect from ambient ozone exposure and other smog produc:s :o 

the general population. The current results showed the need to control for :,e 

variations in temperature. A comparison of our results with Bates and s~~:o 

(1987) and Bates et al. (1990) show a consistent trend. Of the 3 locations. :.,e 

average ambient ozone levels are the highest in New Jersey, followed by Sout~e~n 

Ontario and Vancouver, respectively. Although the Southern Ontar1o s: .. .:; 

utilized hospital admissions as the dependent variable and our study and :'".e 

Vancouver study used visits to an emergency department, the relationships be:~een 
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asthma and ozone should be comparable. In addition, the number of days that :he 

ozone levels exceeded the Canadian permissible limit of 0.082 ppm or the U.S. 

NAAQS is more frequent in New Jersey than in Southern Ontario and almos: 

non-existent in Vancouver .. The amount of the variance in the asthma data that 

could be explained by the ozone concentrations followed the same order, being 

highest in New Jersey (7-9%), intermediate in Southern Ontario (3%) and not 

significant in Vancouver. Thus, the beginning of an exposure response 

relationship was discernable. 
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Abstract 

A retrospective study using ambient ozone, temperature and other 

environmental variables and their effect on the frequency of hospital visits for 

asthma was conduct~J in New Jersey, an area that often exceeds the allowable 

national standard for ozone. Data on emergency department visits for asthma, 
. 

bronchitis, and finger wounds (a nonrespiratory control) were analyzed for the 

period May through August for 1988 and 1989. Asthma visits were correlated with 

temperature while the correlation between asthma visits and ozone concentration 

was nonsignificant. However, when temperature was controlled for in a multiple 

regression analysis, a highly significant relationship between asthma visits and 

ozone concentration was identified. Between 13% and 15% of the variability of 

the asthma visits was explained in the regression model by temperature and 

ambient ozone levels. This association, when compared to similar studies in 

Canada, shows the contribution of ozone to asthma admissions to be stronger in 

areas with higher ozone concentrations. Thus, among regions with periodic 

accumulations of ozone in the ambient atmosphere, an exposure-response 

relationship may be discernible. This supports the need to attain air quality 

standards for ozone to protect individuals in the general population from the 

adverse health effects caused by ambient ozone exposure. 
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Introduction: 

Over 150,000,000 Americans live in communities where levels of the air 

pollutant ozone exceeds the allowable health based National Ambient Air Quality 

Standard (NAAQS) of 0.12 ppm (EPA 1986). Ozone is an intense irritant which has 

been shown to produce bronchoconstriction in controlled human exposures (Bates 

et al. 1972; Koenig" et al. 1987), apparently through a process involving 

inflammation (Koren et al. 1989; Seltzer et al. 1986; Whittemore and Korn 1980). 

It has been suggested that asthmatics are an at risk group to ozone exposure at 

levels currently present in the ambient atmosphere (EPA 1988). Controlled 

exposure studies of asthmatics and healthy individuals while exercising failed 

to show statistically significant differences in pulmonary function between the 

two groups, when ozone was the on 1 y. bronchoact i ve agent (Keen i g et a 1 . 1987). 

However, when asthmatics and healthy individuals undergo bronchoprovocation with 

methacholine followed by exposure to 0.40 ppm ozone while exercising, significant 

differences were found (Kreit et al. 1989). 

Results of epidemiological studies conducted in three North American cities 

to determine whether ozone affects asthmatics at ambient levels have been 

inconsistent. An initial study in Los Angeles in 1961, identified a positive 

correlation between the frequency of attacks reporteaby asthmatics and ambient 

oxidant concentrations. A more comprehensive study done 20 years later in Los 

Angeles, evaluated more than 2,000 asthma hospital admissions and found a 

negative correlation between asthmatic morbidity in children and ambient ozone 

levels (Richards et al. 1981). In an eight year study conducted in Southern 

Ontario that encompassed 79 hospitals, positive association between hospital 

admissions for asthma, and ambient ozone concentrations was found (Bates and 
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Sizto 1986; Bates and Sizto 1987). A similar study examining emergency 

department visits in Vancouver, where the ozone levels are significantly lower, 

failed to find any association (Sates et al. 1990). 

Considering the tenuous nature of the current data base relating asthma 

morbidity and ambient ozone levels, a study was conducted in the Central and 

Northern region of New Jersey to evaluate possible relationships between ambient 

ozone levels and reported asthma admissions to emergency departments of nine 

h o s p it a 1 s . New J e r s e y h as o z on e 1 eve 1 s s i g n if i c an t 1 y h i g her t h an e it he r Sou t h e r n 

Ontario or Vancouver, on days associated with photochemical smog, with the daily 

maximum ozone concentration often exceeding the NAAQS of 0.12 ppm. 

Methods 

Emergency Department Data 

Data on visits to emergency departments for nine hospitals in central a~a 

northern New Jersey (Figure 1) were provided by Emergency Medical Assoc1ates 

(EMA). The hospitals were within an area that included approximately 1100 scuare 

kilometers. Data were provided for all of 1988 and 1989. However. ~or :~e 

purposes of this analysis only data during the ozone season, defined as ~ay 

through August of each year were used. These EMA data contained up to three 

IC0-9 codes which were assigned as emergency department diagnoses for each 

patient. Information on whether the patient was admitted to the hosp1tal or 

released was not available in the data base. The date, time, sex, age and sc~e 

procedural codes were also provided for each patient. Respiratory adm1ss1ons 

with IC0-9 codes of 493.9, 493.90, 493.91 were classified as asthma cases and 

those with ICD-9 codes of 466.0, 466.1, 490, 491.2 and 496 were ident1f1ea ai 
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bronchitis cases. Other respiratory symptoms, such as upper respiratory 

infections, were not included. Finger wounds, with an ICD-9 code of 883.0, were 

used as a non-respiratory control. During the ozone season of 1988 and 1989 the 

total number of emergency visits at the nine hospitals was approximately 147,000 

with 814 classified as asthma, 912 classified as bronchitis, and 4066 classified 

as finger wounds. The mean age of our asthma patients was 28.7 (sd=19.8) for 

1988 and 29.9 (sd=19.9) for 1989. 

Air Pollution Data 

Criteria air pollutant data collected by the New Jersey Department of 

Environmental Protection and compiled by the National Air Data Branch of the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency, within their AIRS data base were used. The data 

for the period May through August for 1988 and 1989 were obtained for the five 

monitoring sites in central and northern New Jersey closest to the area serviced 

by the hospitals (Figure 1). The ozone and sulfur dioxide data were measured 

hourly. Thoracic particulate matter, PM-10, was measured every 6th day. Hourly 

temperature and visibility measurements collected at the Airways Surface 

Measurement Station in Newark, New Jersey were obtained from the National 

Climatic Data Center of NOAA, in North Carolina. Visibility data were used as 

surrogates for the amount of sulfate aerosol present in the region. The mean and 

frequency distribution of all of the environmental data were examined as a 

quality assurance check. 
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Statistical Methods 

SAS software (version 6.03) was used to assemble and merge databases, and 

conduct statistical analyses (Cody and Smith 1991). The analyses were restricted 

to the period when the maximum amount of photochemical smog production occurs in 

New Jersey, defined as May l to August 31. This time frame minimizes the 

influence of seasonal·variations in asthma and bronchitis, and the major allergic 

reactions of individuals to pollen and mold that occur in the region during 

September and October. Tests were conducted to examine the uniformity of the 

pollutant concentrations over the geographic area containing the hospitals. 

Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated across the sampling sites for 

the average ozone concentration measured each day from 10:00 to 15:00 hpurs and 

for the daily maxima. The time period from 10:00 to 15:00 was chosen because it 

represents the time when peak production of ozone occurs. Our assumption is that 

this represents the time of the greatest change in ozone which could influence 

a pulmonary response, and result in a visit to an Emergency Department. lhe 

values of the correlation coefficients among the sit•s for the 10:00 to 15:00 

average ozone concentration ranged from 0.58 to 0.88. For the daily maxima the 

correlation coefficients ranged from 0.73 to 0.88. All these inter-site 

correlations were statistically significant at p<0.0001. Pair wise analyses of 

the 10:00 to 15:00 average ozone value and maximum ozone value each day had a 

correlation at 0.97. Therefore, it was decided to use the average ozone value. 

between the hours of 10:00 and 15:00, as our primary exposure variable for 

comparisons with the respiratory admission codes. A mean ozone va 1 ue was 

calculated across all sites as a representative concentration for the region. 

The visibility measured at noon was examined in two ways: 1) the visibility for 

all days during the study period and 2) the daily visibility excluding days which 
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reported rain. Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated among all air 

pollutant and meteorological data. The daily totals for asthma visits, for 

jronchitis visits and finger wound visits were computed for all the hospitals in 

our data base, as well as only visits that occurred from noon to midnight. The 

latter was used to test if the relationship between ozone and Emergency 

Department visits was·triggered by the time period immediately after an exposure, 

since high ozone primarily occurs in the afternoon and evening. To test for a 

possible spurious correlation between emergency department visits and ozone 

concentration as a result of both variables being affected by a weekday versus 

weekend factor, we reran our regression models with weekends excluded. The 

frequency distribution for daily asthma visits was slightly positively skewed. 

We conducted a chisquare goodness-of-fit test, comparing this distribution to 

both a normal and a Poisson distribution for the 1988 and 1989 data sets. In 

both years a normal distribution provided a better fit and we chose to conduc: 

ordinary least squares multiple regression. Because the temperature-respiratory 

admission relationship reported by Bates and Sizto (1987) and the known 

correlation with ozone (Wolff and Lioy 1978}, a temperature correction had to be 

made before determining any association between air pollutant exposures and 

asthma or bronchitis admissions. Initially this was done by developing a forward 

stepwise multiple regression model using temperature, temperature change and 

ozone as independent variables and asthma or bronchitis admissions as a dependent 

variable. The modeling effort was then expanded to include 24 and 48 hour lags 

of the ozone levels, mean daily relative humidity, mean daily sulfur dioxide and 

visibility at noon. Analysis for PM-10 sampled at 6 day intervals was added as 

a separate model. All multiple regression equations were calculated individually 

for the summers of 1988 and 1989. Both years were subsequently merged to develop 
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an overall regression model. To test for the effects of autocorrelation, moaels 

for 1988 and 1989 were also run using the SAS procedure AUTOREG which checks and 

corrects for autocorrelation. 

Results 

General Associations Among Environmental Variables 

Table 1 lists the mean daily values reported for the air pollutants, 

meteorological parameters and emergency department visits along with the values 

at the 25% and 75% percentile. Little difference exists between the 

meteorological parameters, sulfur dioxide for 1988 and 1989. The mean ozone was 

20% higher in 1988. The number of days that exceed the NAAQS of .12 ppm was also 

greater in 1988 than in 1989, 34 and 8 respectively. This represents 27% and 8% 

of the days during the ozone season, May through August, for 1988 and 1989, 

respectively. A significantly higher number of days exceeded the Canadian 

standard of 0.082 ppm, 59 days and 43 days, during 1988 and 1989, respectively. 

There was no change in the frequency of finger wounds or total admissions during 

the two years (Table 2). A slight increase in the mean daily admissions of 

asthma and bronchitis was observed. 

Table 3 shows the correlation coefficients among the meteorological and 

pollutant measurements, and Table 4 the correlation among the 10:00 to 15:00 

average ozone levels each day and ozone levels from the previous two days (24 and 

48 hours lagged values) during the summer months. Average ozone levels were 

moderately correlated with daily mean sulfur dioxide, daily mean temperature and 

negatively correlated with daily mean humidity and the visibility at noon (when 

rain days were excluded). Daily mean sulfur dioxide had statistically 
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significant correlations with all meteorological parameters examined. ihe daily 

and lagged ozone concentrations were all correlated. 

iable 5 1 ists the correlation coefficients of the meteorological and 

pollutant measurement with asthma, bronchitis and finger wound admissions. ihe 

only statistically significant relationship was ambient temperature with asthma 

visits. By limiting the data to the summer, seasonal trends such as the decrease 

in ozone levels during the winter were eliminated. This also effectively reduced 

the probability of observing statistically significant non-causal correlations. 

Multiple Regression Analysis 

Regression analyses were conducted on the combined 1988, 1989 data set to 

examine the relationship of respiratory admissions with environmental variables 

and to try to develop a statistical model between asthma visits, and ::;e 

independent variables: temperature, change in temperature and· ozone. ~~.e 

resultant least squares fit had a total r 2 = 0.09 (p•.OOOl). The partial r2 for 

temperature, ozone concentration and daily temperature changes were 0.~52 

(p=.0006), 0.025 (p=.0147) and 0.011 (p=.l09) respectively. 

Based upon the assumption that there will be a lag between ozone exposure 

and an emergency department visit, a second model was attempted which 1nclu~ed 

lagged ozone (24 and 48 hours), sulfur dioxide, relative humidity and vis1b111t/ 

as independent variables. The model was attempted using the combined data s~t. 

and 1988 and 1989 individually. For 1988 and 1989 individually, the ozone te.el 

lagged 48 hours was not significant and did not appreciable increase the to:al 

r2 . We therefore chose to include only the same day ozone level and the 2~ ~our 
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lagged value in our models. The results are shown in Table 6. Only tempera:~re 

and ozone contributed to the regression analysis, using an entry criteria of p 

< 0.15. The r2 explained by the regression equation for the combined 1988-1929 

data, for 1988, and for 1989 were 0.099, 0.132, and 0.154, respectively. The 

variable order in the regression analysis varied among the models. However, the 

order is of minor importance since once a single variable, from a group of highly 

correlated variables is included, the remaining variables will contribute little 

additional unique variance to the model. For 1988 and the combined 1988-1989 

data sets, ozone LO did not meet the entry requirement in the multiple regression 

analysis. We suspect this is due to its strong correlations with the L24 value 

(see Table 4). Similar results were obtained when weekends were omitted, 

indicating that any weekday-weekend differences were not a confounding factor. 

A multiple regression analysis was also completed using bronchitis as :r.e 

dependent variable. The results, however, did not show any statisticarly 

significant relationship with the independent variables used in the previous 

models. Similarly, no significant association was observed among finger wounds 

and air pollutant concentrations or meteorological parameters. Thus. it is 

improbable that the relationship observed for asthma is an artifac:. The 

regressions using PM-10 did not add any significant associations for asthma 

visits. However, there was a non-significant relationship observed between 

Bronchitis and PM-10. This weak association is inconclusive and the subject of 

further study. 

The results of running the autoregression procedure were as follows: For 

1988, the Durbin-Watson statistic was 1.75, the total r2 was reduced from .13 to 
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.10, with the p-values for ozone (lagged 24 hours) and temperatures still highly 

significant. For 1989, the Durbin-Watson statistic was 1.8, the total r2 dropped 

from .15 to .14 and the p-values remained highly significant. 

Discussion 

A strong relati~nship was observed in New Jersey between summertime ozone 

concentration and emergency department visits for asthma. These results extend 

the associations observed in Southern Ontario (Bates and Sizto 1987). The 

negative results for a similar study of asthmatic children in Los Angeles 

(Richards et al. 1981), a region with higher ozone levels than New Jersey, is 

probably due to the covariance between temperature and ozone du~ing smog episodes 

and temperature and asthma attacks that they reported but did not address 

statistically. We observed nonsignificant correlations between emergency 

department visits for asthma and ozone LO and L24 when the covariance with 

temperature was not taken into account. The relationship between ozone and 

asthma was only identified after the covariance between temperature and ozone was 

taken into account. Decreases in temperature have been re 1 a ted to marked 

increases in the number of emergency department visits for asthma (Greenburg et 

al. 1964). It would therefore appear to be essential to account for temperature 

in any analysis. A second factor that differentiates Los Angeles and New Jersey 

is the adaptation by responsive individuals, including asthmatics, to continual 

exposure to the high ambient ozone levels, that occurs in Los Angeles but not New 

Jersey (linnet al. 1988). Individuals who showed changes in their pulmonary 

function when exposed to ozone in a controlled setting, immediately prior to the 

photochemical smog season in Los Angeles, lost much of their reactivity by the 

fall after being exposed to the ambient levels of ozone in Los Angeles for 2 to 
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3 months. Richards et al. (1981) evaluated cnildren starting in August, when 

adaptation mechanism would have reduced their response to ozone. Thus, dire(: 

comparisons of our re.sults with asthma ad:nission analyses conducted in Los 

Angeles is not possible. 

A clear demarcation between two respiratory ailments: asthma and 

bronchitis, was observed in the New Jersey Data set. Asthma visits were found 

to increase with ambient ozone levels, while bronchitis did not. This differs 

from the results reported by Bates and Sizto (Bates and Sizto 1987), who found 

similar associations of ozone with total respiratory admission and asthma alone. 

When our bronchitis and asthma data were combined the total amount of variance 

explained by ambient ozone level and temperature declined. Whenever admission 

diagnoses are used in an epidemiological analysis, bias due to misclassification 

of a diagnosis is possible. Differences in the accuracy of the diagnosis of 

asthma and bronchitis exist. The asthmatic patient presents with typic.al 

symptoms of wheezing, cough and dyspnea. These symptoms are acute and recurrent 

in nature with interspersed asymptomatic periods (McFadden 1991). Speci fie 

diagnostic criteria for asthma have been produced (ATS 1987). Due to the 

recurrent nature of the disease and fairly classic symptomatology, the diagnosis 

of asthma in the emergency department is often straightforward. For asthma, 

bronchospasm has been demonstrated acute 1 y after exposure to e 1 eva ted ozone 

concentrations (Kreit et al. 1989); however, other mechanisms involving airway 

inflammation must be considered. 

Bronchitis is an ambiguous diagnosis and is frequently used by clinicians 

to describe several different disorders. The diagnosis of bronchitis may be 
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applied in situations ranging from upper respiratory infection with cough to 

severe chronic obstructive pulmonary disease with cough. Although ozone is 

believed :o be related to the resistance to infection (Ryer-Powder et al. 1988), 

we did not expect to see the respiratory infection contribution to bronchitis to 

show up because of the longer exposure to admission times involved and the 

general "catch-all" n~ture of a bronchitis diagnosis in an emergency department 

setting. We limited our analysis to lags of 24 and 48 hours. However, it is 

possible that due to the mechanisms involved with the development of bronchitis 

(i.e. buildup of mucus in the airways, infection) symptoms would take longer than 

48 hours to become manifest. Finally, since bronchitis is a chronic rather than 

an intermittent disorder, patients may have experienced greater symptoms on high 

ozone days but not presented to an emergency department for treatment. They 

could wait for symptoms to resolve at home or consult their personal physician 

if symptoms persisted. 

The association between ambient ozone levels and asthma visits in different 

regions can further be examined by considering the ambient ozone levels and the 

number of days that the values exceed health standards for New Jersey, Ontario 

and Vancouver. The highest ambient ozone levels are in New Jersey, intermediate 

va 1 ues are present in Southern Ontario and 1 owest va 1 ues in Vancouver. The 

variance in Emergency Department visits explained by ozone decreased in the same 

order. The number of days that the ozone levels exceeded the Canadian 

permissible limit of 0.082 ppm occurred about twice as often in New Jersey as in 

Southern Ontario. In Vancouver, this value was only exceeded once in 1984, twice 

in 1985 and was not exceeded in 1986. The amount of the variance in the asthma 

data that could be explained by the ozone concentrations in New Jersey (7-9%) was 
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more than twice the amount accounted for in Southern Ontario (3~~) and ::o: 

significant in Vancouver. Thus, it appears ':hat an ozone exposure-response 

relationship is discernable among cities with different levels of ozone 

accumulated in the ambient atmosphere and had periodic accumulations of ozone 

during smog events rather than the continuous exposures seen in Los Angeles. 

Since we prepared th'is manuscript, recent results presented at a meeting in 

Atlanta, Georgia showed a highly significant association between ozone levels and 

hospital visits for asthmatic children (White et al. 1991). 

Numerous reports have shown increases in asthma morbidity and mortality in 

the past ten to twenty years (Evans III et al. 1987}. Future studies should be 

designed to determine if the relationship between ambient ozone levels and 

occurrence of asthma attacks is one of the causes of this increase. 

Conclusion 

The results obtained in this study demonstrate a statistically signif1cant 

association between ozone exposure and asthma visits. It also suppor~s :~e 

plausibility of hospital emergency department data becoming a useful meas~re ~­

the adverse health effect from ambient ozone exposure and other smog produc:s :J 

the general population. The current results showed the need to control for :::e 

variations in temperature. A comparison of our results with Bates and s~~:J 

(1987} and Bates et al. (1990) show a consistent trend. Of the 3 locations. :::e 

average ambient ozone levels are the highest in New Jersey, followed by Sout~e~:: 

Ontario and Vancouver, respectively. Although the Southern Ontar1o st· ... _;/ 

utilized hospital admissions as the dependent variable and our study and :~e 

Vancouver study used visits to an emergency department, the relationships bet~een 
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asthma and ozone should be comparable. In addition, the number of days that :ne 

ozone levels exceeded the Canadian permissible limit of 0.082 ppm or the U.S. 

NAAQS is more frequent in New Jersey than in Southern Ontario and almos: 

non-existent in Vancouver .. The amount of the variance in the asthma data that 

could be explained by the ozone concentrations followed the same order, being 

highest in New Jersey (7-9%), intermediate in Southern Ontario (3%) and not 

significant in Vancouver. 

relationship was discernable. 
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Ozone (ppm) 

Sulfur Dioxide (ppm) 

Pressure (mb) 

Temperature (°C) 

Relative Humidity 

Visibility (Miles) 

Table l 

Mean Values of the Air Pollutants 
and Meteorological Parameters 

1988 1989 

0.055 . 0. 043 
(.034,.074) (.026,.053) 

0.009 0.008 
(.005,.012) (.005,.011) 

101.5 101.6 
(101.1,102.6) (101.2,102.0) 

23 22 
(19,28) (20,25) 

62 69 
(49,72) (57,80) 

10.2 9.6 
(5.8,14.6) (6.0,11.6) 

Combined 

0.048 
( . 031 ' . 063) 

0.009 
(.006.011) 

101. 5 
(101.1,101.9) 

22 
(20,27) 

65 
(54,76) 

9.9 
(5.8,13.5) 

Numbers in parentheses represent the 25th and 75th percentiles 
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Table 2 

Mean Daily Emergency Department Visits 

1988 1989 Combined 

Asthma 3.3 3.8 3.6 
( 2' 4) (2,5) (2,5) 

Bronchitis 3.7 4.3 4.0 
( 3' 5) (3,6) ( 3' 5) 

Finger Wounds 18 18 18 
(15,21) (15,20) (15,21) 

Total Admissions 593 605 599 
(562,616) (577 ,627) (571,623) 

Number in parenthesis represents the 25th and 75th percentiles. 
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Table 3 
Pearson Correlation Coefficients 

Pollutant and Meteorological Measurements 

Mean Sulf. Atmos. Relative Vis 
Ozone Diox. Temp. Press. Humidity Vis. W/0 

Mean Ozone 
(n=226) 

Sulfur Dioxide .429 
(n=225) (.0001) 

Temperature .641 .219 
(n•226) ( . 0001) (.0004) 

Atmospheric .082 .189 -.006 
Pressure ( . 2199) (.0042) ( . 920) 
(n=226) 

Relative -.455 .110 ·.282 -. 053 
Humidity ( . 001) (.0098) (.0001) (.4291) 
(n=226) 

v; s; b i 1 i ty -.091 -.481 -.155 -.091 -.736 
(n=226) (.1739) ( . 0001 ) ( . 0200) (.4479) ( . 0001) 

Visibility -. 212 -.519 -.257 -. 041 -.720 
Excluding ( . 002) (. 0001) (.002) ( . 562) ( . 0001) 
Rain Days 
(n=206) 

'lumber in parenthesis represents significance. 
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Ozone LO 

Ozone L24 

Ozone L48 

Table 4 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for 
Mean Daily Ozone, Mean Ozone Lagged 24· Hours 

and Mean Ozone Lagged 48 Hours 

Ofone LO 

.563 
( . 0001 ) 

.324 
( . 001 ) 

Ozone L24 

.562 
(.0001) 

Ozone L48 

Number in parenthesis represents significance. 
n=226 
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Variable 
Word 

Table 5 

Pearson Correlations Between Visits to Emergency 
Departments in Central and Northern NJ for Asthma and 

Bronchitis Versus Pollution and Weather Variables 

Asthma Bronchitis 
. 

Finger 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Ozone LO -.024 ( . 72) .009 

Ozone L24 .079 ( . 24) .030 

Ozone L48 - .117 (.08) .028 

Sulphur Dioxide .003 (. 96) .043 

Temperature -.227 ( . 0006) -.023 

Humidity .044 ( . 51) .097 

Oa i 1 y Temp Change -.093 ( . 16) -.035 

Pressure -.007 ( . 92) -. 007 

Asthma .043 

Number in parenthesis represents significance. 
n=226 

23 

( . 90) .043 (.52) 

( . 66) .090 (.18) 

(. 68) .024 ( . 72) 

( . 52) .051 ( . 45) 

( . 73) .014 ( . 83) 

( . 15) .019 (. 77 )" 

(. 60) .012 (. 86) 

( . 92) .033 (. 62) 

(.52) .034 ( . 61) 



Table 6 

Multiple Regression Coefficients Predicting Asthma Visits 

Variable Partial r2 

Intercept 

Temperature 0.0493 

Ozone L24 0.0499 

Tot a 1 0.0992 

Intercept 

Temperature 0.0630 

Ozone L24 0.0690 

Tot a 1 0.132 

Intercept 

Temperature 0.0639 

Ozone L24 0.0322 

Ozone LO 0.0576 

Total 0.1537 

Coefficient 

Combined 1988, 

9.88 

-0.107 

20.3 

1988 

9.49 

-0.102 

24.6 

1989 

10.4 

-0.129 

27.7 

37.2 

24 

Standard 
Error 

1989 

1. 35 

0.022 

7. 17 

1. 62 

0.025 

8.38 

2.07 

0.033 

11.8 

13.5 

p-value 

.0001 

.0001 

.005 

.0001 

.0001 

.0041 

.0001 

.0002 

.0206 

.0067 
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New Jersey Propane Gas Association 

Re: Statement Before The New Jersey Senate/Assembly Joint 
Environmental Committee April 9, 1992 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear today before the Joint 
Environmental Committee. 

Over the past year, the public has been hearing and seeing a 
plethora of environmental stories concerning the improvement of 
our air quality. Federally mandated standards have been debated 
over what type of alternative motor fuels will replace gasoline 
and curtail ozone pollution. 

On behalf of the 150 member New Jersey Propane Gas Association, I 
would like to communicate some background information about an 
exciting - - but certainly not new alternative fuel for 
virtually all types of fleet vehicles. The word "exciting" is 
used advisedly. Propane does offer some excellent private-sector 
answers to what is justifiably perceived as a public problem: 
vehicular pollution. 

Propane is the most widely used alternative fuel and is a vital 
part of the pace-setting California Clean Air program. It has 
been in commercial motor fuel use for over 60 years, and ranks as 
the leading alternative fuel in the u.s. and world wide. 
Currently, approximately 4,000,000 propane fueled highway 
vehicles are in use worldwide. Of which 370,000 are operating in 
the u.s., 90% of this use is in commercial fleets of light and 
medium duty trucks, school special purpose buses, taxicabs, and 
automobiles used by police departments and various carrier 
services. 

With an octane rating of 104-110 (vs. 87-92 for most unleaded 
gasolines) and low carbon and oil contamination characteristics, 
propane-fueled vehicles are routinely documented as providing 
engine life two to three times that of gasoline engines. It is 
this very practical operating consideration, perhaps more than 
any other, that makes propane the fuel of choice for so many 
fleet vehicles. 

The technology of propane has resulted in its acceptance as both 
a clean-burning and economically viable motor vehicle fuel. EPA 
motor vehicle lab tests comparing various motor fuels to the 
Federal clean air standards showed the following results: 93% 
lower carbon monoxide, 73% fewer hydrocarbons, and 57% lower 
nitrogen oxides, resulting in a cleaner environment when propane 
is used in motor vehicles. 

Markedly superior to other ATF's , a like sized container of 
propane will take a vehicle almost twice as far as methanol and 
four times as far as compressed natural gas. And in the 
all-important miles-per-gallon consideration, propane delivers up 
to 80% of gasoline's MPG, 54% for methanol and 70% for ethanol. 
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Addressing environmental issues, the use of propane in motor 
vehicles essentially eliminates particulate emissions, thereby 
making significant contribution to improving air quality. Unlike 
gasoline and methanol, propane is not toxic and poses no 
groundwater contamination threat in the event of a storage tank 
leak or spill. 

At present, the infra-structure for immediate propane utilization 
is in place. There are more than 25,000 propane retail outlets 
in the u.s., 10,000 of which operate motor fuel refueling 
stations. Practically every fleet user operates its own 
refueling operation, enjoying the additional advantage of bulk 
purchase savings. 

Vehicle safety records show that propane vehicle are at least as 
safe as gasoline vehicles. With American Society of Mechanical 
Engineers fuel tanks rated 20 times as puncture-resistant as 
gasoline, methanol or ethanol tanks, propane tanks are especially 
effective in reducing collision-induced fire risk. 

All of us in the propane gas industry, producers and marketers 
alike, are actively cooperating with the New Jersey Department of 
Environmental Protection and Energy for the positive contribution 
of propane to provide both our energy needs and a safe, clean 
environment for New Jersey. 

Thank you for your kind attention to our presentation. 
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TYPICAL VAN CONVERSION 
I 

Fleet of 20 Vans 

Conversion Kit 1 

Fuel Container2 

Gallons Stored 
Labor to Install 

Conversion Cost per Van 

Conversion Cost, 20 Vans 

Fuel Consumption Cost 
(100,000 miles) 

Cost of Fill System 

TOTAL COSTS 

Driving Range 
on Full Cylinder 

Propane 

$ 716.10 
285.053 

18.56 
375.00 

$ 1,394.71 

$27,894.20 

$ 5,173.61 4 

10.000.006 

$43,067.81 

267.26 miles 

CNG 
$ 988.20 

628.00 3 

5.30 
600.00 

$ 2,221.50 

$44,430.00 

$ 4,583.345 

50.000.007 

$99,013.34 

95.4 miles 



FOOTNOTES 

TYPICAL VAN CONVERSION 

1 Fleet quantity price includes carburetor dosed loop technology. 

2 Mounts on frame rail - driver's side 

3 Includes bracket 

4 100,000 miles based on 14.4 mpg propane, 
11 cents per gallon Federal Tax 
4 cents per gallon NJ State Tax 

60 cents per gallon propane 

5 100,000 miles based on 18 mpg gasoline, 
1.1 therms per 18 miles on CNG, 

based on 60 cents therm, includes: 

10 cents per gallon equivalent compression costs, and 
5 cents compressor maintenance costs 

6 1000 gallon propane tank, pump, and meter-skid mounted 

7 Time fill - overnight 

NOTE: The propane vehical can be dedicated. 
The CNG vehicle will probably be dual fuel. 
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PROPANE vs. OTHER ALTERNATIVE FUELS FOR PAYLOAD 
Propane saves fuel, space and weight while delivering the same miles on the smallest fuel load 

Source: Western liquid Gas Association 

15 gallons 
2.3 cu. ft. PROPANE 
161.5 lbs. 

18.14 gallons 
2.4 cu. ft. ETHANOL 
145 lbs. · 

24.25 gallons 
3.3 cu. ft. METHANOL 
185.6 lbi. 

CNG 
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PROPANE vs. OTHER ALTERNATIVE FUELS FOR RANGE 
Comparison based on the energy content of each fuel in equal size tanks 
Baseline is a propane-fueled vehicle with enough fuel to travel l 00 miles 

PROPANE "**' wr · FSrttt, , i a r"t w "Mt'im " tn mtcrsn s 2, T r 't td 
100 Miles 

ETHANOL 

METHANOL hzn a , .,, .1 • 7 , . . . . ....r-\ 82.7 Miles 
m s UU!:C1P1'1$' Br!l , tift 'UStd.......W 

61.7 Miles 

--' . . ~ ' \ . ·' · .• · · · ··»+iMi+iAiA ifi. rJtt%¥w • 
CNG 25 Miles 
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PROPANE EMISSION TEST RESULTS 

II Propane 
Emissions 
in EPA 
Test 

D Allowable 
Emissions 
in EPA 

Hydrocarbons 
1 &OO.&Qi4 -ii Q •. >. 

.4g 

Test 27% Net 

(Grams per mile) 

Carbon Monoxide 
3.40g 

7% Net 

. T t·~• ~•le: EPA Emi~~~on~ lab. Ann Arbor. Michig.an 

Propane: Cleaner Air 

Nitrogen Oxide 
l.OOg 

T ~• Vehicle: Full-~1ze Ford V-8 Crown ViciOflcll 

In brief, propane was almost 4 times cleaner in hydrocarbons, 14 times cleaner in carbon monox­
ide and 2.3 times cleaner in nitrogen oxides than EPA's emission standards at test time. 
Source: Western liquid Gas Association 
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As ~~e Co~m1ttee considers the need +or Cal1forn1a 

~ave ne~ra recresenta~ives from tne auto 1ndustry tell you 

that tn~ California Taipipe standards are not needed to 

comply with the Clean Air Act Amendments. I co not agree. 

~llow m~ to r~view with you some of the key changes m~de by 

tne Arner·dments. 

STATE PLANS MUST ATTAIN AND MAINTAIN HEALTH STANDARDS 

The Amendments clearly require the State Implementation 

F'lans to a.tta.in he~.lth stan•j.a.rds on a date 11 by ~·1hich 

O<.ttainment ca.n be achieved as e;.!_peditiously as pra>.ctica.ble"! 

171\ai(2)) In addition, each state seek1ng recognition of 

attainment for its cleaned up non-attainment areas must 

submit a plan for the maintenance of attainment over the next 

(Sec 175A (a) .:-.nd (b)) 

STATE FLANS MUST ASSURE ANNUAL PROGRESS TOWARD ATTAINMENT 

The Ame~dments require that annual progress in the 

reduction of pollutants that cause a violation of the health 

standards be made. In serious. severe, and extreme 

non-atta1nment areas for ozone, a 3 percent annu~l or a 15 

percent over six year reduction in pollutants must be 

A failure to show such progress will result 1n 
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NC~THE~ST ST~rES MUST REDUCE OZONE TRANSFORT 

reduce pollutants that contribute to ozone transport. Sta.te 

Implementation F'l ans must o; prohibit any soLtrce or c·ther t vpe 

of emissions activity from emitting any air pollutant 1n 

amounts wh1ch will contribute s1qnif1cantlv to non-attalnment 

1 n or- 1 nter·fere with mai nter•ance by, any other State >"-'l th " 

:tn',' primary air qLtality st:\ndard. <Sec101 (b) \2)) The 

Amendments also create an Ozone Traonsport Region to control 

interstate air pollution whlch imposes additional pollut1on 

control requirements over broader areas of each member state. 

Any state can ask EPA to declare any other state's State 

Implementa1ton Plan as invalid because of 1ts failure to 

,~ed•-tce pc.J.lution transport. <Sec 176A(b)) 

SANCTIONS PENALIZE STATES T~AT FAIL TO ADEQUATELY PLAN, 

PROGRESS TOWARD. AND ACHTEVE ATTAINMENT WITH HE~LTH STANL~RLS 

As you may already knew, any state wh1ch falls 

develop an adequate State Implementation Plan is subject to a 

loss of federal highway funding, a requirement that new 

sources locating in a sanct1oned non-attainment areas off-set 

its pollution additions from ex1sting sources en a 2 far _ 

ba.s1 s. <Sec 179) Failure ~~ make progress toward or attain 

standa,~d:. v-!ill result. in the imposition of "all necessar·:/" 

measures tc rectify the fa1lure. In addition, areas in 

severe and extreme ncn-atta1nment for ozo~e wich fail tc 

attain bv the deadline ri:~ the impos1tion of a federal ~ee 

r,l"\;·· ,_- ~or each ma •or source s ' e >~ c e s. = '• 
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conta1ned in the Amendments I find the auto industry's claim 

that 1\ie~'l Jer-sey does n•=-t "need" Calift.:Jrnia tailpipe stc;~.ndar·:!s 

to be a gross understatement. But this is not surprising to 

me. As a lobbyist for the Sierra Club before Congress. I 

have founc few representations made by the auto 1ndustrv on 

the subject of air pollution to be credible. Indeed. I Cl.sk: 

WHY SHOULD WE BELIEVE THE AUTO COMPANIES? 

The history of the Clean Air Act d~bate has shown that the 

auto companies have routinelv exagerated the cost of 

compliance and always understated the sever1ty of the air 

pollution problem. Here are some illustrations. 

In September, 1970~ Lee Iacocca, then Executive Vice 

President of Ford Motor Company stated during consideration 

o·f tile or·iginal Clean Ail~ Act. "Some of the ·=han•;~e: in this 

bill could prevent continued production of automobiles .... 

Even if they do not step production, they could lead to huge 

increases in the price of cars. They could have a tremendous 

impact on all of American industry and could do irreparable 

damage to the American economy. And yet, in return for all 

of this,m they would lead to only small improvements in the 

quality of the air •••. (T)his bill is a threat to the intire 

American economy and to every person in America." 

In November, 1973, John Ricca~do, President of Crysler 

Corpor.3tloro stated, "(T) he a.ct, in effect, deme<.nc:ed the 
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i~venticn of totallY new Mardware to meet the Clean Hlr ~ct 

st3naara~ wn1cn were then, and st1ll 2re, beyond the 

whollv unrealistic timetable for the introduct1on of the 

nc•ne:-: i stent ne1-1 techno! oqy." 

As we now know, the auto indsutry has not onlv surv1ved. 

but survived well enough to make Mr. Iacocca one oi the 

highest paid executives in Amer1can h1story. 

developed by the auto industry, to 1ts credit, is highly 

effective and being required by many countries around the 

\A.IQt-:L d, 

The auto industry is engaged in the same deception 

today. Here is what thev do not tell you about some of the1r 

arguments aga1nst the adoption of Cal1fornia tailpipe 

standards. The auto companies argue California standards 

have been developed to deal with air pollution problems 

unique to California and are not needed in New Jersey. Wh.:..t 

thev do not tell vou is that ~ne 1noustrv is challeng1ng the 

use of California standards in California. The M'JI"1A 1 :5 

challenging to so-called wa1ver EPA must grant under the 

Clean A1r Act to enable California to require more stringent 

standards. This effort could, at a minimum, 

applicat1on until the 1998 model year. Detroit doesn't want 

to produce cleaner cars even where thev acknowledge there is 

a genuine need for them. How, then, can we believe these 

standards are not needed in New Jersey? 

The MVMA asserts that emissions from California cars, 

w1thout Cali;onia gas, are no~ much lower than the 
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emissions from a car meeting Clean Air Act Amendment 

~'-equi reme~n·ts. 1'1\/I'!A a.sserts that EF'i4 w1ll 1mpose t·=-'-lgher f•-•.el 

requirements for certif1cat1on testing and the feir II 

tailpipe standards. Tr1is would resLilt in a "federal" car 

with emissions almost as low as California. What they do not 

tell vou is that thev adamantly oppose these new requirements 

and will l1tigate EPA's authority to invoke them a11 the wav 

to the Supreme Court, if necessary. ~<Je bell eve SL\C!1 

oposition could easily delay the requirements for a car 

meeting tile "almost as ·=lean as Cc-.lifornia" standards 

described by MVMA well into the next century. This is a 

delay well beyond what will be needed to assist New Jersey in 

atta1ning and maintaining the health standards for ozone. 

I ask the simple questic•n, "Given the history of 

misrepresentation, exageration, and omission engaged in by 

the auto industry, why should members of this Committee 

believe them now-:'" 
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Good afternoon. My name is Janet Lussenhop and I am Director of 

Regional Plan Association's New Jersey office. I am here today to testify in 

support of the adoption of the low emission vehicle program in the state of New 

Jersey. 

Regional Plan Association bases its support of this program on the 

work of Project: CLEAN AIR, which we staffed over tt"1e last three years. Project: 

CLEAN AIR was established several years ago to build consensus on 

transportation strategies to meet federal clean air mandates, on the assumption 

that transportation sources would be a significant target for emissions reductions 

in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Project: CLEAN AIR was initiated by 

Christopher Daggett when he was EPA Region II Administrator, and he reached 

out to RPA to staff the project. 

Project: CLEAN AIR published its recommendations last fall and 

presented them to Commissioner Weiner and Commissioner Downs. I have here 

several copies of our final report and supporting documents. Before I describe 

our work and how it supports the adoption of an LEV program, I would like to 

provide you with a list of the members of Project: CLEAN AIR's Steering 

Committee. The Steering Committee was chaired by Leonard Ueberman and its 

members were: 

Allied Signal 

League of Women Voters 

New Jersey Petroleum Council 

Casino Association of New Jersey 

New Jersey Business and Industry Association 

Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission 

New Jersey Automobile Club 



New Jersey Department of Transportation 

New Jersey Association of Railroad Passengers 

Natural Resources Defense Council 

New Jersey Clean Air Council 

Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Association 

AFL-CIO of New Jersey 

New Jersey Office of State Planning 

South Jersey Center for Public Affairs/Stockton State College 

Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 

Woodrow Wilson School/Princeton University 

Public Service Electric & Gas 

American Lung Association 

New Jersey Motor Truck Association 

Chemical Bank/NJ 

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection & Energy 

The members of the Steering Committee worked together for two 

and a half years, studying a range of transportation control strategies that would 

improve air quality including emissions and fuel changes, land use planning 

changes, pricing strategies and a variety of other travel demand measures such 

as employer-based ridesharing, improvements in public transit, and HOV lanes. 

Our research included a consultant study of the emissions reduction potential of 

the measures and an economic impact analysis of each measure. The Steering 

Committee was advised by a Technical Subcommittee consisting of experts in the 

fields of transportation planning, automotive fuels, and air quality, among others. 

The Steering Committee also heard presentations from the Motor Vehicle 

Manufacturers Association and the New Jersey Petroleum Council. 

Based on the technical emissions and economic impact analyses, 

the Steering Committee concluded that the LEV program should be one of New 

Jersey's top five priorities in air quality planning. In reaching their conclusions, 
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they weighed the tradeoffs involved in implementing some of the strategies with 

the need for a variety of strong measures to meet the State's serious air quality 

problem. I should mention that while the Committee reached a consensus on 

these priorities, it was not a unanimous vote for the LEV program. Although a 

majority supported it as a top priority, there was a strong dissenting opinion from 

the MVMA, which is published in our final report. 

I would like to explain why the Committee reached the conclusions it 

did. Our technical study showed that the biggest impact on emissions reductions 

would come from technological solutions, such as tighter emissions standards, 

alternative fuels, and more stringent inspection and maintenance programs. The 

study also showed that travel-related measures would have a significant impact 

on emissions in the long run, and in fact, the Committees top priority strategy was 

improved land use planning. But the technological solutions provided emissions 

improvements several times as large as the most effective travel measures, and 

they do not requite changes in travel behavior or land use planning. 

The public opinion survey conducted for Project: CLEAN AIR by the 

Eagleton Institute at Rutgers also provided a basis of support for the low 

emissions vehicle program. First, almost three in four New Jerseyans said that 

the quality of air poses a threat to their health or to the health of a member of their 

household. The survey found that making alternative, cleaner burning fuels 

widely available for cars and trucks was the solution of choice for the New Jersey 

public. Establisning tougher vehicle emissions standards was also considered 

very acceptable. The survey also showed that New Jerseyans think that cleaner 

cars would do more than any other strategy to improve air quality in the state. For 

obvious reasons, the public seems to be very supportive of technological 

solutions to air pollution and less supportive of those solutions that require 
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changes in lifestyle. The survey found a surprisingly high level of support for 

funding air quality improvements - more than half those surveyed said that 

cleaning the air is so important that continuing improvements must be made 

regardless of cost. A majority also said they favor efforts to reduce air pollution 

even if they caused taxes to go up. 

Project: CLEAN AIR's Steering Committee remained convinced in 

the end that, given the severity of the problem in New Jersey, the low emissions 

vehicle program must be a critical part of New Jersey's air quality solution. 

Based on the work of Project: CLEAN AIR, Regional Plan 

Association supports the adoption of an LEV program in New Jersey. We also 

believe that other, travel-related measures will be necessary to improve our air 

quality and other quality of life measures in the state. Adoption of the LEV 

program is also an important regional issue. New Jersey is part of two Statistical 

Metropolitan Areas -- in Philadelphia and New York. That means that the air 

quality in these other states affects our planning requirements in New Jersey, so 

that regional cooperation becomes truly critical. Should New York or Philadelphia 

not meet the federal requirements, there is potential for an impact on New Jersey 

as well. Cooperation is particularly critical for those measures, such as the LEV 

program, which become more successful if they are adopted on a regional basis. 

Because air pollution is a regional problem, the solutions must also be regional. 

We have a serious health problem in this region and we need to start off on the 

right foot by working together in the region to adopt the LEV program. Thank you 

very much. 
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comments of Public Service Electric and Gas Company 
before the · 

Joint Legislative Committees on the Environment 
regardinq 

Low-Emission Vehicle Regulations 
April 9, 1992 

Good afternoon, I am Roqer Schwarz, General 
Manager of Corporate Issues for Public Service Electric 
and Gas. With me is Gregory Dunlap of our Gas Business 
Unit. On behalf of PSE&G, we'd like to thank you for 
this opportunity to talk about New Jersey's future. 

Heightened concern for the environment, as well as 
the reality of health risks, require all of us to come 
toqether to find solutions to New Jersey's 
environmental problems. Beyond the rhetoric, we must 
all realize that the value in cleaninq up the 
environment is not measured in dollars, but in quality 
of life for all New Jerseyans. Likewise, we must all 
recognize our obligation to our children, and make the 
investment to provide them with a healthier 
environment. 

First the ~cod news: New Jersey's air is cleaner 
than it's been 1n years. But as is all too obvious on 
hot summer afternoons when a brown haze hanqs in the 
sky, still not clean enouqh. Certain air pollutants 
stubbornly remain at unhealthful levels, and as a 
result, New Jersey fails to meet federal air quality 
standards, particularly those for ground-level ozone. 
There is nothing to be gained at this point from 
arguing about the number of days these standards are 
exceeded. That's history. New Jersey must come into 
compliance with the Clean Air Act. 

As an inteqral part of its compliance plan, the 
Department of Environmental Protection and Enerqy has 
proposed new low-emission vehicle (LEV) requlations, 
more commonly known as the California car standards. 

PSE&G supports the decision to adopt the 
low-emission vehicle requlations. The environmental 
benefits of an LEV proqram will assist the State in 
finally meeting f·ederal air quality standards. 
Moreover, New Jersey's LEV program is compatible with 
other mobile source emissions reductions programs 
already requir~d·by the Clean Air Act. And, we believe 
that an improved environment will pay off in economic 
benefits by helping to continue New Jersey's reputation 
as a desirable place to live and to do business. 
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To no small extent, the debate over low-emission 
vehicle standards is already over. Beginning in the 
fall of 1997, New Jersey and other states that have 
failed to meet ozone limits are required to participate 
in the Clean Fleet Program mandated by the Clean Air 
Act Amendments. Under this program, a percentage of 
vehicles purchased by fleet operators (30% of purchases 
in the first year) will have to meet California's 
emission standards. The National Energy Strategy 
legislation now pending in both houses of Congress will 
advance that schedule. 

The LEV program, as proposed both here in the 
Northeast and in California, will require manufacturers 
to sell vehicles that meet California's lower emission 
standards, and the Clean Fleet Program will require 
fleet operators to purchase them. Given the existing 
federal mandate to implement the Clean Fleet Program, 
adoption of the LEV program is thus a logical next 
step. By implementing programs on both the demand side 
and the supply side, New Jersey can facilitate 
acceptance of clean-fuel vehicles by ensuring a market 
for manufacturers and the availability of vehicles for 
consumers. 

Many of the cars and trucks that will be built to 
meet the LEV standards will not be designed to run on 
traditional fuels. They will run on the so-called 
alternative fuels. At Public Service Electric & Gas, 
we sell two of those fuels, and it should come as a 
surprise to no one that we hope to sell electricity and 
compressed natural gas for use in cars and trucks. The 
use of those fuels will help to clean our air, and we 
believe that we can do well by doing good. 

As I noted at the outset, we all know that, the 
seemingly intractable problem of ground-level ozone 
aside, New Jersey and New Jersey businesses have for 
more than twenty years -- often ahead of federal 
schedules -- been working to clean up the air we 
breathe. At PSE&G we converted generating stations 
from coal to oil and then from oil to gas. We burn 
only low sulfu=-content fuels, and we have spent 
millions of dollars on pollution control equipment to 
improve New Jersey's air quality. We're proud that, as 
a result, all of our generating stations in the State 
already meet the Clean Air Act's Phase I and Phase II 
limits for sulfur dioxide. 

If New Jersey is going to meet the standards for 
ground-level ozone, however, both stationary and mobile 
sources will have to reduce emissions that contribute 
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to the problem. At PSE&G we recently announced plans 
to repower and rehabilitate our Bergen and Burlington 
generating stations. Once the work is completed, the 
result will be more efficient, more economical power 
for our customers and cleaner air. We expect emission 
rates for nitrogen oxides to be reduced by as much as 
97 percent and carbon monoxide by as much as 85 
percent. This investment in our Bergen and Burlington 
stations is part of an overall environmental plan to 
reduce emissions from our fossil-fuel plants. 

Merely improving stationary source emissions won't 
do the trick. Mobile sources have to be part of the 
solution. Even though cars have become cleaner over 
the years, the greater number of cars on the road has 
prevented New Jersey from meeting federal air quality 
standards. Motor vehicles contribute approximately 50 
percent of emissions of volatile organic compounds and 
nitrogen oxides during the summer months and are 
responsible for 75 percent of carbon monoxide emissions 
on a typical winter day. Unless action is taken now, 
growth in economic activity and a projected increase in 
vehicle miles traveled will increase emissions making 
it more difficult for New Jersey to have cleaner, 
healthier air. 

over the past few years, PSE&G has worked hard to 
encourage a collaborative effort between the public and 
private sectors to promote the use of clean-fuel 
vehicles. While we have our own in-house projects, we 
believe that the introduction of clean-fuel vehicles 
will be most successful by demonstrating their value to 
government officials, transit agencies and private 
industry. 

PSE&G currently operates 30 natural gas powered 
service vans and eight electric vans, one of which is 
driven and tested daily by DEPE. We are also 
developing our own plans to have the most extensive 
fleet of alternative-fuel vehicles in the State. 

In partnership with New Jersey Transit, we 
installed a refueling facility in orange to support 
NJT's five natural gas-powered buses. And as part of 
our contribution to New Jersey's Alternative Fuel 
Demonstration Project, later this year PSE&G will 
construct a refueling facility for 200 natural gas­
powered cars, trucks and vans that will be converted or 
purchased by the State. 

We are also moving to offer refueling capability 
for businesses and individuals. currently we provide 
New Jersey Bell with refueling for 25 natural gas­
powered vans, and we continue to explore various 
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refueling options, including public stations and home 
compressor equipment. 

All of these efforts and more will be needed if we 
are going to have healthy, breathable air in New 
Jersey. PSE&G is confident that an LEV program can be 
implemented in a practical and workable fashion. 
Clean-fuel technology offers a realistic, cost­
effective approach for New Jersey to move a step 
closer to achieving federal air quality standards. We 
encourage the Legislature to support the Department of 
Environmental Protection and Energy's program for 
low-emission vehicles. 
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The New Jersey Automobile Dealers Association-which represents 7ffJ 

franchised new car and truck dealers--<ioes not envy the task confronting the Committee as 

you study this important environmental issue which may dramatically change our lives. 

As auto retailers, we're concerned with some narrower issues that might be of 

less importance to other people from whom you are hearing. Our concern is that New Jersey 

not become an island of competitive disadvantage with neighboring states with respect to the 

cost of motor vehicles sold here. If New Jersey is out front in mandating the California car 

it would be devastating to our auto retailers. Thus, we can support the proposed changes 

only if they are implemented on a regional basis. We know that consumers will travel a 

good distance to save a relatively small amount of money. Certainly if the California car is 

more expensive than the standard vehicle-whether it is DEPE's estimate of $170 or the 

industry's ballpark figure of $1,000+-business will flee to other states. 
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It is not enough to say that New Jersey will register only "California" cars. 

As we learned all too well with the heavy truck fiasco in 1990, purchasers of vehicles will 

find ways to register them in less costly jurisdictions. Of course, autos are not heavy trucks. 

But what if we lose 10% to 15% of our normal sales to a non-participating New York, 

Pennsylvania or Delaware? It could destroy scores of dealers. 

Also of serious concern to us is the inventory of vehicles with which dealers 

could be "stuck. • DEPE would require a certain percentage of the fleet to be low emission 

vehicles, ultra low emission vehicles, and zero emission vehicles. The marketplace will 

determine whether these vehicles will sell or not. Dealers, however, are going to be forced 

to buy all varieties from car makers. They will have little or no choice. Therefore, they run 

the risk of being stuck with inventory that may never sell, which we must purchase in order 

to satisfy the New Jersey regulations. We think DEPE should carefully consider some 

marketplace and consumer incentives to ensure dealers that this new type of product will sell. 

Getting them on the road-not merely onto the dealer's lot-is the real key to improvement 

in air quality. 

Our third concern deals with the Enhanced Inspection/Maintenance program. 

We think New Jersey DEPE should continue to work with New Jersey DMV and EPA to 

develop the required vehicle inspection program that will keep the private inspection center 

licensees involved if they choose to make the hefty capital expenditures for the required new 

equipment. 

# 
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The New Jersey Clean Air Council was created by the New 
Jersey Air Pollution Control Act to be an advisory body to 
the Commissioner of Environmental Protection. The Council 
consists of 18 persons representing a broad spectrum of the 
state's population such as business and industry, government, 
labor, physicians, health officers, agriculture, professional 
engineers, industrial hygienists, municipalities, and the 
public in general. Council meetings are held every month 
except August and are open to the public. The members are 
reimbursed for expenses but otherwise receive no compensation 
for their services. 

By statute, the Council is obligated to conduct at least 
one public hearing annually and submit a report to the 
Commissioner. During the past few years, some of these 
hearings have dealt either directly or indirectly with air 
pollution from mobile sources, a subject which has been high 
on the Clean Air Council's list of concerns for over two 
decades. I call to your attention and wish to introduce into 
the record three of the reports of hearings, namely those of 
1987, 1990, and 1991. 

The 1987 hearing was entitled "Ozone: New Jersey's 
Health Dilemma". One of the Council"s conclusions was that 
"Even with regional controls, New Jersey will not be able to 
meet the ambient air quality standard and protect public 
health without further reduction of in-state hydrocarbon 
emissions." Among the recommendations to the Commissioner 
were a caveat about the ambient standard's being sufficient 
to protect human health, and that "The choice of control 
strategy should be driven by the need to protect the public 
health, rather than by political or economic considerations." 
The then Commissioner, Richard T. Dewling, stated in his 
testimony, "Ozone control can be accomplished. Although 
control will not be without substantial cost, it will neither 
be more expensive nor more difficult than the tough 
regulation of fuel and sulfur achieved during the 1970s. All 
that is needed is the political will." I would also point out 
that this report includes information about the adverse 
effects of ozone on human health and on vegetation including 
many of the food crops and ornamental plants so vital to the 
state"s economy. Despite the subsequent adoption of Stage 2 
and some other regulations, the conclusions and 
recommendations in this report remain pertinent for today. 

In 1990, the subject of the Council's public hearing was 
"Trucks. Buses and Cars: Emissions and Inspections". From 
that hearing, the Council came to two general conclusions, 
namely that to derive full benefit for its citizens from 
technology for measuring and controlling vehicular emissions, 
New Jersey must take advantage of advancements promptly, and 
that any program for reducing vehicle emissions must be 
multi-faceted. The Council then recommended that the 



department pursue advances in emission control technology 
with particular attention to those in California and, if the 
1990 Clean Air Act does riot adequately address New Jersey·s 
needs, the state should join with other states in the region 
to implement the California program. This 1990 report also 
deals with a variety of vehicle and transportation-related 
issues including inspection and enforcement, mass transit, 
car and van pooling, and alternative fuels. 

The 1991 public hearing was devoted to the subject of 
air pollution emergencies. A major concern here was that 
the criteria for triggering such emergencies, particularly 
for ozone, are far from being protective of the public 
health. There is no criterion for a first stage or alert and 
for the second stage the concentration is more than twice 
that of the federal ambient air quality standard and the 
exposure four times as long. Consequently, there have been no 
ozone emergencies declared in New Jersey even though large 
segments of the population have on numerous occasions been 
subjected to dosages higher than the federal health standard 
of 0.12 parts per million for one hour. Incidentally, this 
federal standard which we are mandated to attain is itself 
questionable as adequate health protection. Whether the 
emergency criteria are revised or not, it seems prudent for 
the state to do everything feasible to keep the 
concentrations within safe limits. From all of the 
information available to the Clean Air Council, adoption of 
low emission vehicle standards appears to be one of the best 
and least disruptive strategies available at this time. 

In addition to the reports of the Clean Air Council, I 
call to your attention the October, 1991 report of Project: 
CLEAN AIR, a public/private partnership seeking to improve 
New Jersey's air quality through consensus building and 
public participation. As a result of its studies on 
transportation and economics and a survey of public opinion, 
an initial list of 125 strategies was reduced to the 21 
expected to yield the most benefits. These were then put into 
first, second, and third priority groups. Significantly, the 
California motor vehicle emissions program appeared in the 
first group. 

There are only two ways to reduce pollution from mobile 
sources; technology - the "technical fix" :- and reduced 
vehicle use. On the whole, the public has shown little 
appetite for curbing its use of automobiles. The 
deterioration and inconvenience of public transportation and 
the trend toward urban and suburban sprawl have, in fact, 
fostered ever-increasing dependence on the motor vehicle. 
Without the imposition of mandatory restrictions on vehicle 
use and the allocation of considerable funding for expanding 
and improving public transportation facilities and services, 
we cannot expect much contribution to improving air quality 
in the near future through reductions in vehicle miles 
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traveled. This leaves the technical fix as the first line of 
defense. From this view, the California standards represent 
the most preferable strategy at hand. Given New Jersey's 
environmental and geographical situation, the cooperation of 
its neighbors in proceeding with regional strategies, and the 
list of options available, we should move with no further 
delay toward adopting advanced low emission vehicle 
strategies. 

Although the main impetus for vehicle control is ozone 
and, to a lesser degree but not of lesser importance, carbon 
monoxide, there are some other compelling reasons. Shortfalls 
in required pollution reduction not realized from mobile 
sources must inevitably be obtained from stationary, 
particularly industrial and commercial, sources most of which 
are already subject to some of the most stringent 
requirements in the nation. Reducing emissions of nitrogen 
oxides, one of the most important elements of the California 
standards, contributes to acid rain control as well as ozone 
reduction. Vehicle exhausts are dependent on vehicle 
operation along with vehicle design and maintenance. Rapid 
acceleration, especially from a standstill, excessive speeds, 
and rapid deceleration produce increased exhaust pollutants. 
Since New Jersey has a fair share of drivers who operate 
their vehicles in this fashion, improved emission control 
will compensate in part for their superfluous damage to air 
quality. Finally, we are disappointed that medium and heavy 
duty vehicles which contribute a whole host of pollutants, 
including toxics, to the atmosphere, are being bypassed. It 
is poor public relations to ask the motoring public to accept 
restrictions and some added costs on their personal cars when 
they know that the larger and more visibly polluting vehicles 
are not required to share the burden. 

On behalf of the Clean Air Council, I thank you for this 
opportunity to present the Council·s views. 
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WELSH TECHNOLOGIES 

Senator McNamara, Assemblywoman Ogden, and other members of the Joint 
Legislature Environment Committee, I thank you for the privilege of 
allowing me to address this committee. 

Past testimony heard here reveals that the state is engulfed in an 
environmental tragedy. Draconian measures to combat our problem were 
outlined by the DEPE on April 2nd. Tough choices now face this 
legislature that may force the people of this state and beyond major 
sacrifices, that will effect their lives into the future. The brief 
message that I would like to convey to this committee is that the 
path to a cleaner environment that is energy secure must be embraced 
by the people of this state. The committee must maintain a clear 
vision and be objective without dictating to the people. 

The main cause of our pollution is tailpipe emissions. As per the 
Federal Department of Energy, motor vehicle emissions account for 30 
to 50 percent of urban hydrocarbons, 80 to 90 percent of carbon 
monoxide, and 40 to 60 percent of nitrogen oxide emissions. It is for 
this reason that you must review all the technology available with 
respect to alternate fueled vehicles. Whether it be LPG, CNG, 
renewable fuels, or new technology so as to reduce low level ozone. 
We must weigh the experience of other states and countries and not 
prohibit new technology, but encourage it. 

Welsh Technologies, Inc. of River Edge New Jersey represent one 
possible solution to solve the environmental and energy needs of this 
state through the use of Multi-Fuel Systems on motor vehicles. This 
technology utilizes alternate fuels as a catalyst with gasoline, 
diesel, or renewable fuels for complete internal combustion. The 
results of this technology are near zero emission vehicles that have 
increased performance and fuel economy. By utilizing the existing 
refueling infrastructure in place today, not only the CNG stations of 
the future, we are able to give positive results today. 

Ours is an example of an economical, practical solution that is a 
means to combat the northeast's environmental problems today. With 
the assistance of state incentives to install clean air management 
systems, such as now exist in other states, and reduction of road 
taxes on alternate fuel purchases we can move forward with a solution 
that will not hurt New Jersey economically nor require adjustments in 
our lifestyles. 

April 9, 1992 !3.1~ Page 2 
Welsh Technologies ( 201 l 489-3465 



For the CEPE to state that natural gas is the fuel of choice shows a 
clear lack of understanding. Natural gas is naturally one of our non­
renewable assets, it will serve its duty and time. The federal 
government has not come to the conclusion that New Jersey and the 
CEPE have, nor for that matter have other states. The state must not 
continue its closed door policy on this issue but realize that there 
exists a host of other solutions that would better serve its goals. 
We must not make rash decisions that are clearly at the expense of 
ratepayers and taxpayers and be an unwarranted waste of money. 

I know of my own closed door experiences with New Jersey and question 
how many other new technologies and good solutions were turned away 
because of some narrow reasoning. 

In conclusion, I ask that the committee review all possible solutions 
to the bettering of our environment and the state foster legislation 
that will encourage citizens and business to actively become involved 
in "green" solutions that will improve the way of life for all and 
foster economic development. 

Apr i 1 9, 19 9 2 
Welsh Technologies 
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WELSH TECHNOLOGIES 

Environmental Solution 

The Welsh Technologies Multi-Fuel System development began over a decade 
ago to find a practical economic solution to reduce the emissions of 
smog-producing hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen oxides of 
existing vehicles. The inherent drawbacks of dedicated alternative fuel 
use lead to the development of improving the combustion process of 
gasoline. The Multi-Fuel System utilizes clean burning alternative fuels, 
Propane or Natural Gas, to complete the combustion process and literally 
"burn-up" all of the harmful pollutants. 

The Clean Air Act Amendment of 1990, President Bush's National Energy 
Strategy, and state legislative acts, such as California's have sought to 
set tougher emission standards for vehicles to improve the quality of the 
nation's environment. Currently, motor vehicle emissions account for 30% 
to 50% of urban hydrocarbons, 80\ to 90\ of carbon monoxide, and 40\ to 
60\ of nitrogen oxide emissions. The Welsh Technologies Multi-Fuel 
Systems offer the potential to reduce these motor vehicle emissions by 
70\ or more. 

The harmful effects by motor vehicles to the environment are 
becoming aware to each american. Welsh Technologies through 
its Multi-Fuel Systems offers the first real solution to 
emissions and allow our environment to recover. 

Hydroc•rbon• 
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WELSH TECHNOLOGIES 
National 

The major concerns 
importation of oil. 
oil has forced all 
sacrifices the very 

Energy Security 

that face 
The nations 

of us to 
security of 

our nation today directly involve the 
growing reliance on foreign sources of 
become dependant on foreign nations and 
our nation. 

Currently, transportation accounts for over 63\ of the total petroleum 
consumption in the United States. Through the use of the Welsh 
Technologies Multi-Fuel System the transportation petroleum consumption 
could be reduced by SO\. This reduction in petroleum consumption has the 
potential to eliminate any need for the nation to import oil and would 
insure the maximum potential for national security. 

The National Energy Strategy seeks to decrease u.s. oil consumption by 
1.3 million barrels per day, whereas the Multi-Fuel System projects a 
decrease in u.s. oil consumption by 19.8 million barrels per day. 

Natural Gas is in abundant supply within the nation and does not require 
any importation to meet the potential needs of the country. Propane fuel 
is produced in the processing of natural gas and the refining of crude 
oil and also does not require any importation to meet the nations 
potential requirements. 

no .L . .u R ru u .uJtr '*·' 



WELSH TECHNOLOGIES 

Economies 

The Welsh Technologies Multi-Fuel System is the first practical solution 
to address the nation's concerns of destruction to the environment and 
the increasing dependancy on the importation of oil, that does not place 
an increasing economic burden on every american. 

The cost of the Welsh Technologies Propane Multi-Fuel System for a 
typical six cylinder vehicle is $ 850.00 exclusive of installation. This 
includes the Multi-Fuel System's Controller and Fuel Reservoir. System 
cost for other applications, including light-duty trucks, is comparable. 
Installation is simple and quick, taking only a few hours to perform and 
does not involve any modifications or adjustments to the vehicle. Since 
there are no adjustments to the vehicle's engine there is no concern with 
the tampering provision of the Clean Air Act or the possible $ 10,000.00 
possible fine. For Recreational Vehicles that already contain a propane 
tank, a specially designed Multi-Fuel Controller Unit is available for 
$ 645.00. The Welsh Technologies Multi-Fuel System is currently available 
for the majority of existing gasoline powered internal combustion engine 
vehicles with fuel injection or carburetion. Diesel engine applications 
are currently under development and will be introduced shortly. 

Purchase and installation of the Multi-Fuel System by a local certified 
installer can be arranged by calling Welsh Technologies at ( 201 ) 489-
3465 or ( 203 ) 656-3620. For fleet users, Welsh Technologies will train 
and certify their own maintenance personnel at no additional cost so the 
fleets can install the system themselves for additional savings. 

The Multi-Fuel System's cost is shortly paid back in the reduced fuel 
expenses alone. At consumer retail prices the operation of the Propane 
Multi-Fuel System saves the consumer 30' or more in fuel costs. For fleet 
users with bulk purchase of propane the fuel savings can exceed 40%. 
Welsh Technologies can assist fleet users in obtaining the most 
competitive fuel prices available. Savings of the Multi-Fuel System 
extend beyond just the fuel savings. Due to the complete combustion that 
the system achieves, high octane gasoline is no longer required for 
smooth engine performance. The reduced engine maintenance, prolonged 
engine life, and reduced downtime for refueling vehicles can save fleets 
and consumers another 40% in vehicle operation expenses. 

Propane refueling can be achieved thru-out the 25,000 plus retail propane 
locations through-out the country. In the event that alternate fuel is 
not available the Multi-Fuel System automatically switches vehicle 
operation back to qasoline with out interruption. 

The Multi-Fuel System also allows automobiles that can not pass the 
increasinqly strinqent state emission inspections to be clean burning and 
pass. Thereby not forcing consumers to take on the increased burden of 
debt to purchase a new automobile. 



NEW JERSEY VEHICLE EMISSION INSPECTION 

The following vehicles equiped with the Welsh Technoloqies, Inc. Propane 
( LPG ) Multi-Fuel System registered the the following emissions results 
at a State of New Jersey Inspection. 

New Jersey Maximum Allowable 
St•ndard. 

1988 Oldsombile Cutlass Cierra 
3.8 L Fuel Injected v-6 Engine 
Inspection Date 05/01/91 

Gasoline Fuel Only 

Propane Multi-Fuel System 

' of Emission Reduction 

1989 Oldsombile Delta 88 
3.8 L Fuel Injected V-6 Enqine 
Inspection Date 04/30/91 

Gasoline Fuel Only 

Propane Multi-Fuel System 

' of Emission Reduction 

WELSH TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 

CARBON MONOXIDE 
( co ) 

1.20 ' 

1.18 ' 

0.00 ' 

100.00 ' 

1.34 ' 

0.34 ' 

74.63 ' 

~ "l ·tt'MIM i11i Ulr"; __._ . ..,u..,...,.· '""'11~----• .... a 4MIJM ..... ""''-1 ---

HYDROCARBONS 
( HC ) 

220 PPM 

200 PPM 

3 PPM 

98.50 ' 

240 PPM 

61 PPM 

74.58 ' 

River Edge, NJ 



OXY-FUEL NEWS 
A Weekly Update on Reformulated Gasoline~ Oxy-Fuels~ and Alternative Fuels Worldwide 

M.uCH 9, 1992 
PACE 6 

LPG, CNG System May Help Gasoline Vehicles Meet LEV Standards 
A device that uses liquiiied petroleum gas (LPG) or ·compressed natural gas (CNG) may 

help gasoline-fueled vehicles meet new low emission vehicle standards, according to its 
manufacturer. 

The devi~ manufactured by Welsh Technologies of River Bdge, NJ, uses a serpentine­
shaped reservoir for storage of Ll'C or CNC plac:ed underneath the vehicle. The LPG or CNC 
is then injected to mix with gasoline and vaporizes the guoline. Combustion ls said to be 
"complete" with no engine knocking or pinging. 

One LPC industty association exec.utive questioned the emissions data. He said it wa.s 
"difficult to believe the emissions data included in the [Wel.!h'~lliterature is hued on an idle 
static test." 

John Welsh, president of the company, says that the LPG or C.'lG is combined with the 
gasoline in ratios of one-fourth to one-third. The multi-fuel system provides an ~100" 
increase in range, a 30,_ reduction In fuel cost and 7St0 less emissioN, according to Walsh. 
The unburned hydrocarbons are completely consumed In the engine, he sald. 

Welsh says hJs technology is being used on !,Q00-10,000 vehicles nationwide, and that 
many high-performance law enforcement vehicles are using his Invention, but that he could 
not identify the fleets for confidentiality reasons. He said is "talking to one major European 
company" about using his technology. 

While in use for a decade, Welsh has bem promoting his product more because of recent 
clean air conaiderations, and recently let altemative ·fuel advocate and White House Counsel 
to the President C. Boyden Cray drive a vehicle equipped with his system. Gray mentioned 
the devic:e at an American Gas Association (ACA) roundtable last week in· Washington, D.C. 

The technology is being studied in combination with ethanol and methanol fuels, and 10 

far results show that formaldehyde emissions from the tailpipe can be virtually eliminated, said 
Welsh. 

Cost ol the equipment is sa,o~ and installers are certified by Welsh Technologies. A fleet 
vehicle driven 30.,000 miles per year can rec:oup the c:ost ofthe retrofit in just one year's time, 
according to Welsh. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EP JJ and.the California Air Resources Board 
have exempted Welsh's system from c:ertiftcation since it 1a Considered an "after-market" system 
and simply bolts onto the vehicle with no mocUftcatlcma. 
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THE NEW JERSEY STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
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PRESENTED BY JAMES C. MORFORD 

VICE PRESIDENT, GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

Senator McNamara, Assemblywoman Ogden and members of the Senate and 

Assembly Environment Committees, I am James C. Morford, Vice President 

for Governmental Relations New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce. The 

State Chamber, along with its affiliated local and regional chambers 

of commerce, represents over 45,000 businesses in our state. 
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Th~ business community of New Jersey is very deeply concerned with our 

State's environment -both its physical environment AND its economic 

environment. 

We are pleased today to share our views with you on the subject of the 

proposed implementation of low emission vehicle standards in New 

Jersey - the so called California Car Standard. 

Just this past Tuesday evening I attended the NJ SEED dinner in 

Washington, DC and heard an address by Mr. Robert Grady. Some of you 

may remember that Bob Grady served as Director of Communications in 

the Kean Administration. Presently he serves as Deputy Director­

designate of the Office of Management and Budget in the Administration 

of President Bush. Bob Grady was one of the significant contributors 

to what became the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. 

Mr. Grady told the group that when discussions were underway over 

issues to be contained in the Clean Air Act Amendments, 

representatives from New Jersey were among the few states pleading for 

the most draconian measures to be mandated . Fortunately that 

philosophy was rejected to be employed only in the most extreme 

circumstances. The Clean Air Act Amendments as adopted will cause 

major reductions in air pollution on top of the considerable 

achievements already realized under Clean Air Law. These measures 

will be very expensive. It is estimated they will cost some S30 

billion a year in addition to th• mor• than S30 billion industry now 

spends each year to meet Clean Air obligations. 
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Governor Florio recently •emarked, "Given the current fragile economic 

state of the Northeastern economy, we should make doubly certain that 

in these difficult economic times we are sensitive to adding to the 

economic burdens imposed on the citizens of our State." 

We would hope that all in his administration and in the Legislature 

would embrace that philosophy. 

State Chamber Board Chairman, Clyde H. Folley recently stated, "As New 

Jerseyans, we must make progress in the improvement of our air 

quality. So far, we have done more than any other state, with the 

possible exception of California, to achieve the previous Clean Air 

Act mandates. Our concern should be that we achieve progress at costs 

that are not prohibitive; but, more important, that such costs do 

indeed accomplish a cleaner environment. Therefore, we must move 

carefully through 55 or more specific regulatory programs required for 

consideration under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments. It means we 

will need to make decisions that make sense for ~ future well-

bel ng. n 

The New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce is concerned that precipitous 

adoption of an as-yet-to-be determined California low-emission vehicle 

standard will result in dramatically delaying progress in reducing 

tailpipe emission in New Jersey. 

-3-



If 30~ of our vehicles generate 90% of the tailpipe pollution, should 

that 30% not be the target? Adoption of a California Car Standard 

will result in higher priced automobiles. On this point believe the 

people who must make and market them. A low-emission vehicle will 

cost more to purchase, more to maintain and more to fuel. 

Instead of adopting the California low-emission vehicle extreme at 

this point would it not be more effective public policy to seek ways 

of retiring that 30% of older vehicles that are causing 90% of the 

problem? 

Another concern we have about New Jersey's apparent rush to commit to 

the California Car Standard is that New Jersey does not stand alone. 

We are a downwind state and no matter how many extreme measures we 

take we are still subject to the quality of the air that crosses our 

borders from upwind states. 

Indeed former DEP Commissioner Richard Dewling stated that we could 

close down every industrial facility in our state - and that may be 

the goal of some- we would still, however, be out of compliance even 

with the old Clean Air Act. 

We believe it would be in the best interest of New Jersey not to move 

to adopt a California Car Standard until upwind states such as 

Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia and Ohio have demonstrated a 

similar commitment to clean air and taken measures to reduce the 

airborne pollutants they send our way. 

-4-
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We should place priority in strategies that make sense for New Jersey. 

Those of us in industry should work with our friends and neighbors in 

the labor and environmental community. We can reach a consensus on 

implementation based on scientific facts and on firm programs with 

demonstrable benefits. Theory and assumptions should not dictate 

policy and bind us to programs that, as all too often in the past, 

have given us only negligible improvements to the environment but have 

added high costs to the residents of our State. 

These proposals need not mean civil war between environmentalists and 

industry, among states, between the State and Federal government, or 

between stationary sources and mobile sources as to who should bear 

the burden of initiating or implementing control strategies. We need 

to make informed judgments by consensus. 

As Chamber Board Chairman, Clyde H. Folley, stated ,•we believe that 

untested, unproven programs adopted prematurely and in haste simply do 

not make sense. We must be satisfied that environmental and economic 

tests are considered as we review all strategies. We are calling for 

a new sense of pragmatism in considering steps which can be taken by 

New Jersey and others that make sense in a timely fashion." 

Let us move forward basing our determinations on the sound principles 

of science - rather than the emotional responses generated through 

political science or even worse politically correct science. 

Thank you for considering the views of the New Jersey State Chamber of 

Commerce. 

JCM/lvw 



RESOLUTION 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

SOCIETY FOR ENVIRONMENTAL, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

NJ SEED 

WHEREAS, the vital interest of the motorinq public in New Jersey is 

served by maintenance of a viable and affordable transportation 

system; and 

WHEREAS, New Jersey should continue efforts to improve the environment 

air quality by includinq provisions and strateqies mandated under 

the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990; and 

WHEREAS, Governor James J. Florio and the New Jersey Department of 

Environmental Protection and Enerqy (DEPE) have announced the 

adoption of the California Emission Proqram in 1992 which is an 

optional requirement; and 

WHEREAS, New Jersey state qubernatorial-appointed deleqates, have 

without benefit of public debate, voted in the ozone Transport 

commission to propose requlations on California's Emission Proqram 

effective as soon as possible; and 

WHEREAS, as the California Emission Proqram has not yet been 

implemented by the California Act Resources Board in California or 

not yet BPA approved and the vehicle technoloqies necessary to 

achieve the emission levels not been demonstrated in commercially 

viable systems; and 



WHEREAS, the costs to New Jersey, as well as any potential benefits 

have been examined by recognized experts, including the United 

States Environmental Protection Agency and independent analysis 

by technical authorities. The conclusions differ and dramatically 

serious differences have not been subject to the public scrutiny by 

such a costly program; and 

WHEREAS, the cost of implementing the California Emission Program has 

estimated to be as much as $1,000 per vehicle and as much as 17-24 

cents per gallon of fuel; and 

WHEREAS, the total cost to the State of New Jersey for implementation 

of this program will result in job loss, personal income reduction, 

and economic repercussions to New Jersey commerce and employment 

levels at a time when the economy is experiencing recessionary 

difficulty, and 

WHEREAS, vehicles with federal emission standards are essentially 

identical to the proposed california vehicle through the 1997 

Model year ana differ by less than 2% in hydrocarbon emissions 

by 2010; and 

WHEREAS, continued implementation and adherence to the required 

Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 mandated for adoption in 

New Jersey, will continue to result in significant benefits to the 

quality of air in Hew Jersey, and 

WHEREAS, such adoption of these Federally mandated technologies 

including enhanced inspection and maintenance programs: alternate 

fuel programs; and programs desiqnecl to remove 11hiqh emitter 

vehicles" from the highways will continue to improve Hew Jersey's 

leadership position in clean air control technology, therefore, 



BE IT RESOLVED that the Society for Environmental, Economic 

Development (NJ SEED): 

Requests the New Jersey Legislature to carefully review all options 

regarding the adoption of the California Emission Program to permit 

consideration of economic details and environment benefits of this 

program; and 

Urges that until the cost of implementing this California Emissions 

Program in New Jersey, in addition to adopting federal Clean Air 

Act requirements plan, is determined that all regulatory actions 

regarding the adoption of the "California Motor Vehicle Emissions 

Program be suspended; and 

Further urges that the Legislature require the submission of a 

comprehensive report analyzing the differences between the 

California Emissions Standards and Compliance Program and the 

Federal Clean Air Act be undertaken by a broadly representative 

panel for a limited term evaluation of specific are quality 

improvement needs and cost effective strategies. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that NJ SEED urges the Legislature to not 

permit the State of New Jersey to put itself at an economic 

disadvantage by adopting extreme measures without commensurate 

actions beinq taken by upwind states who contribute significantly 

to our air pollution problems. 

JAMES C. MORFORD, SECRETARY 
NJ SEED 
MARCH 11, 1992 
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!oiarcn 27, 1992 

The Honorable Maureen Ogden, Chairwoman 
Assembly Environment Committee 
266 Essex st. 
Millburn, NJ 07041 

Dear Chairwoman Ogden: 

We wish to submit the following comments for your committee meeting 
of April 9, 1992, concerning the California Low Emission Vehicle 
program. 

We can't recall an environmental initiative that has such a high 
risk/low return aspect to it as some parts of the California LEV 
program. The high risk results from the uncertainties in the 
program. These involve technical, costs, economic impact, 
regulatory and legal, emission benefit and gasoline uncertainties. 
Enclosure One gives more detail regarding these uncertainties. 

The low return comes from the low reduction in emissions by the 
year 2000 (around one ton of VOC). The California LEV program is 
not the "silver bullet" needed for solving the problem and too much 
is being promised. 

We would like to address the need for a comprehensive Air Quality 
Plan done by a Clean Air Task Force for the State of New Jersey. 
This comprehensive plan would have the following basic elements: 

1. It would maximize the use of all the control strategies 
in the 1990 Clean Air Act, new regulatory initiatives, 
and other creative programs. 

2. The implementation strategy would be based on the cost 
effectiveness of each strategy, the lowest c:lst 
strategies being developed before moving on to higher 
cost strategies. 

J. The plan would utilize the most realistic assumptions 
that project the future air emissions for New Jersey. 

4. 

USA 
Where major uncertainty exists in any area, a check and 
review mech~nism would be incorporated before moving on. 

~ ·--OI'I'ICIAI. S-5011 
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The Clean Air Act contains a host of Clean Air strategies for 
mobile sources such as 1995 Federal reformulated gasolines, 
enhanced inspection and maintenance programs, tightened exhaust 
standards for vehicles, commonly called Tier I standards, Stage II 
nozzles at the gasoline pumps, and traffic control measures. The 
Clean Air Act also mandates a reduction in NOx from power plants 
and since NOx is part of the ozone problem, should be included i~ 
any ozone strategy. It is our understanding that the U.s. EPA 
would give SIP credits for this inclusion. On VOC equivalent 
basis, this might reduce emissions 10-15 percent, a significant 
reduction. The Clean Air Act also has a gasoline reformulation 
scheduled for the year 2000. The gasoline may give a 5-10 percent 
benefit over 1995 Federal gasoline. 

In addition, there are other initiatives not spelled out in the 
1990 CAA that could be included in the plan. congress has asked 
the EPA ~o address the need for tighter future exhaust standards, 
commonly called Tier II, which are very close to the California LEV 
standards. These wculd be implemented after the turn of the 
century if necessary. The report is due to Congress by 1997. 

Secondly, Congress has asked for a report on emissions not 
currently regulated because they recognized that the cost of 
further control on automobiles was becoming very expensive. The 
EPA has reported that approximately 20 percent of the voc emissions 
come from uncontrolled sources. Those emissions are from lawn 
mowers, recreational vehicles, construction equipment, boats, etc. 
If not regulated, these emissions will surpass other mobile 
emissions in the future. Therefore, these emission sources will 
most likely be regulated and could start giving major benefits for 
New Jersey in the same time frame as the LEV program. EPA 
estimates t.~at for Hartford there are 51 tons of voc in this 
category. Most of this could be captured at low cost and much 
earlier than the LEV program. 

Adding to these initiatives is an old car scrappage program. Old 
cars contribute disproportionately to emissions and significant 
near-term benefits can be claimed if these cars could be removed 
from the road. There are four studies that show the efficacy for 
an old car scrappage program. 

' 
No one is more aware that money is a finite resource and in tight 
supply during today's economic times and that everyone must get the 
biggest bang for their buck. Calculating the cost effectiveness of 
each control strategy is the methodology by which one can assess 
the value of each strategy. It is usually expressed by the dollars 

--··---·---------~---
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needed to prevent a ton of emissions from entering the atmosphere. 
Enclosure Two chart compares the dollars per ton for various mobile 
source controls. In addition, we estimate that mandated NOx 
reduction would be a low cost control under $1,000 per ton, old car 
scrappage at $3500/ton and first level controls on lawnmowers, 
boats, recreational vehicles, etc. probably around $1,000-2,000 per 
ton. 

The plan would be implemented with low-cost control strategies 
optimized before moving to higher cost. 

The two key pieces of information that go into air models are (l) 
the amount of emissions that are currently in the air, and (2) what 
the projected emissions will be in the next 20-30 years. A recent 
National Academy of Science Report states that the current emission 
levels are significantly understated and may have led to the wrong 
co.ntrol strategy over the last twenty years. Work to update 
inventories should be part of New Jersey's plan and should reflect 
the concerns shown in the NAS study. This is the appropriate time 
for New Je~sey to assess their st~ategy in the light of the NAS 
findings. 

Projected emissions depend up~n the anticipated increase in travel. 
Projections are usually done using historic data. We believe that 
Vehicle Mile Travel projections will not accelerate at their 
historic rates because: 

1. the number of people of driving age is leveling off and 
most of these have driving licenses; 

2. part of the growth in the 1980's was due to the growth of 
the two-income family, where a second commuter car was 
necessary, and this has leveled off; 

3. the 1990 CAA has elements aimed at reducing VMT. 

Small changes in yearly VMT proj actions significantly impacts 
emission inventories in later years. Too optimistic projections 
lead to over control, at great expense, and too pessimistic, under 
control. 

As the comprehensive plan is developed, because of the nature of 
the data bases, there will be areas of high uncertainty. There 
should be checkpoints to resolve the uncertainty before moving on. 
Of all the programs we have discussed, the Low Emission Vehicle 
program has the most uncertainty. These include technology, cost, 
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benefits, regulatory, legal, emissions, and fuel uncertainties. 
Vehicle miles traveled projections also have large uncertainties. 

In summary, New Jersey should write a plan with input from many 
parties which includ<!s all the provisions, :both in place and 
anticipated, of the Clean Air Act, and implement the control with 
the least uncertainties and the most cost effectiveness. 

Sincerely, 

HGI:ek 
Enclosures 

11#-?)t 



UNCERTAINTIES ASSOCIATED WITH !ZV PROGRAM 

Technical Uncertainties 

o No in-use experience with future (0.075 gjm and 0.04 
gjm) low NOx cars 

o long-term reliability questions 

Economic Uncertainties 

For 0.075 gjm car, hardware cost estimates vary: 

For 

0 
0 
0 

Zero 

0 

0 

0 

CARB 
VA, CT 
Auto 

Emission Vehicle 

$170 
$500 
$1,000 

(ZEV) ; electric car 

Battery costs are important, range 
$1,250 - $7,000 

Low cost makes EV viable even when 
replacing battery every four years 

High cost will inhibit acceptance 

from 

Regulatory and Leqal Uncertainty 

o States may get less credit for LEV program 
contingent upon EPA ruling favorably 

o can states cherrypick the California Program 

Emission Uncertainty 

o For ZEV, electricity from coal fired plants 
increases solid waste because more so2 has to 
be scrubbed out; and NOx will increase. 
Impact not yet determined. 

Vehicle Miles traveled 

o Growth rates are uncertain; seem high; large 
impact 

Fuels Uncertainty 

o 1995 Federal Phase I - 5-7 cents more than 
current 

o 1996 California Phase II - 20 cents more than 
F~deral Phase I 

. ····-·-·--··-·· ... ····-· -·-···-·····-----
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The Honorable Maureen Ogden 
266 Essex Street 
Millburn, N.J. 07041 

Dear Assemblywoman Ogden: 

;;.-

.4,SSOCIATIO~. INC. 
FAX (609) 582·9642 

1992 

Freshness, flavor, wholesomeness and affordability, are the 
qualities you have come to expect from Jersey Fruit Cooperative 
Association, Inc. Our ability to qive you "just in time fresh­
ness" is a direct result of the motor vehicles we use in our day 
to day deliveries. 

We use a variety of pickup, panel, straight, and all size 
semi trucks which are essential in making deliveries of perish­
able goods at affordable prices. 

We operate on very tight profit margin which in turn means 
keeping transportation costs well under control. 

It is our understanding the proposed California motor ve­
hicle standards for New Jersey could add between $800-$1,000 to 
the price of a motor vehicle together with an increase in motor 
fuel up to 24 cents more per gallon. This could be a devastating 
blow to our members in New Jersey since virtually all our pro­
ducts move at every stage of development and marketing by motor 
vehicle. 

We respectfully urge you to examine the full financial im­
pact this measure will have on the economy of our state before 
you endorse any proposal. Ask yourself: "What measurable bene­
fit will New Jersey derive from the California Standard vs the 
1990 Clean Air Act Amendments?" At what cost: in dollars, jobs 
and regional competitiveness. In our opinion the proposed Cali­
fornia low emission vehicle standard is too much, too soon and 
just doesn't make sense. 

Sincerely, 

JE~E1 FRUIT COOP. ASSN. , INC 

ttltikn J/;t~.J. 
------------~~~-----------William w. Yerkes, Jr. 

LAMBS'-RO. & WOOOBURY/Gl.ASSBORO RO P.O. BOX 23. SEWELL. NJ 08080 
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~~~.ALLIANCE for ACTION INC.~~~ 
P.O. Box 6438 • Raritan Plaza II • Edison, !'liew Jersev 08818-6438 

FAX (908) 225-4694 • (908) 225·1180 . 

Hello. I'm Erica Schiffman, Assistant Vice President 

of the New Jersey Alliance for Action. Thank you for the opportunity 

to appear today on this issue of such critical importance to New 

Jersey's future. 

The Alliance for Action is a statewide coalition of 

approximately 500 business, industry, labor, professional, academic 

and governmental organizations. our commitment is to improve the 

quality of life in New Jersey through economic progress and the 

creation of jobs, balanced by responsible protection of our 

environment. 

The Alliance recognizes the value to everyone that 

clean air gives. At the same time, however, the Alliance believes the 

economic impact of how the State implements the Federal regulations 

must be evaluated prior to implementation. The challenge is how do we 

implement the Federal Clean Air Act in New Jersey without damaging our 

state's economy and weakening our economic competitiveness. We 

believe clean air and a healthy economy can be achieved at the same 

time. 

The Alliance has asked me to present today some 

general proposals for your consideration. 

We believe it is imperative that plans be devised to 

pay bounties or provide tax credits --- or any other system that is 

feasible --- to get old, air-polluting clunker cars off the roads. 

Tons of pollution emissions could be prevented by encouraging drivers 

and companies to switch to newer, cleaner motor vehicles. That effort 

could be complemented by developing even tougher emission testing 

standards as part of New Jersey's motor vehicle inspection program. 
IS'&Jt 



The Alliance also urges that strong consideration be 

given to greater movement of goods through water and rail 

transportation. New Jersey is blessed with excellent port facilities, 

both in the north in Port Newark and Port Elizabeth and in the south 

in camden and along the Delaware. 

We also believe that a strong campaign of public 

education is essential. The people must be made more aware of how the 

quality of air affects their quality of life. They must be made more 

aware of how the actions of each and everyone of use contribute to air 

pollution and of the key roles we can play in reducing the problem by 

changes in our life styles. 

And, finally, the Alliance suggests that the State of 

New Jersey has a responsibility to set an example at its governmental 

facilities throughout the state --- particularly in Trenton. Car 

pooling, for example, among the thousands of state employees who drive 

to work alone every day is one approach that could be expanded. 

We all want cleaner air in New Jersey and we all want 

better economic times. The challenge is how do we achieve both. It 

won't be easy ..• but we firmly believe that where there is unity of 

purpose and recognition that everyone will have to make sacrifices, 

the challenge can be met. Thank you. 

# # # 
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HEARING ON LOW EMISSION VEHICLES 
Apr 1 1 9, 1992 
Trenton, NJ 

Mr. Cha1rman, members of the Comm1ttee, I am Evan s. 
Pokorney, M.D., President of the med1cal sect1on of tne 
Amer1can Lung Assoc1at1on of New Jersey (ALANJ) and memoer 
of the ALANJ Board of D1rectors, and 1n the act1ve pract1ce 
of pulmonary med1cine. 

Today I am presenting comments on behalf of the Amer1can 
Lung Association of New Jersey. Based on our knowledge of 
the adverse health effects of air pollution, the American 
Lung Association places a very high priority on 
strengthening air pollution control programs. The adoption 
of the California Vehicle Emission Program is a step the 
American Lung Assoc1at1on supports to strengthen efforts to 
control the air pollution problem 1n New Jersey. 

The continued degradation of our air resources is of 
considerable concern, especially for those populat1on 
sub-groups that are potentially at h1gher health r1sk from 
exposure to air pollution. In general, persons with 
pre-existing respiratory disease including asthma and 
Chron1c Obstructive Lung Disease or those with heart 
disease, the very young and the very old are cons1dered most 
at r1sk to the adverse health effect of a1r pollut1on. For 
ozone--smog--in New Jersey the populations at r1sk 1nc:ude 
1,394,387 children, 990,548 elderly; 293,189 1nd1v1duals 
with asthma and 368,498 with COPD. The American Lung 
Association quantified these sub-groups in its report, 
entitled Breath in Danger. I have appended the relevant 
section for New Jersey to my comments. 

There are two major types of ambient air pollution--both 
largely (but not exclusively) attributable to the combustion 
of fuels: 

• "Stationary source" pollution is generally 
associated with electric power generation. 

• "Mobile source" pollution is associated w1th 
automotive engine exhaust and refueling 
procedures. 

IJ't~ ~ 
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The Low Emission Veh1cle program would strengthen control of 
mobile source pollution--the leading cause of smog in New Jersey. 
Na~1onw1de, transportat1on sources are respons1cle for 67% of the 
carbon monox1de, 41% of the nitrogen ox1des, 33% of hydrocarbons 
and 20% of the particulate matter. 

Health effects of air pollution are currently evaluated on the 
basis of three types of evidence: 

• Epidemiological field studies: real-life exposures to 
naturally occurring ambient air pollution. Indlvidual 
exposures are usually estimate from data provided form 
air mon1toring station. Entire populations in a reg1on 
can be studied over years, for example, by correlat1ng 
a1r quality measurements w1th hospitals visits for 
respiratory complaints--morbidity, and with deaths-­
mortality. 

• Controlled exposures: A specifically polluted 
atmosphere is created and controlled in an 
environmental chamber, such as the one at the 
University of New Jersey in Baltimore. Carefully 
selected volunteers are exposed in a precisely 
quantifiable manner and the effects are assessed. 
Chron1c irreversible effects, such as cancer, 
or chronic obstructive lung disease, cannot be 
investigated in this manner. 

• Animal toxicology: this form of study is particularly 
useful for the investigation of irreversible changes 
and for studies of toxicologic mechanisms. Animal 
studies are used when working with human subjects is 
not appropriate. 

While stationary source pollution is responsible for the more 
notorious air pollution disasters such as the Meuse Valley, 
Belgium (1930}, London (1952}, and Donora, Pennsylvania (1948}, 
mobile source pollution was first recognized as a phenomenon of 
the Los Angeles basin and called photochemical smog. Smog, a 
layer of "haze", is irritating to the eyes, nose and respiratory 
system. The respiratory irritant is ozone and is often called an 
"oxidant". 

The ozone in smog is generated photochemically from hydrocarbons 
and nitrogen oxides present in automotive gasoline engine 
emissions and refueling procedures. It is now clear that long 
distance transport to this type of pollution occurs, and that 
large downwind, semi-rural or rural areas can be covered by 
ozone-containing air originally generated from urban pollutant 
emissions. It is also clear that prolonged elevations of many 
hours of ambient air ozone levels occur frequently throughout the 
northeast region of country in addition to the short-term morning 
and evening peaks associated with rush-hour traffic. 
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F1eld stud1es of the health effects of exposure to naturally 
occurr1ng 'oxldant" pollution clearly indicate its resp1ratory 
tract irritant propertles--cough, chest pain, its ab1l1ty to 
decrease insp1ratory capac1ty and even 1ts ability to reduce 
max1mum exercise tolerance. 

Four studies of children attending summer camp were performed 1n 
Ind1ana and Pennsylvania 1n 1980, in Mendham, New Jersey in 1982, 
and in at Fairv1ew Lake, New Jersey in 1984. In all four studies 
an association was seen between decl1nes in lung function and 
increasing levels of ozone. In the study conducted at Mendham, 
New Jersey, an air pollution ep1sode occurred that involved four 
days of hazy weather and a peak one hour ozone level of 0.186 
ppm. Decrements 1n lung funct1on observed in th1s population 
persisted for one week following the a1r pollution ep1sode. 

Longitudinal studies of respiratory health in Los Angeles suggest 
that residence 1n highly polluted areas is associated with 
increased rates of lung function deterioration. Recent autopsy 
studies of the lungs of victims of trauma in Southern California 
have suggested the possibility that residence in polluted areas 
may be associated with small airways disease. This is of great 
concern because 1t is generally accepted that small airways 
disease is a precursor of Chronic Obstructive Lung Disease. 

Controlled human exposure to ozone have yielded a great deal of 
information about the acute and subacute responses to this 
pollutant. Current research is exploring the effects of 
prolonged exposures-6-8 hours-to ozone at concentrations that are 
lower than the current 1 hour health standard of 0.12 parts per 
million ozone. In addition to the cough and chest pain upon deep 
inspiration, such exposures also cause marked acute inflammatory 
reaction 1n the a1rways and lungs. This response can pers1st for 
at least 18 hours. The presence of inflammation is of concern 
because such processes cause bronchial hyperreactivity, can lead 
to scarring (fibrosis) or to emphysema, facilitate development of 
allergies, can even contribute to the development of malignant 
cellular transformation. 

What does this mean in the real world? The most striking of the 
findings about long term exposure to ozone levels at or below the 
current health standard is that otherwise healthy exercising 
individuals-children and adults-show significant health effects 
after 6 to 8 hours at levels of pollution common in most of our 
major metropolitan areas in the summer. Consider your mailman 
walking 3.5 miles pre hour delivering mail. By the end of the 
day he may have a sizable decline in this ability to breath 
normally--as much as 40% decline in lung function--in the short 
term, affecting his job performance. The effects of repeated, 
long-term exposures require further study. 

The citizens of New Jersey deserve clean and healthful air 
quality--progress toward this goal can be achieved with adoption 
of the innovative and proven technology utilized in the 
California Vehicle Emission Program. While the federal Clean Air 
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Act Amendments of 1990 represent a step forward for many areas of 
a1r pollut1on control, they represent less than the status quo 
for the control of mob1le sources. The Off1ce of Technology 
Assessment of the United States Congress est1mated that on 
average, 1f a nonatta1nment area adopted and fully 1mplemented 
the clean-up strategies for 1ts designation, it would still fall 
short of the necessary emissions reductions for atta1nment status 
by 45 percent. The LEV program allows New Jersey to secure 
additional emission reductions that it will need by the late 
1990's if it is to achieve the health-based air quality 
standards. 

The American Lung Assoc1ation of New Jersey urges the adopt1on or 
the LEV program and the 1mplementat1ons of an aggress1ve a1r 
pollut1on clean-up program necessary to protect the health of the 
people of New Jersey. 

enclosure 

~~-~---~ 
Evan 8'-: Pokorney, M.D. lf-­
American Lung Association of NJ 
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Introduction 

The Clean Air Act of. 1970, the nation's legislative cornerstone for 
the control of air pollution, required the U.S. Environmental Protec­
tion Agency (EPA) to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for six of the most widespread and dangerous air pollutants in 
the outdoor environment. In subsequent years, EPA set air quality 
standards to protect human health and welfare for the following pollu­
tants: total suspended particulate matter (TSP), which changed to par­
ticulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to 10 micrometers 
(PMlO) in 1987; sulfur dioxide (S02); nitrogen dioxide (M02); carbon 
monoxide (CO); ozone (03), which was changed fraa photochemical oxi­
dants in 1979; and lead (Pb). 

congress directed EPA to set these national air quality standards with 
"an adequate margin of safety" to account for gaps in scientific 
information on the health effects of these pollutants, with particular 
concern for those population sub-groups that are potentially at higher 
risk from exposure to these pollutants (populations-at-risk). 

Communities which fail to meet the NAAQS for one or more of these five 
pollutants --so-called nonattainment areas-- have been identified by 
the EPA. Estimates of the populations-at-risk are derived from two 
distinct EPA-created data bases. Data on areas proposed for designa­
tion as nonattainment for carbon monoxide and ozone (as per June 5, 
1988 Federal Register notice) were assembled by EPA as a necessary 
step in complying with the Mitchell-Conte Amendment contained in the 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1987. This amendment required EPA to 
list those areas which failed to attain the standards for carbon mono­
xide and ozone by December 31, 1987 (as required by the Clean Air Act) 
and, additionally, prohibited the Agency from imposing sanctions on 
these communities before August 31, 1988. Data on areas not in 
attainment with the standards for total suspended particulates, sulfur 
dioxide and nitrogen dioxide (as of July 1988) were derived from a 
separate EPA-produced data base. These designations were made as 
established by Section 107 of the Clean Air Act. 

The purpose of this report is to provide the public with information 
regarding the estimated number of at-risk people potentially exposed 
to unhealthy levels of air pollution. This information emphasi~es the 
need for timely and effective legislation and regulatory action to 
deal with the widespread nature of the current air pollution problem. 
Such action is particularly important in protecting the health and 
well-being of the significant number of people who are particularly 
at-risk of being affected by air pollution and can least afford expo­
sure to airborne pollutants. 

ALA has derived estimates of the populations-at-risk (as identified in 
relevant EPA criteria documents and other sources) residing in non­
attainment areas for ozone, carbon monoxide, total suspended particu­
lates, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide. A listing of lead and 
PMlO non-attainment areas was not available from BPA, and is therefore 
not included in this report. 

(1) 
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Based on the data provided by EPA, 487 counties were desi9nated or 
proposed as non-attainment for one or more NAAQS. An estimated 146 
million Americans (60.5\ of the resident u.s. population) reside in 
these communities. 

Estimates of the populations-at-risk exposed to air quality not meet­
ing the public health standard were derived for each of these can-,ni­
ties. The totals of each at-risk population are delineated in Table 
1. The number in parentheses iDdicatea the proportioaal. contri.Wtion 
of each population-at-risk estimate to the total populatiOD in that 
category. Par ex•mple, 58\ of pre-adolescent (_113) children ruide in 
counties nonattaia.ent for one or more MAAQS. 

T.ABLB 1 

ESTIMATED POPULATIOMS-AT-RISJt RBSIDIMG Ill CCIIIIUHITIBS 
NOHAarrAINIIBNT POR Ol1B OR 110RB liUQS * 

lfUIIBBR RBSIDDIG Ill 
Nai-AftADIMBIIT 

POPULATIOB-AT-RISlt POLLUTAN'!C S) AlUWS 

Pre-Adolescent Children 
(~13) TSP ,S02,03 ,N02 28,145,521 

Elderly (65+) TSP,S02,03 17,2001368 

Pediatric Asthma (<15) TSP 1 S02 ,03 1N02 1,4951232 

Adult Astbllla (15+) TSP I S02 I 03 IN02 4,122,729 

COPD TSP ,S02 ,03 ,N02 6,7781439 

Coronary Heart Disease co 1,844,914 

Pregnant women co 1,4431935 

(PBRCBIIT) 

(58) 

(59) 

(57) 

(58) 

(57) 

(38) 

(38) 

'* Populations-at-risk estimates should be quoted iDdividually and not 
added together to fom totals. These categories are not JDUtually 
exclusive. 

The data included in Table 1 emphasize the massive potential impact of 
current air pollution proble111S on the most vulnerable members of 
society. Approximately 60 percent of the Dation's pre-adolescent 
children, the elderly, p8Cilatric. aDCl adult astbu.tics, aDCl people with 
chronic bronchitis and. emphysaaa (COPD) live in nonattai~nt areas 
and therefore have the potential of being affected by unhealthy levels 
of air pollution. More than one-third of the Dation's pregnant wamen1 
and people with a history of coronary heart- disease are sillilarly at 
risk of exposure to these potential threats to buman health. 

(2) 
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Table 2 summarizes the number of nonattainment areas and populations­
at-risk exposed to unhealthy levels of each of the five pollutants. 
These data demonstrate the widespread nature of the nation's current 
ozone, carbon monoxide and particulate matter air pollution problem. 
For example, over 28 million pre-adolescent children are exposed to 
levels of ozone which exceed the public health standard. 

The data that follow (Tables 3-5) estimate the populations-at-risk by 
county for each pollutant. Information on proposed nonattainment 
counties for the carbon monoxide and ozone standards are presented in 
Table 3. Data on nonattainment counties for total suspended particu­
lates, nitrogen dioxide and sulfur dioxide, are presented in Table 4. 
Additionally, data on the at-risk populations exposed to ozone and 
carbon monoxide by metropolitan area are provided in Table 5. 

(3) 
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OIJUWP 
<13 

l5IM0599 

122502'19 
2911338 
2561543 

POPUUTII:IIS l! RISI 

ILIIIILI PIDilftlC 
65+ IS'IIIa 

15370604 

6676057 
1156739 

1389137 

60145 
167859 
115043 

lDUL! 

lS1IIIl 

3587142 

1750145 
418)14 
347453 

OOfD 

607022 

l802531 
611467 
584456 
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POPULATIONS-AT-RISK 

Air pollution does not affect the health of exposed persons with equal 
severity. Certain sub-groups of people potentially exposed to air 
pollution can be identified as particularly "at-risk" from the adverse 
health effects of airborne pollutants. For the purpose of this 
report, ALA has used the following definition of populations-at-risk, 
as described by the u.s. Environmental Protection Agency in the 1977 
Air ouality Criteria Document for Lead: "··· Populations-at-risk is a 
segment of a defined population exhibiting characteristics associated 
with significantly higher probability of developing a condition, ill­
ness, or other abnormal status. This high risk may result from either 
greater inherent susceptibility or from exposure to situations pecu­
liar to that group. What is meant by inherent susceptibility is a 
host characteristic or status that ~redisposes the host to a greater 
risk of heightened response to an external stimulus or agent." 

The specific at-risk sub-groups described below for each pollutant are 
based on information contained in the most recent EPA "criteria docu­
ments" used to set the National Ambient Air Quality Standards and on 
other sources. These sub-groups have been identified through clini­
cal, field and epidemiological studies of the health effects of the 
five pollutants covered in this report. 

It is important to note that the certainty of the scientific documen­
tation supporting the identification of the populations-at-risk 
included in this report is highly variable. For example, there may be 
significant variation in the health effects associated with exposure 
to air pollution in the age ranges included in this study for pre­
adolescent children and the elderly. Also, "there is very strong 
scientific evidence that asthmatics are much more sensitive (i.e. 
respond with symptoms at relatively very low concentrations) to the 
effects of sulfur dioxide than the general healthy population. Con­
versely, there is little scientific evidence that elderly persons (>65 
yP-ars old) are particularly sensitive to the effects of sulfur dioxide 
pollution. However, because elderly people already experience lower 
respiratory function than younger people and may not be able to toler­
ate the additional reduction in respiratory function caused by the 
sulfur dioxide exposure, they are identified by EPA as a population­
at-risk from the impact of sulfur dioxide pollution. The difference 
between "sensitive populations" and "populations-at-risk" is important 
to understand when reviewing the statistics included in this report. A 
"sensitive" group is by definition, always at-risk from the effects of 
a given pollutant. However, a group may be "at-risk" to the adverse 
health effects of a pollutant without necessarily being more sensitive 
than the general population to a given pollution level. 

Despite the variation in the level of scientific certainty regarding 
the risk to a given population of adverse effects from exposure to the 
air pollutants discussed in this report, ALA believes that prudent 
health protection policy dictates the groups listed below be included 
as at-risk for these pollutants. Rather than develop new criteria 
this document relies on those populations-at-risk identified by EPA in 
the relevant criteria document. 

( 5) 
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It should be noted that estimates for one population subgroup at risk 
to the health effects of ozone, exercising healthy people, have not 
been included in this report. While numerous clinical studies indi­
cate that people who participate in vigorous exercise are at increased 
risk of experiencing acute effects from exposure to ozone at levels 
above the national ambient standard, ALA has limited the ozone popu­
lation-at-risk to those groups with inherent physiological risk fac­
tors. In addition to exercisers, EPA also suggests that between 5 and 
20 percent of the general population may be particularly sensitive to 
ozone. Thus, the estimates of at-risk populations in ozone nonattain­
ment areas included in this report may substantially underestimate the 
number of people potentially exposed to unhealthy ozone levels. 

Particulate Matter 

Pre-adolescent children (<13 years old) 
Elderly (>65 years old) persons 
Persons with pre-existing respiratory (COPD* and asthma) 

Sulfur Dioxide 

Pre-adolescent children 
Persons with pre-existing respiratory disease 
Elderly persons 

Carbon Monoxide 

Pregnant women 
Person with pre-existing coronary heart disease 

Ozone 

Persons with pre-existing respiratory disease 
Elderly persons 
Pre-adolescent children 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Pre-adolescent children 
Persons with pre-existing respiratory disease 

* Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 
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STATISTICAL METHODOLOGY 

A projection of the prevalence of populations-at-risk was derived for 
each community not in attainment with one or more primary National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) by the synthetic estimation 
technique originally developed by the Bureau of the Census. 

National prevalence rates for the medical conditions under study as 
measured by the National Health Interview Survey (NHIS) are applied to 
the populations enumerated for each community on an age-specific 
basis. Estimates of chronic bronchitis and emphysema (collectively, 
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease) prevalence are calculated for 
the following age groups: <18, 18-44, 45-64 and 65+. All age-specific. 
estimates are summed to estimate the total population with this dis­
ease in each county. Estimates of pediatric asthma prevalence are 
calculated for those <5 and 5-14 and added together to estimate total 
pediatric asthma prevalence. Adult asthma is estimated for those 
15-17, 18-44, 45-64 and 65+. Similarly, these estimates are added to 
calculate the total population with adult asthma in each county. The 
prevalence of coronary heart disease within each county designated as 
a nonattainment area for carbon monoxide is the total of the preva­
lence for age groups <18, 18-44, 45-64, 65+. 

A respondent to the National Health Interview Survey may indicate the 
presence of more than one chronic lung disease (i.e. bronchitis and 
emphysema). As a result, overlap can exist between condition catego­
ries, leading to an overestimate of their prevalence. For example, a 
respondent who reports having both bronchitis and emphysema is repre­
sented in the prevalence estimate for both these conditions. We have 
derived these estimates using rates based on an unduplicated count of 
persons with bronchitis, emphysema and asthma. An individual with any 
one of these conditions is counted only once in the prevalence esti­
mate. Age-specific prevalence rates for COPD (chronic bronchitis and 
emphysema) are based on the combined prevalence of respondents who 
reported the following condition categories: bronchitis only; bronchi­
tis and emphysema; bronchitis, emphysema and asthma; emphysema only; 
and emphysema and asthma. Asthma prevalence estimates include those 
respondents who reported the following: asthma only, or asthma and 
bronchitis. 

Expected estimates of the local prevalence of these chronic diseases 
are scaled in direct proportion to the base population of the area and 
its age distribution. No adjustments are made for other factors which 
may affect local prevalence (e.g. local distribution of cigarette 
smokers) since the health surveys which obtain such data are rarely 
conducted on the level of the county or county sub-division. Because 
the estimates do not account for geographic differences in the preva­
lence of these chronic diseases, the sum of the estimates for each of 
the counties in the United States may not reflect the national esti­
mate derived by the National Health Interview Survey. 

The Bureau of the Census has estimated the population of each of 
counties and county equivalents in the United States as of July 1, 
1986. Estimates of the age-specific breakdown of the population 
residing within each state are also provided by the Census Bureau. The 
percentage of the population within each age-specific group delineated 
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earlier in this section of the report (as estimated on the state 
level) is applied to the total county population in order to estimate 
the age-specific breakdown of the population within each non­
attainment county. The application of age-specific national preva­
lence rates for chronic lung diseases and coronary heart disease to 
the age-specific population of each nonattainment county provides an 
estimate of local prevalence. 

The estimate of the pre-adolescent population (~13) is based upon the 
application of the pediatric age distribution within each state to the 
total population of each county. Similarly, the elderly population­
at-risk estimates were derived by applying the proportion of each 
state's population over age 65 to the total population enumerated by 
the Bureau of the Census for each county designated as a non­
attainment area. 

The population of pregnant women living in each nonattainment county 
is derived from the live birth rate reported in 1986 within states 
which contain areas not in attainment with the NAAQS for carbon mono­
xide. Although the number of newborns in each county will approxi­
mate the population of pregnant women, the affects of multiple births 
and fetal losses may impact on the accuracy of these estimates. 

( 8) 
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LIMITATIONS OF THB DATA 

Estimates of the populations-at-risk have been derived from two dis­
tinct EPA-created data bases. 

Counties proposed as nonattainment for ozone and carbon monoxide were 
assembled by EPA pursuant to the requirements of the Mitchell-Conte 
Amendment. The counties listed are those which failed to attain the 
standards for these pollutants by December 31, 1987, as required by 
the Clean Air Act. "These data will eventually be utilized in any 
future calls for improving State Implementation Plans or other regula­
tory actions the agency may take in conjunction with either future 
changes to the Clean Air Act under congressional consideration or 
implementation of EPA's final Post-87 ozone/carbon Monoxide Policy". 1 

Counties desiqnated as nonattainment for the standards for TSP, N02 
and so2 as of July 1988, are designated as such pursuant to Section 
107 of the 1977 Clean Air Act. 

The base population exposed to unhealthy levels of carbon monoxide and 
ozone in the New Enqland States varies by pollutant. The estimates of 
populations-at-risk have been derived to reflect these differences. 

Population-at-risk estimates should be quoted individually and should 
not be added together to form totals since the populations-at-risk 
will overlap (individuals can be over 65 and have COPD, for example), 
and are not mutually exclusive. 

The populations-at-risk represent stationary populations projected as 
residinq in each community at the time when the EPA designated those 
communities as nonattainment. The attainment status of the county 
does not imply responsibility for the disease status of its popula­
tion. 

The projection techniques used to estimate the populations-at-risk for 
each community produce data that are subject to error when scaling 
national age-specific prevalence rates of medical conditions to local 
populations whose exposure to related risk factors in unknown. As 
previously noted, the certainty of the scientific documentation sup­
portinq the identification of the populations-at-risk included in this 
report is hiqhly variable. 

The interpretation of these data must take into account limitations of 
the methodology and the original source of the data base. The source 
of the data used in this report, the Hational Health Interview·survey, 
provides the best available estimates for the medical conditions 
included in the projections. The Health Interview Survey defines a 
condition as chronic if (1) the respondent indicates it was first 
noticed more than 3 months before the reference date of the interview, 
or (2) it is the type of condition that ordinarily has a duration of 
more than 3 months. Examples of conditions that are considered 
chronic regardless of their time of onset are diabetes, heart condi­
tions, emphysema and arthritis. Limitations of the methodology used 
in deriving these estimates are described in the Statistical Methodol­
ogy section of this report. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------1 EPA Hews Release - EPA Lists Areas Failing to Meet Ozone or Carbon 
Monoxide Standards. May 3, 1988 

( 9) ,,7Jt 
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IN'l'ERPRBTATial OP DATA MATRIX 

In the data tables that follow, estimates of the populations-at-risk 
are listed by EPA designated nonattainment counties. The estimates 
indicate the number of persons within each county who are considered 
"at-risk" to the effects of increased levels of ambient air pollution 
by virtue of a medical condition or their age. 

Data are presented for ozone (03) and carbon monoxide (CO) in Table 3. 
Table 4 presents data for total suspended particulates (TSP) sulfur 
dioxide (S02) and Nitrogen Dioxide (N02). Where applicable, overall 
state estimates of tbe populations-at-risk are delineated. 

Each county designated or proposed as nonattainment for one or more 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards appears as a row in the data 
matrix. The populations-at-risk appear as column headings. A (---) 
indicates that the county is in attainment for the air quality stan­
dard for the applicable at-risk group. Because the data on nonattain­
ment communities has been derived from two sources and contains some­
what varying information, populations-at-risk by virtue of their expo­
sure to co and 03 are presented separately from that for TSP, S02 and 
N02. Counties in nonattainment for pollutants with overlapping at 
risk groups (e.g. ozone and total suspended particulates) will have 
the same at risk estimate appear in Tables 3 and 4. For example, 
OUPage county, Illinois is in nonattainment for TSP and 03. The fol­
lowing estimates for populations-at-risk appear in both tables: 

STATE 

PRE­
ADOLESCENT 

CHILDREN ELDERLY PEDIATRIC ADULT 
COUN'l'Y _ill 65+ . ASTHMA ASTHMA 

POLLUTANT 
COPD 03 TSP 

---------------------------------------------------------------------Illinois DuPage 150634 87324 9235 20484 35174 X X 

Although the exact estimates appear in each Tables 3 and 4 only 35,174 
COPD sufferers are at risk by virtue of their exposure to levels of 03 
and TSP, not twice that number. 

Additionally, Table 5 lists the populations exposed to levels of ozone 
and carbon monoxide not meeting the ~tandards within Metropolitan 
Areas, as designated by CMSA, MSA or county code. These codes are not 
available for the counties in nonattainment for TSP, S02 and N02. 

(10) 
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To: Mr. A:t."\ur Marin 

. -I.._. ..J 

W.R.GAACE &. 00. 
Govemmen: Aela:ions Or.i.Sion 

S19 1S".h Stree: N.W. 
Washl.~on. O.C. 20<fj6 

(202) 452-6700 
Maren 25, 1992 

From: Oon Crane~ ~ 
Svbject. Meeting California's Emission Standards • 1v1 Update 

~={ECElVED 

N.E.S.C.A.U.fv1. 

In foiiO'-Nir.g up on your Interest In reducing emissions from automobDes and other ln:emal combustion 
pOVt'ered vehicles. the ar~ched recent lmormation on the electncany heated eonver:er (EHC) s.'ioutd be of 
inte."e$1 

AI a re-cap. Oean Alr Act automoone emission s:andarcs and the CGll!omia a!..ltomoblle emlsslon 
s:andards are: 

NMOG - ~ !i9x 
Fede:al Std., 1995" 0.25 3.4 0.4 
California Standards-

n....~ o. 125 3.4 'OA 
t.EI/ 0.075 3.4 0.2 
UL..=:v 0.040 1.7 o.z 

• P.'.An¢attd ln Oalifo:nla ln 1993. 
.. m...~ Tra."'.SS~onall#N itnlsslon Vehicle: (\.!V) ~ EmiSSion Vthl:;es; ('Jl.SV) Ull:il·!.ow E.ml~on Vehlclts. 

The Callfomla standards were based in pa\ on repnca~ test results of combining an EHC with stOCk 
original equipment {OE) converte~ on vehicles using regular gasoiL"\e. The EHC used In the Califomla tests 
was a CAMET converter, ~roduced by a unit of Grace. 

Attached 1s a ne~~ prcduet brochure for the C3.met EHC. which Includes durability end emission tes~ 
results. 

The emlsslon reductions achieved on a 2.0 liter Toyota Camry engine shows compliance with the 
C;ll!omla L.EV S'~ard. The 600 hour .aging test Is a pro').-y for 100.000 miles ot c:ertlncatlon procedures. 

Similariy the emission reductions for the 1990 OfdsmobUe 2.3 Uter Ouad-4 engk1e (produced in the 
U.S.) shows compl'&anee with the Ut.EV standard at the outset. 

Ov;r the las: 1S months, significant advances have been made In this technology Including: extending 
converter and component durabDlty and rlduction In power re~ulremints for pre-Ignition heating. 

Please Jet me know If you would like additional information. 



EHC 

PRECIOUS 'ME'l'ALS 

EHC BA'l"l'ERY 

POWER SW!TCH 

AIR PUMP 

CABLING 

OPG!AOE A~TEaNATOR 

UPGRADS EEC MODULE 

TOTAL 

LOW 

$ 70 

15 

20 

40 

15 

15 

15 

10 • 

-------
$200 

I 
1 
I 

: 
; 
' 
' 

H!GH 

$ 90 

35 

30 

60 

20 

20 

20 

15 
-----· 
$300 
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• 
to; mos: co~. so:,: oi ern~ia:'IS oii,inote in the fir~ two minu1~ 

c!rer ~ cold enoine is sto:ted - befcre com-entionol con<;ertm can 
~c:~, fidrt-0~ and WocmE cdiv~. 

C c:net• cH~'s o!i~: c pro:k:l sc!trti~n for ~u!:k heatinG c::d 
rE=~:tlor. c~ coici-s:::t emissions. ln most test ~hides, (c::Je! 
;· ,,, h J. • ' • b-... ... ..: . . 1- ' . • r:. 1 :r...e ll(mo;:.)!To~=- tile a 1;i,,' 1v rt:\ltK~ emr.l.11~r.s ro r..-e1s mot 
r.,:-e,: et ex:a-e-: (c:ifo:ni: II\' /ULEV e:nlssi::1s sr:::d:::ds (in low mile­
co~ rl!u!t). 
·1~ EHC is o:ti'roied w~:n m;~; is d::'l'li1 frcrn me ve~ide's e!emicol 

r-,-ne-:n iUS bE!~:s, cr crt tl-.! ~:n! cf engine s:ortu~. ~.emote switch!!':; 
c.e-.~.:es iii comb::~ttioii wim vo~ous he:rtng sttot~i~. indudln~ P..."'Sl· 
ac:~k ~fang, coii ~i:tu:!ly eiimincte (.'Se: vdt f.me. In mt:rrr ccses, 
I'IC cielay is re~uir~ be~o~~~n tumin; C!l lhe iQni~on l:.cy end crcnY.i::~ 
~~pine. 

C::n:t EHC cor£S Oie spe~ifl:clly designed fo: rep:: end uniio:m 

h;ar.ng, ;~ tnB\' hei-e ~ffd;n: m:ss to mtoin ~hl·c~. 
The bcsi!less c~ Cc:ne~ Co. is to provide a re!icble l:~~p:y c' EHC 

ci;vi:es- scmples n:'N, One prcduC:ion \'Oiu:nes lc:er lr. ~ 1990's. 
'~"" ' 0 "~·n~Of( en a,,,:\,~'ii tO he!n Ot;~·,,.l : .,· - ~• ,,:,I \relliel ~1·:1"'"'"- .c. •\.fl,... r ·~1.1..1 r.C~~o~!P~u~ ... YLt.,"tf 
.... ~.U ... "'"'e•s ~·~•o•r~"< ··~ C""l(·'1 '~""'"'e'"' Al ~ ( o-.A> ;;;• 0 
ltlto~oi 1\.J\.1\,11 i' 11.,..,~ ~I" ill~ Vd ~ 'a\.Oo•:l"l/11 I11J. ~· lu. 'W.;

1
HIQ'i "'\ :~ :>)':· 

..... •ntr ···n pl-~,,m (•n· p"'c··· sv·1t·h"" r· ""' c·· I •• ;. ~ •• ,.: ... ·~"' ll o.~ ~"'' w.n~. 1 ' r.- "'"~· • ~ ..,~, ;;..,:r. ,,~o~ ,.,.'c'" ...,.,_ •. t; 

:n:: reg-:!~:-e the pow6: re~::i:ed b I he Cc::-.e: :He to re::u:e c~: ·r.~~ 
e::-.issio:lS). 

ine Co::iel EHC Su~~or1 and Engineei:'l; 1e~m ~ re:~dy !0 c~s!s! VJ:.: 
ir: a:iai~!::; optimum emissi~~ cer.trol :esu:n. 

,.; ... n,, Ill b· .. e'\• and p •. ,.,. co~·r~' t~·"-·1 "',... ·~n:.,. ···"·· ..... t\-..;1-. .,....,. wll •J VUW• •U liN ii<~~rtlillw'IIII':::Jt 1;1••101.,. Lw~~olllh 1 !·.,~:, 

end co~v:::ter d~sign hove m:dt the EHC on art.c::ivc O?PlOJ:h r~ !.ell'· 

in~ roil~:~ e::-:iss::~ cr.:~qe~. 
(c:r.e: pr~duas are cc·.~:e: ~· rr.crry U.S. C:J~ ~re:gn p::e~:"! cr.= 

~:r:en:s pend:~~. 

CAM5Tc 
A 1./l'lt\ o1 \'I' Fi. G:ac:e & Cc · Co:~n 

~ .: . :'" -. 11rx 



Tes!s performed 011 o 19&6 2.0 li!er Toycta Comry with o Coma: 
EHC moOed u~ec:n of a st~ndo:d Of taOITJ.: rn~in conve:ter sh:w 
that H: ~"Iii CO em!ssions ore signfficonriy bw: th:m when o stan· 
dord. u:-~e: OE conroe~ is used clone. 

Tc~ I sh~ fht oerfo:mancs of o CGmt. EHC ahec 300 ond 600 
hours of accele:c:e£ dy::omometer aglno (rile equl'ro1ent of ab0\1! 
50,000 c.~d iOO,OOO miles af driving, respt:tive~) under ooons 
ar.ifi:ctio:l c~~d~ions. 

TAB .. 1 COL Lc . D START P W RMA 0 NCE: 300 and 600 Hours of D_rnamometer Aging 

Coc!11~ Mode 

300bans Standard OE 

soo~ Standard OE + EHC 

000 ho.rs Slnnd~rd 0£ 

600 llus S:andard OE -+ EHC 

MAJOR IMPROVEMENT IN BAG 1 EMISSIONS 
lr. tht Fede:a! Test Procedure (FTP) for gasoline-fueled and 

r:leth:nol·roeled co;s, the Camet £HC ~'Picolly demonstrates o 
70-»-80"~ redudl~n in rold·S!ort, or Bag 1 emissio.'IS of HC and CO. 
f.'tis corr~"''nds TO a substantial reciucti~n cf these a:nissions owr the 
co.i1plete FTP ~. Typkafty, NOx emissions ore un:hllllged. \ 

Using C:::net EHC techMiogy, aut~rr.o~iles hove outpenormed 
CD!liomio UhTa·!mt Emission Vehicle hydr~rbon stcndo1ds in ~N­
mi.~ve testing. 

The Camet EHC St'Ste;n is efftct~oe when uSing either pre-crcn~ Of 

~-o-a:lk ~ting stategies. 
i:ble 2 sh~ FiP emissions dc:o for a Com;t EHC Sys.•e.rn ins tolled 

oo c 1990 Olds.11-:.til:-Ouao 4. 

SUPPLEMENTAL AIR 
An elearlcorl'( ~.ectad conve.1er requires either a stoichiometric cs o 

giQhtly lean ahat.'SI stream al oU times during <old start, so !bet 

;:·· ·~~~~ ··~·i&':l1ffi.:futl'~".;i~ ~· • •'J:-•'.,·\,, .... ~~:-,,I .. ,.,. ... .. :· ·.<~·~~.;' •.• , ... ,.l.~ .. Y .,-:t.,..,., :c, •.• 

• HC ··t~· •. ,., •• - .. ,()"'' ~~ll'o);:tt. }.···- . .,. .. ~~·"'' .--:;..~.. ~··~ .. ~ ~ .. ~ .... -.. : NOz · ' . ... ~ ........... ..,. 
:.o.n ····· !:~i,: .. ~l.96 :e-~r.;.~":":-'~~.2? '\~• . • ,4;,~, ·••"'• . .,,,.,..:J'-J..,,,),.o, 

£~· :,:~» o· 
.-:·· ~- I I ~f~\~~-F-*~tf]:12~W~~'6)9 .. ·~ 
' ·~~0.25 : ··'···-:.r·..,r. Sf ::~··o;o,·:;~·"'1b"'~s ·'·"';·)'I,:J.C'~;.t.. '. ~~···~· . ''" l •'"••'"" ' ·"'11.'. ,• 

" ·0.11 ' 
' ;· ·-·~ 19 _; .;:,.;..: " ...... • l 
;:or,; 7(.• . ·~~"~;t~~f~~~~--4 

Ot{gen ~ OVCJ1cble to cxid!ze the HC and CD. 
N.t:St elect:iccOy heoted converre: sysiems rt~uif'E the i!lje~~ of 

s~pplemenlol air upstream of the cofal71ic unt itt o short pe~iod 
during c~d stort. 

Vfnen an tlectli~ cu pump ~ usee, th: air pump sp~c Ci.i nme 
(rypiccfiy rcr.ging hom .,o ro 120 se~onds) ~n be pre:isely· contrcn~ 
by pro;rcmrnl~g m~ Camet EHC Srrsierr,·~ Lo~ic Module ~m.:·c:e 
through an IBM-ccmpiitib!e personal compuleL 

CAMET• EHC LOCATION 
Tc im?:c-Je the <old·stor1 emission periormcnce alaxlsting enQine 

e:dl~us: sys;er.~, ~tondord Camet EHC catcly1i' conver.ers can be 
placed ill se:iss with conventional cctaly& conveners. 

A single Comet EHC convet.aJ con be us.;d in any sin~la a.xhaus: 
lin&. Or, r. there is c need fer d~ coupnng to c Y ·blor;t. er.g:ne, a 
Come~ EHC can be us~ in eoch or the dual mcr,ifold p:pes. 

TABLE 2 • FTP EMISSIONS DATA: 1990 Oldsmobile-Quod 4, With .4,000 Road Miles 
~. . ~ ~· ·f. i-itOH-MtiH.-~)f( RYD.~o:W.:tqij~~4~~~!;}:~~; ·:~:;). 
.l.:. 

- "l HEATING oog• 
STRATtGY ;.'mi 

N/A .58 

~dot+ £HC Frt-aoAA J'l . .. 
S:~O! ~ £HC Post-aank .15 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

LoglcM~It 

rne ~mer EHC S¥sfem consistS of !be EHC catalytic Cl)(IW.'tar 
(located upstt!llm of o convenHonal OE converter in the exhaust 
S'y2m), and ltuer ~ated ~m CD111ponents that regulllrt the 
~ t~ured 10 ~olf !he corMI1er: tfll PI:M• Module (uwally 
b:llted under !he bOod), logic ~ule (mounted on !he dashba1rd in 

\ 

aclay Module 

tame! EHC C~t~lyti: C.Or.vtrle: 

Die possenge~ compamnent}, and rile Relay Module (usually kxoted 
under lt'.e dash). 

Ccntill'JOU5 ~'Ices ill P'tf!l switthing l!d!nology wm afiea the siz! 
and design rJ tbl EHC System components piaured. A! the t~~ c.~ 
ordet is placed, CD:net wftl provide the latest fHC Svstem compo~itt 

CAMET•EHC 
CATALYTIC CONVERTER 

rne Camel EHC catat{lk CDIT-"'ter amms of a metal ccsin; and a 
~!'*tal caL 

fll st=:lless steel casing, ar mnt• has positive and negoffw 
~-d CDilnc:tions, and o thennocouple fer meCSIIing 11.1!peiol\llt. 
(The ~pie is fer GM!~nt pu!pOSIS, a.'ld wm probably 1101 
he ~tEzed in l'.cs$ ptoducfiGft.) 

,., 7X PAG=:.OlO 



lOGIC MODULE 

Tn~ logk Module cc:::ains c programmable miaOCOt1troller thot 
~n~Qes the elearicol power ~ded 10 reoulote tbe temperature of 
~ EHC cmal)'1ic con-.'ertr.. The microcontrone: inrerfo:es with IBM­
compatible stondard pe:$oncf computers equipped with on RS-732 
serio: pat. 

Addilionc!ly, the logi: Module's scftn'llre ensures the! th! EHC 
can:rc~ emisslons re~~rdim rJ am~ien~ temperorures and dri\ing 
c.ondrtions. 

'I . ("II ,... .• ' • :"- !)(" .. ~., • .._ 10S:ng an ::11-:om~~~~;ole corr:~u.er Wl.u an ~-~.; .. p~ ...... e I.'S8r 
can program ln8 EHC Sys:em to: 
• Ururze pre.acnk ~ pcSi·cronk h"fi::~ strate~ies. \ 
• ~ ei:her ltmpercMe c.on:ro! Oi li:i,e co.,:;ol 1\!:ting sncre~ies. 
• C.Or:tol e!~ic cit p~;r:1p speed c~: rime. 
• Rttrie-,t ~t.em dale i:om an c::board EEPiO.Y., Including: number 
~ h~ onw c~d sto:ts, number rl. !eng heel$ {cold starts}, avera~ 
~e:'Y voltcge, C.'lC o-;e::ge h~,a time. 

• G;:ns.e con!rol cons::~.:; end ranges. 
• Up;iode soilw:re with:ut replacing :be EEPROM. 

roe logk Module ca:: be pcogra.."''med wbae in the vehidr, or it 
cor. be rem='w1d from r.s quick·disconned bcse and programmed 
cr. a desk. 

Anc.'bar fuDdion af the microcontroller in the Logic .Y.odule Is to 
10011ilc: ba~e.'Y condi~.o:a. If the vehide's battery is v.tak. pa.ver fiow 
~ reduced ~ terminate~ to avoid ~mage 1o lhe vehicle'$ tlectronit 
circL'Ilry. This circuit lcgic assures !hat a d:iver wDinot be stranded 
becousa on E.~C hcs take:t TOO mud! pov.tt ho.11 the ba:tert. 

l.n cdd~ion, the mi~~.oontro!ler a!so manc9es in:erioce logk, such 
e~ igni~~r. on, stcrtr. inre~ck. c:1d engine runnins. The ir.terlm 
lt9c ton edcpt 10 thermo! S'Nitches c:1 the e:~oine b!o~k ro seie-:r heat· 
:~':l sT!oregie$, end CDn also v.'D:k with on cnlicip:~rcry d!vi:e. such cs 
o door swirdl or re:nole t:ansmil1e!, tv irjtio:t ltte 1\e::t~'lg cyde. 

The solid·stote progrcmmcble Logic A~dl;le h ~nt!d on a Qciu· 
distonnr.t bcse on the c=shboard in tht possenpe~ ccmpartment fo: 
easrccceu. 

/7f!t 

POWER MODULE 

The Pc\;w Module uses the !crest lcw-reslston:e MOSFEi oowec 
S'llitdling tech.'IO!o;ylc monoge tilt power to ru:\ the Camet EHC co~­
ve:te:, and to minimize poMr ~. The Pcwer Module b QP:I~ie of 
hondiing currents t.'P to 800 omps. 

This compact, safe and shock-lesistonr com~onent gers its dirac· 
r.o:: &om the Logic Mo;~~e. via m:d:.:i:te~ cont:o! si;:1o!!.. Tne !'~ 
N~dule m~csu;es ambient rempe1ature ~:~r 10 e.~g:~£ st::rt, c~,: ~ds 
tempe:Jrure informarl0r1 ba:k rorhe L~~ic N~d1.1le durin- o~~orior.. 

rne rowe! Niod~1e 5 usucny lo:oted undei the hood. 

RELAY MODULE 

The bloy M:dule monoges :he systEm lnlerioce to sra~dc-rd 
eu:omeli•'! co:ng~:~ents, such as the s~c~s:, cl:erna:o: one ci; ~~::-~. 

Tnt ielcy .Y~dule ~ usu~y le:cted under rne dosi: i.~ rhe ~men1111 
compor.rnent. 
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~ The American Society of 
~ Mechanical Engineers 

Please Reply To: 
David Aronson, P.~. 
9 Riverview Drive t,.;·est 
Upper Montclair, NJ 07043-2608 
Legislative Agent \:o. 560 
April 7, 1992 

TO: Members or the Senate &lvironment Camn.ittee 
and the Assembly Environment Committee 

SUBJECT: Meeting Clean Air Act Amendment Standards 

I represent the American Society of Mechanical Enginers 
(ASME). Our members include many who work in areas related to 
means of improving air quality. The March, 1992 issue of our 
society's monthly publication, MECHA:UCAL BNGINEERING contains 
an article on automotive transportation written by Robert Harmon. 
~!r. Harmon, an independent consultant in the field, prepared an 
extensive report for the U.S. Department or &lergr. In the article 
he presents the views of the many people whom he interviewed in 
connection with future developments and critical analysis of what 
exists today. The views expressed are not necessarily the author's 
or of AS~m, but show what those in the industry think. 

Along these lines I would like to CO'IUilend the N.J. Department 
of Environmental Protection and Energy tor its exhaustive stu~ or 
this subject and tor its workshops and presentations at legislative 
hearings. I ha.ve a limited number of COIIIllents to offer in this 
connection. These, again .. are not official views of the AS.~ but 
are opinions expressed by members or divisions in ASM! concerned 
with aspects or this broad subject, and by engineering educators. 

The Low ~ssion Automobile. Maey new automobiles coming to the 
market now or which have been designed and manufactured recently 
qualify for the term "Low Emission" • Unfortunately, older auto­
mobiles, for a number or reasons, have unduly high emissions. One 
approach to reducing these emissions is to remove such vehicles 
from theroad. The other is to require extensive overhauls. The 
decision is to some extent outside of engineering. In this 
connection, there are proposals for extending the present 
emissions testing to include tests with the engine loaded. This 
will help to reveal the serious polluters. These couments are 
offered to l~ssen the emphasis on the contributiOn of low 
emission automobilP.s to the amelioration o! the problem. Such 
cars are b-.coming more and more of the standard . Hopefully, in 
the near te:nn, the gas turbine will be commercially available. 
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!·reeti.ng Clean Air Act Amendment Standards 

~ The American Society of 
~ Mechanical Engineers 

Please Reply To: 
David Aronson, P.E. 

The gas turbine has the characteristic of being able to burn a wide 
range of fuels. It would be designed !or extremely low emissions. 

~ Modification. One of the propo!lals which would reduce carbon 
monoxide emission in some spark-ignition engines is to add compounds 
which would introduce oxygen into the gasoline. This is a fix which 
would not be required in many of the newer design of engines, but 
which would raise the cost of f'uel. Many new engines will operate 
with a lean mixture, that is one having an excess of air and therefor~ 
would not require oxygen in the fuel to complete combustion. 

Zero Er:dssion Vel"..icles. This term refers to storage battery powered 
electrically driven cars. The extremely low energy storage capability 
of batteries whether present or future design, limits the performance 
of such cars. This is partially overcome by making the cars smaller 
and lighter. I would point out that if such vehicles were to be powered 
with gasoline engines, the amount of fuel required would be so low as to 
provide a very low emission automobile. It is one thing to mandate the 
production of zero emission automobiles, but another thing to have the 
public buy them. 

Storage battery powered vehicles may be suitable for delivery 
vehicles making frequent stops of short range. Such vehicles 
were common in ':the pas-c and my have a role in the tu.ture. 

In view o! the emphasis on mass transit, mention should be made 
of the light rail trolley and the trackless trolley, both highly 
efficient compared with storage battery operation. 

Alternate Fuels. Methane is about the only alternate .t'uel that is 
practical in terms of cost and availability. Recognition should be 
given to the fact that methane (natural gas) is ideally suited for 
space heating and co-generation gas turbine systems. Its use for 
autcmobiles diminishes the long range availability of this highly 
desirable tuel for stationar~r applications. 

Hydrogen is not truly a fuel. It is essentially a component of a 
storage battery ~stem in which electricity disassociates water into 
oxygen and hydrogen. 

other alternate fuels may have a role when the supply of oil runs low. 
Right now they are all much more expensive than gasoline. 

Overall. Solutions involve an interplay of technology and social 
issues. It is therefore most appropriate that the legislative 
committees and the administrative departments are working together. 

~~ ou 
,,,~ 



MVMA POSITION ON CAUFORNIA EMISSIONS 
STANDARDS IN. NEW JERSEY 

The nature and magnitude of the ozone problems in New 
Jersey do not compare to Los Ang.eles. 

Major uncertajnties about the benefits (emission 
reductions) ·of the program make adoption at this time 
premature. 

Examples: technologic~ feasibility, in-use emissio~ 
factors, state fuets policy, air quality modeling, 
potentia1 tor changes in C~AB''s ndes 

Despite the uncertainties, it is apparent that benefits over 
the federal pro·gram are exlTefneiy srnan and generally 
wou1d be expected to occur wetl after the ozone 
attainment deadUnes set forth in the CAAAs of 1990. 

The program would be very costly to consumers. 

New Jersey will forego no significant benefit by delaying 
consideration of the 5.177 option for a few years so that 
the major unce·rtainties about the program can be 
resolved. 



FREQUENCY OF OZONE EXCEEDANCES 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA and NEW JERSEY LOCATIONS 
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Table 1 

A Co.parison o~ Design Va~ues Used to Desiqnate Nonattainment Areas 
in the Hortheast Corridor with Design Va~ues Based on Recent Data 

DESIGN VALUES 

City --- ~-- 89/~/9l ' 
( 

New York ~ ---0....201 -·----·- 0.175 --------~-

Baltiaore 0.194 0.144 

----· - --- ----
Philadelphl.a 0.187 

·-------. 
Hartford 0.172 0-:"1/"0 

Western Ma. 0.167 0.139 

Wuh DC-VA-MD 0.165 0.134 

Boston 0.165 0.139 

Portsaouth.HB 0.165 0.143 

ProYiduce -~ . 0.162 0.150 .,. 
Portland ME 0.156 0.152 

Ric.t.ond 0.142 0.121 

Read.iD4J 0.141 0.117 

Bor:tolk 0.137 0.116 

AlleDtOWD 0.137 0.116 

BarrisbarcJ 0.136 0.118 
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COSTS AND BENE·FITS 



caJHomia Mobile Source Program 
Rscal Year 199-1-1992 

Regulatory Development 

Enforcement 
(Including Certification) 

Total $23,300,000 



Cost Estimate • 
Electrically Heated Catalyst System 

Comoonent Cost Estimate 

Catalyst 224 

Air Pump 9-8 

Engine Controls 176 

Battery 75 

Wiring/Cables 79 

Alternator 90 

Remote Starter 152 

Other 19 

Assembly 98 

Total Estimate $1,011 

• Automotive Consulting Group {September 10, 1991 ). 
Weighted Average for 4-, 6-, and 8-cylinder engines. Four-cylinder 
cost estimate: $1045.00. 
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AddHional Maintenance Costs - What the Experts Say 

"The average life of today's lead-acid automotive battery Is about four (4) 

years. The deep and rapid power drain required by the (electrically heated 

catalyat) wlllahorten battery life by an eatlmated one-half (1/2) Ita normal life. 

If thla Is the case, the vehicle owner would need to replace the battery at least 

. three (3) times after warranty coverage expires. Thla additional cost would 

total $225." 

- Automotive Consulting Group 
(Sept. 10, 1991) 

I 



' .. 
~ 

~ 

Fuel Economy Penalty - What the Experts Say 

.. While ·[Electrically Heated Catalysts or 'EHC') technology has been 

demonstrated to red~ce cold-start emlsslc:>ns, It has also proven that It will 

result In reduc~d fuel economy. A 40 pound mass lnareaae will re1ult In 1n. 

average fuel p•tiiHy ot .3 mpca whll& the hlgh•r llttottlolllold over the thirty 

seeond heat oyflll will re1ult In 1 .e mpg deer••••· Ualng fuel co1ta of •1.25 

per gallon. AOQ ooneervatlvaly aatlmatee the additional fuel coat over the 

useful life of the vehicle at S178. If one wert to conalder the EHC end 

California Phase II reformulated gasoline. the added fuel cost would total 

11.463.11 

- Automotive Consulting Group 
(Sept. 1 O, 1991) 
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ImP-act of California Standards 

"One could easily project a 1 0·15 percent decline In new vehicle a ales 

as a direct result of the (electrically-heated catalyat'a) added coat and 

consumer reJection of the delayed engine start." 

- Automotive Consulting Group 
(Sept. 1 o, 1991) 
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VOC INVENTORY IN URBAN NEW JERSEY 
1988 

STATIONARY and---J 
OFF HIGHWAY 



HIGHWAY EXHAUST AND EVAPORATIVE EMISSIONS 
% OF NEW JERSEY URBAN AREAS - 1988 

HIGHWAY EXHAUST 

EVAP 

64.01 

ALL OTHER (Nature, Stationary, Off Highway) 

-. \ ... -



COMPARISON of FEDERAL and CA PROGRAM 
TO 1988 BASE YEAR EMISSIONS 
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IIIIAT ' OF THE TOTAL 'IO!C 
INVENTORY IN ZtlO WWLD 

LEVs AF·FECT? 
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TOTAL VOC -IN URBAN NEW JERSEY 
2010 

NATURE 

HIGHWAY EXHAUST ____ ~ 
5.0~ 

82.0~ 

ALL OTHER-...~ 
(Nature. Stati~nary, Off Highway) 

----HIGHWAY MOBILE 

STATIONARY and 
OFF HIGHWAY 
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TOTAL VOC POTENTIALLY AFFECTED BY 
LEV STANDARDS IN URBAN NEW JERSEY 

INVENTORY 
--AFFECTED BY LEVs 

1.81 

98.21 

(Exhaust Emissions of Cars 
Meeting Standards) 

INVENTORY NOT 
AFFECTED BY LEVs 
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EMISSIONS FROM OLDER CARS 
NEW JeRSEY" 

IN 1990, THE OLDEST 30°/o OF THE CARS WERE DRIVEN 21 o/o OF THE 
MILES, BUT CONTR1BUTED: 

61% OF THE HC, 

61% OF THE CO, AND 

45'fe OF THE NOx EMISSIONS 

• 
R.L Polk Clr Registration Data as of July 1, 1990. 

J,.IIY 



Quote In The Washington Post, November 15, 1991: 

In an interview, the EPA's assistant administrator for 

air issues, William Rosenberg, said ·irs so much 

cheaper· to tighten inspections for the 20 percent to 

30 percent of cars now on the road that cause most 

pollution than to •go to the next generation of exotic 

cars.· 

•The less-polfuting CaJifomia cars, which would not go 

on sale until at least the 1994 model year, would not 

have an impact on reducing air pollution for several 

years beyond that,· he said. ·That would be after the 

1999 deadline for the Washington area, deemed 

seriously polluted, to reduce smog levels so they no 

longer violate federal health standards,· he said. 
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STATE IMPLEMJ;NT ATIQN PLANS -- OZONE 
PLANNING MILESTONES FOR NEW YORK CITY 
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New Jersey 
Environmental 
Lobby 

2CI.J West State Street, Trenton, NJ OtloOH lolJQI 3()() 377-l 

Testimony before Joint Public 
Environment Committees 

Hearing of Senate and Assembly 
April 9, 1992 

Re: California Car Standards (LEV) 

The New Jersey Environmental Lobby represents some 1100 state and 
local organizations and individuals dedicated to the protection and 
preservation of New Jersey's natural resources. Nothing is of more 
basic concern than the air we breathe each and every day. To 
improve that basic element and ensure the health of the citizens 
of this state is the reason we come before you today in support of 
the adoption of the California car standards. 

This single step is the cheapest, quickest and most effective move 
we can make toward attainment of the clean air standards as 
delineated under the federal Clean Air Act. New Jersey, as we all 
know, is second only to southern California in the severity of its 
ozone problems. It would certainly seem, therefore, that of all 
states in the union, New Jersey is the one that has the strongest 
incentive to adopt the California standards immediately. 

Auto manufacturers will have to retool to new design standards 
eventually under the act. Providing ONLY the California standards 
or industry's own as the two alternatives lifts a burden from auto 
makers who feared a multiplicity of standards in the beginninng. 
Whether they retool now to meet safer, cleaner standards, or retool 
later to meet the federal law requirements, the need for change is 
imminent - only the timetable varies. The u.s. auto industry could 
well recover a large share of the market if they were to go to more 
stringent controls now. If they do not take advantage of this 
marketting opportunity, we fear that they will once again see Japan 
and the European manufacturers coming forward with their version 
of the •california car.• American industry will lose market share 
again. 

New Jersey has placed controls on stable sources of air emissions, 
but this is not enough. Since 1970 the frequency of those 
discharged from a hospital with a diagnosis of asthma has nearly 
tripled in the United States. For children under 15, the rate rose 
43 percent from 1979 to 1987. Scientists have been unable to 
account for the increase. 

However, studies have shown that asthma admissions are more 
prevalent in the summer months when ozone levels are highest. A 
study at the University of Toronto found that when patients inhaled 
air with 0.12 ppm of ozone, the health standard set by EPA, they 
became twice as sensitive to ragweed or grass allergies. Dr. 
William w. Busse of the University of Wisconsin Medical School 



stated that the studies confirmed that ozone pollution enhances the 
intensity of asthmatic reactions. The medical community had long 
susprecterd that this was the case. 

The increased medical costs to society for the asthmatics and 
others with allergies and sensitivities thus intensified is very 
high indeed. And all of this can be lessened if we control ozone, 
the result of tailpipe emissions. The low emission vehicle is the 
first step in controlling these health problems. 

New studies have shown that levels of ozone as low as o.oa ppm can 
cause health problems. According to the American Lung Association, 
smog concentrations in 182 metropolitan areas in this country 
exceed that level in the summer months. We are literally poisonning 
our populace with our proclivity for single occupancy vehicles. 
Unless we are willing to make major changes in our lifestyles BQ!, 
we will have to turn to low emission vehicles and ever more 
stringent standards just to maintain current levels of pollution. 
We cannot afford •business as usual.• 

The low emission vehicle is not a complete answer to New Jersey's 
air pollution problems, but it is a major first step. We cannot 
delay any longer. 
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New Jersey Amusement Association 

48 NARRUMSON ROAD. MANASQUAN, NEW JERSEY OR736 • PHONE (908) 223~4~. FAX (908) 223 •4 ~79 

April 7, 1992 
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Shotmeyer Bros. Petroleum Corp. 
10 WACiAFIAW ROAO 
,..AWTHORNE . NEW JE RSE v 07506 
P"''QNES : !201 I 427-1000 i201 1 835-1000 
F_.X : !201 1 42 7-6363 

The Honorable Maureen Ogden 
Chairperson 
Assembly Environment Committee 
266 Essex Street 
Millburn, New Jersey 07041 

Dear Assemblywoman Ogden: 

April 1, 1992 ..... ~--~·-

It has come to my attention that the New Jersey Department of 
Environmental Protection and Energy (DEPE) will be holding hearings, 
dealing with Low Emission Vehicle standards called for by the 1990 
Clean Air Act. 

We strongly believe in improving air quality in our state as 
we l l as the nation. When it comes to choosing the ways to do it, we 
support the most cost effective solutions that get the greatest 
results. 

Faced with the nation's most severe smog problem, California has 
chosen to adopt this high - cost , low benefit program. The program 
was developed to address conditions specific to California -
including its unique climate, geography, large population growth and 
vehicle concentration. 

Adverse Economic Imoact- Data Resources, Inc., a leading economic 
consulting firm, found that average gasoline costs would rise as much 
as 24C/gallon for severely reformulated (California) gasoline that 
may be needed for these California cars. In addition, auto 
manufacturers project that these new requirements would increase the 
manufacturing cost of a new car by $500-600. These addi-tional cost 
for automobiles and fuels would effectively reduce personal income 
significantly resulting in a substantial loss of jobs and major state 
tax revenue decreases. These costs and the California program's 
extraordinarily high cost for removing smog-forming chemicals from 
the air {$84,000 per ton), make the program one of the least 
cost-effective measures for emissions reductions. 

I know that Governor Florio and Commissioner Scott A. Weiner are 
sold on the California legislation. This type of legislation is 
wrong and will only hurt the citizens of our fine State . 

Henry Shotmeyer Jr. 

Mobil 



Arthur Vette~, J~. 
12 Winterbe~~ Ct. 

Mt. Laurel, NJ 08054 

Ap~il 7, 1992 

Assemblywoman Mau~een Ogden 
266 Essex St. 
Millburn, NJ 07041 

RE: Bill A.644 

-g 

California Emission Bill 

Dea~ Assenblywoman Ogden: 

Please register my opposition to the passage of The New Jersey 
adoption of the Cali!ornia Emission Standards. 

We all want clean air, but it's how to achieve it economically. 
Quite frankly we have witnessed attempts to do something about 
clean air but most fail. California has a unique environmental 
problem where emissions are caught in the confines of their 
mountain ranges. New Jersey does not have this problem. Also, even 
though California has their emission bill in place for 15 years it 
has not improved air quality. 

We have also witnessed New Jersey putting in vapor recovery at gas 
stations. This is another flop as there is no improvement in ai~ 
quality because of it. In addition the cost to employ the syst~~ 
drove up the price of gas. 

The cost factor to meet the standards would add substantial cost to 
automobiles and the cost of a gallon of fuel. In fact, according to 
industry spokesman the cost could go up 20 cents a gallon more. 
Also, the cost to upgrade vehicles for people moving into New 
Jersey would be prohibitive thus deter~ing migration and hurting 
our economy. 

If the State is interested in clean ai~ lets work together to 
achieve it. For every 1 cent increase in the cost of gasoline, as 
a result of the new standards, cut the State tax on gas by an equal 
amount. 

Work together with Oil Companies and Automotive Manufactures in 
order to produce clean fuel and vehicles Nationally not jus~ State 
by State. 

Thank you for your time and hopeful OPPOSITION vote to this bill. 



~E\V JERSEY ST.~TE GRA.:\GE, Po£ H 

JOH~ LJ. \tArLE . . \hoter 

The Honorable Maureen Ogden 
266 Essex St 
~illburn,N.J. 07041 

Dear Assemblywoman Ogden: 

:!78~ 'wieon Street. Lewreecevillc. :"<iew Jcroev 0~8 

. - - -- · · "Apr i 1 1 , J 9 9 2 

(609)8911-0935 

The New Jersey State Grange is composed of active farmers, 
decendents of farmers and others deeply interested in rural 
affairs. 

Highway Transportation is essential to our daily livelihoods. 
We are particularly concerned about its cost. 

Such proposals as imposing California car standards on New 
Jersey gives us great concern. Our information tells us that 
these regulations may add another S1,000 to the cost of a vehicle 
and a possible 24 cents per gallon increase for the necessary 
California fuel. 

We are also unsure about the scientific basis for all of 
this. We understand that even California has not really 
determined what the "California Standard" will be. 

It seems literally foolish for New Jersey to adept something 
developed i~ California which has not even been defined. 

Given the enormous cost, we believe that caution should 
prevail, and urge you to thoroughly study the matter before you 
allow these laws to be imposed on the citizens of our state. 



266 Essex S:ree~ 

Millburn, New Jersey, 0704: :.:.~ -C\1-1\ - ,. ; . '! 

; I' , / 
; • j ' • ..__ ______ -

Dear Assemblywoman, Ogden, 

The New Jersey Rural Letter Carriers Association is an 
association who's members drive to make a living by per:orming an 
essential service in deliv~ring the U.S. Mail to rural New Jersey 
citizens. 

We know first hand the road and safety conditions that face 
rural New Jersey motorists. We also know the ever-increasing 
costs associated with day to day drivi~g (on our State's roads a~j 
bridges). Kee~ing vehicle costs under control and af:ordable, is 
vital to how we do our job. 

We are deeply concerned about the impact the proposed 
California low vehicle emission standards will have on our members 
ability to purchase and operate motor vehicles in the coming 
years. 

We respectfully ask the Legislature to go slow and to use 
caution in studying the California LEV proposal before endorsing 
any program which will add cost to our business operations. 

We thank you for your concern 

and consideration in this matter! :"M~0~ ~~Perrine, 
New Jersey Rural Letter Carriers' Assn. 

Repres. N.J. Highway Safety Council 

1 Merritt Drive--Lawrenceville, N.J. 
08648 



Mobil Oil Corporation--;·- .---:·-· 

The Honcrab1e Maureen Ogden 
01airperson 
Assembly Environment canmi ttee 
2 66 Esse.~ st:::'~t 
Millb.Jrn, New Jersey 07041 

Dear Assenblywanan Ogden: 

- -' 

--
. -----__ .. .--

April J 1 1992 

J2Z~ CiAL.;.OWS RQAO 

~AIR~ AX VIRGINIA 22037 -000 1 

J . T MANN 

MARKETING ANO REF INING ::>I VISION- U S 

On behalf of Mobil, I am writi.n:; to express support for your camnittee's 
reccgnitioo that New Jersey's clean air future requires leqislati ve 
representation of the public .interest as well as consideration of the concerns 
of the Department of Environmental Protection an:! Energy (DEPE) • Determini.n; 
the measures that will achieve clean air s-...an:lards for the state is a CCI!'IOlex 
issue that de.rrarxis careful consideration with the legislature's involvement 
and guidance. SUfficient time I!D.lSt l:::e taken for st:lJdy before measures are 
adopted that !ray not l:::e right for New Jersey and its citizens. 

one ~le of a rush to premature judgment is the DEPE' s prcp:sed regulations 
for california Law E)D.issioo Vehicle (LE.V) st:.anJards. Mobil supports 
~lementation of the federal Clean Air Act Amen:!ments (CAAA) and -we feel that 
the measures already man:2ted by the CAAA will help New Jersey meet clean air 
goals. (Sane of these measures include stricter nationwide tailpipe emission 
stan::!ards, enhanced vehicle emission inspection arx:i naintenance pr~, 
refonnu.late:::l gasoline arx:i fuel "VapOr control rB:iU.irements. ) 'Ihe Clean Ai.= Act. 
Amerdments do not rB:iU.ire New Jersey to adopt the california LEV program. 
Rather, the U:V pz:o;tam represents a c:liscretionary step l:::eyond the CJJ.,AA. The 
pro;tam was developed specifically for c:aJ.ifornia to address its e..treme suog 
problem, which t.hanktully no state in the nation c::cmes close to sharing. 
While the pz:o;tam may be appz:optiate for california to deal with its severe 
smog, it may net :t::e right for New Jersey where geography, vehicle population, 
available transportation c:ptions, air quality and other factors are so 
different fran california. 

'Ihe califcrnia U:V pz:o:JLam calls for the pro::luction of pz:o:JLessively stricter 
"low emission vehicles," le.adin; ultilnately to the "zero emission vehicle" or 
electric car, which JmJSt c:arprise 10% of all vehicle sales by 2003. It is 
uncertain 'What fuels will :t::e neeJed. to run U:Vs. Alltarlakers, who will 
deter:mine the fuels required to meet the stricter st.andards, have not yet 
identified the fuels. 'n1ese new vehicles may demand more severely 
reform.llated gasoline than called for by the Clean Air Act or alternative 
fuels such as methanol or ~ natl.Iral gas. 
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Mobil 

2 - April 3, 1992 

Mobil, along with many of o.1r deale-'""5 an::i d.i.st::"i.b.ltors, is conce..""Tled al::out New 
Jersey ac:iopt.i.n; U:V sta.n:lards W'hen the fuels to be required reiTain unce...'""ta..i.z1. 
We are also concerned abo..tt california LF:J's costs. Autanakers have test.ifie::i 
that the U:V standards will add $500 to $1, ooo to the price of a new car. If 
more severely refornulated gasoline is .in:ieed required to meet U:V ~...andards, 
it would cost 24C:: per gallon more to refine than conventional gasoline. 
P.igher fuel prices could hit consumers hard arxi hurt o.1r dea.le-'""5 ' arx:1 
distri.b..rt.ors ' .b.l.sinesses. Further, if alternative fuels are required, ou= 
--:• s:_ i.b.ltors, _i.'1 ~-iC!.!l~, ~-r::.ll be i!:!paC'""-o.d signi -Fi-:::.ni;ly as t.'"ley i..nc'..:r 
~...s to conve_~ t."leir storage facilities , transpo~ t::rucks arx:i station 
dispensing ~pnent. caning on top of the costs to meet emissions control 
programs already mandated by the Clean Air Ac":., LI:.-v requirements could spell 
the end of sane small b.lsinesses. 

Are the ~...s of califo.·.·ni.a U:V the "price of clean air" that New Jersey 
.b.l.sinesses arxi CX)nsumei'S simply IID.lSt pay? On the CX)nttary, third-party 
studies i.n::licate that there are less e>cpensive means than california U:V that 
achieve greater inprovements ili air quality. one sue-"1 econanic st:udy was done 
last year by the state of COnnecticut. 'Ihe study CX)nclude::i that california 
LEV's ~...s far exceed its benefits in te.."'lnS of cleaner air arx:i, as a result, 
COnnecticut's Gove-"110r Weicker deferred consideration of california u.-v 
st.an::iards in his state. After CX)nsideration of california U:V, Virginia , 
Marylarx:l, Delaware an::i the District of COlumbia have all decide::i not to go 
forward with LEV this year. 

Mobil believes in improvi.n; air quality. When it canes to c.~oosi.n; the ways 
to do it, we support the most cost-effective solutions that achieve the 
greatest res"ul ts. '!bat's wny ~ urge you to slow down the DEPE' s action on 
LEV s-...an::lards. Hasty decision-making could zrean that the best air quality 
solutions are over looked or not gi ven a chance to work. careful study is 
neede::i to dete.."1nine W'hat measures are at=Propriate for New Jersey to make t:::ue 
pro;ress ta,.;ard cleaner air. 

Sincerely, 

(/r:-.-7 
y.:;!~ 

L / 
J. T. Mann 



Schaefer Rebuffed 
On Gtms, Emissions 
:! Bills Rejected b_v :lfd. Senate Committee 

3 v Dan Beyers 
,. ••"ut8t0ft Pose ~fait W'mft' 

.... 'i~APOLIS . \larcn 12-A Sen-
.::e ~· ommtttee :1eait ~·.'.'c ~:1;or 

.ows ., ' ~vv . William Donald 
--·:-:aerer ' !esztsiauve aqenda toelav. 
.ereatmll proposals to oan tile sate 
r • .-ertatn assault weapons and to 

-~autre tnat new cars meet Califor­
:la s touqn em1ss1on standards. 

3oth btils were deieated on 6 to 5 
· tes ;n ::;e ::t!r.ate Judictai Pro­
~eatnqs 1...ummtttee. wiltch ktllea 
muar measures 1ast vear. 
'-vmmmee Cila1r-man Waiter M. 

'3aker 1 D·Cecll) led the fight agamst 
~cilaerers proposed ban on the sale 
.i more than three dozen types oi 
-ntlitarv-stvle assault weapons. Af. 
~r comp~tntng that Maryland has 
.oc executed anvone tn decades. 
jaker satd: ·•ff we are not goinl to 
·. umsn cnmtnals. I wdl never vote 
· 1 take awav a person's rilht to 
ear arms. 

:-lis commtttee s vote apmst the 
:•Jn 0111 was expected. But Schaeier 
, 1aes exoressed surpnse at the de-
7Jt •ll tile auto emtsston btll. 

,."us ·.vas not a ~ood day," ;atd 

Davtd S. lannucct. the governor's 
,•h1ei iesPslauve iiaison. 

:he ::ienate committee's acuon 
•allows tile aereat tast montn oi :1 

~:H :n ~ne ·v·:r~nrua !e~~stature that 
·.vould have aoplied the Califorma 
~mtsston scanaaras to new cars soid 
n .'iorcnern Virgm1a late m tilts 

. iecade. .-\!so. Distnct oificials re· 
enciy announcea that they are hav­

:'IIZ second thoughts about movmg 
:oward the tough standards. 

•)oponents •li :he em1ss1on bill. 
.:1t:tuainq car manu(acturers. •:li 
~mpames ;1nd car dealers. ·;1re 

;Jtciung us oif state by state.· ..:om­
plamed Sen. Howarci A. Derus IR· 
\1ontgomery1, a member oi the Ju· 
dicial Proceedings Comrruttee. 
·Eventually, someone·s gomg to 
nave to take the bull by the horns.·· 

:\drrurustrauon orficials saJd they 
wtli now concentrate on getting a 
;omewnat '.Veaxer emiSSion bill 
·hrouctt the House oi Delegates m 
':opes oi gett1n11 J udictaJ Proceed· 
·:1gs to appro•;e the House measure. 

·There s suli a little ray ot hope. · 
.•atd Robert Perctasepe. the state's 
:nvtronment seaetarv. 

SH MARYUND. 83. CoL 5 

;.fASHINGTON POST· 
:1arcn :.392 

-: ~nate ?~estaenc ~homas 
iii\e : .. l! iit:r ; r. ::;. ?~met! G~rlle 51 

11d :!:at ~: ::-:e t-!'Juse approves tne 
.,sztstatton. ·: . .,.,u1a r:ope cne com· 
-:-ttttee muznt Keeo an open mmd.·· 
lut he satd manv c1mm1ttee mem· 
;ers have ex~ressed reservauons 
•oout aaopttnll stanaarcis at a ttme 
·vnen surroundin!l states were 
':ackin11 oii. 

·Perhaps thev atdn't see a sense 
;i urgency. · ~tiller saJd . 

.=or manuiacturers had argued 
:hat the proposea stanaards. wiuch 
.vould appiy to new cars begmrung 
·.vlth the 1996 model year. are too 
~ostly ior tne 1mpact they would 
:tave on \1arylanci's all' pollution 
problem. fhey contend that the 
;tnct standards coWd drift u., new 
~Jr pnces ov S 1.000. 

\1eanwntle. car aeaiers, pantc· 
Jlariy those in the Washin~tGD area. 
~xpress worrv that they would not 
·-e able to seil to restdents of netgh­
:ormg 5tates :i \1arylanci had 
:ougher and more expellSlve enus­
>tons standards. 

\1arylana must tell the federal 
sOVernment how It plans tO Clean ItS 
air oy 1994. "If it's not 110101 to be 
cleaner cars. tt 's gomg to have to be 
a cleaner something else. • Pereta­
.;epe said. 

Other oottons mclude restrictions 
m car travel or new limtts on mdus­
·nal pollution. he sa1d. 

In addition to regtonaJ concerns. 
)pponents of the em1ssion bill. led 
~Y BaJcer. said they were uncom­
:ortable w1th provisions that would 
:orce Maryland to follow CaJitor­
:tia's lead tf it iunher uptena the 
5tandards. "! reiuse to be tied into 
·.vhat California does.· Balcer said. 

That BaJcer prevailed on the as­
;ault weapons ban came as no sur­
l rise to committee member Denis. 

But Dents satd he did not ~ 
:hat opponents oi that bill would 
.!ten proceea to \'Ote down several 
1ther unreiatea gun btlls. They a~ 
)arently iearea :nat Jn attempt 
.vou.ld be made to add the asaau.lt 
·.veapons ban to anv gun bill that 
makes 1t to the Senate rloor. 

'I think the btlls silou.ld be de­
'Jated on their ments,'' Denis saad. 

The comnuttee has noc yet voted 
m a reqwrement that loaded fire­
mns be kept out oi the reach oi 
dlildren. 



I LIGISUTUIII '12 
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I Cleaner-cars measw-e 
I called 'dead for today' 
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Union Lobbies Against 
Md. Car Enrission Bill 
10.ctic [Tsing Gill lobs Irks Some Lawmakers 

By Charles Babil1lf.Oil ............... .._ 
ANNAPOLIS. Feb. 26-Union 

lobbyiaea are usinc General Motors' 
aaaouaced intention to close nine 
more U.S. plants as a weapon 
apinat Maryland legislation that 
would strenl(hen car-emission 

' sllndardl, lawmakers said today. 
Uaited Auto Wortcen officiaJa are 

tellinc state ••••• that if they 
~ dll-&iiL GM ~a. its as­
lllllblr pllllt in Baltimore, which 
employl3,500 people. 

The mesup is beiac delivered by 
Henry Bert. the UAW's chief lobby· 
ist in Maryland. Bert said GM man­
agement has not specifically threat· 
ened to close the Baltimore plant if 
the Calaomia-car biU passes. 

However, he said he inferred the 
possibility from GM Chairman Rob­
ert C. Stempel's announcement this 
week about closinc 12 plants and 
sayinc nine others will close but 
have not yet been selected. 

~r just relayed to [state lqislatorsl 
what Chaianan Stempel said." Bert 
said today. The local regulatory cli­
mate is one of se¥eral factors that 
will •govern what plants stay in ex· 
istence . . . . Naturally, state laws 
such as California emiuioaa would 
put us at a disadvantqe ... 

The UAW's tactic is infurialint 
some lqillaton. "We caD it envi­
ronmental blaclcmail.. said Del. 
Leon BiJiinp <D-Moataomerv>. a 
SUIJPOrter of the biD to require new 
cars sokl in Maryland to meet Cal· 
ifomia's emission standards. 

GM offtcials are fichtinl the Cal­
ifornia-car legislation in many state 
lecillatures. Even tJtoucb Maryland 
lawmakers tend to doubt GM would 
close the Baltimore plant, the na· 
tion's only facility makinc tbe Chev· 
ro1et Astro and GMC Safari mini­
VIlli, they say the threat is hurtinl 
the emission bill's prospectS in this 
state. 

"lt'a really difficult for me to vote 
fw a .biD whea there's a pollibilitJ 

' that 3,000 workers c:ouW- Cbeir 
I jobl,.. said Del. Brian K. McHale 

(0-Baltimore), who voted for the 
Catifomia-car biU last year. He 
called tbe meaaae from tbe Balli- . 
more plant's union •a liptty veiled 
threat." 

The emission lqi.Uatioa paued 
the House of Delegates but died in 
the Senate during the 1991 session. 

William H. Noack. a GM spokes­
man. Slid he knew of no threat to 
a. tbe Baltimore plaat. Allred 
wbetber Bert's coocems were oB­
taqet, Na.ck replied. •t can oa1y 
say I know of no such pendin1 ac· 
tioa.,. He said GM offic:illa C1PPC* 
the Catifomia-car lecislation be­
cause they believe it is not a cost· 
effective way to curb air poUution. 

In light of GM's dramatic job cuts 
nationwide. even the slightest 
threat of retribution is beinc taen 
seriously in the Maryland Genera! 
Allembiy, Slid some S&qlpOrterS of 
tbe emillioa bill. 

•tt' s tbe wont kind of corporase 
terrorilm,.. BiDinp said. •Every· 
body's scared... he said, referrina 
both to lecislators and workers at 
the Baltimore plant. 

Dam Iannucci, who is lobbying 
for the biB in behalf of Go.. William 
Donald Scbaefer. said tbe effect of· 
the UA w· s lobbylna effort is not Jet 
clear. "It's not GM talking; it's the 
uaion,,. be said. 

But DeL Brilll E. Fnllh <D­
Mont~Q~D~~Y), a major bldrer of 
tbe biU, said, "' know I baacb of 
people in tbe Baltimore deleptioa 
wbo are worried.,. 

Federal law requires tbe Diltrict 
and Maryland, Vqiaia llld adler 
states to submit poUutiaa-fiJbtia 
plana by 1994. Molt !lit Coat 
states have said they will adopt tbe 
Califonaia emiaiaa ICIDdardl as 
part of their efforts. 

The Vqiaia Genenl AleDbiJ, 
bowem, receDt1J rejecred IUCb lel­
islatioa. ADd Marytmd car dealers 
say tbeJ will be ac a ~ if 
they have to sell can that meet a 
toqber aad COidier standard tbiD 
U.C.iane ............. 

Neitber tbe Maryllad Ho.e nor 
tbe Seaate bu ..,... - tbe e-. 
siao biD tbia year. 

) ,.,)( 
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Oean-i\ir 
Agreement 
Hits Snag 
D. C. Questions Cost 
Of California Cars 

The piiD to clean Ill) tbe repxl' s 
air by requirinc that new can sold 
here meet tough California emis­
sioos standards suffered another 
~'!~~ u Distril:! affic:Ws said yes· 
terday they are havinc second 
thoughts about tbe idea. 

The Diltrict joined states from V"1r· 
giaia to MliDe 1a1t fall ill siaaial an 
acreemeal that promiled tbeJ woWd 
aiDw oaiJ tbe Jowo.poialiac can to be 
saW. beliminl aa aoan • ...... to 
COIDbat tbe smoky 11ue bllabtinc 
tbe Eat Coat. But now Diltrict oi· 
ficiaJs say that they fear tbe new can 
couid mil amumen too much and 
that tbe city may DOC be able to afford 
the expeme ot regujatioa.. 

"'t's kiDd ot a bomblbeJI,• said 
WiUiam Bedrer. e-=utive director 
ot a natiaaai ...mtiaa ol state air 
pcMiatiDD olfjcja!a •tt's not aoiDt to 
hejp tbe CIIIIL Otben may ques­
tiaD wily tbey sbaald 10 abad if tbe 
Diltrict il DOt .... to do it.. 

It waa tbe secODd ctiuppoinhner\t 
far tbe deiD<ar • :ampeip ill recent 
web. A V"qiaia Senate committee 
re;ected Gov. 1.. Doqlla Wilder's 
biD Jut IIDith to require - ot Cal­
ifornia can in Nortbem V"qiDia by 
tbe late 19901: tbe panet sent tbe is­
sue otf for a year's study iDiteld. A 
simillr til .... debated ill tbe Mary­
laDd Jepiature yesterday, and ~ 
porterS Slid ita dlances ot ~ 
haw beea hurt by ~ts in 
tbe District and V"ll'linia-

WASHINGTON POST 
March 12, 1992 

"What we mere!)' want to do is 
take a .. Uie at tbia time and take a 
look at wUt tbe lcnH mjllljo]a ve-
hicle pracrllll - to tbe city and 
ita cicileal• Ferial Bilbop, head ot 
tbe Diltrict's eiroameotai rec­
watm adminiltratm, said in an in­
terview yesterday. 

Sbe said city otficiala are con· 
cemed about wbetber tbe can' en· 
v1roamentai benefits are worth the 
expeaae to consumers ($200 to 
$1,000 a car) and tbe cost to the 
city for adminiaterinc tbe program. 
If Mayor Sblroa Pratt Kelly later 
acnes to 10 abad with tbe pian, 
tbe D.C. CouDcil probMiJ wouk1 
c:GIIIider a CaJifarnia car require­
meat after public heariDp, sbe said. 

As debate continued over cleaner 
an. tbe Metropotitall Wubington 
Council ot Govei"'UDeets released a 

s.. CABS, 83, Co&. 1 



District Rethinking Pact to Require California Cars 
POLLUTION PRODUCERS 

'

n 1989. the aoprmumatety 2.8 million recistenld vehicles m 
the WashmgtOn area proauc:ed tne followint potlutants: 

Yu.J-PIIJ.IIIDr 
• 1.613 ... ., ClltiiiiiMflllldl 

•900 tons"'"-'· .. ~ used in air 
condllla .... 

•319 .... ., ....... aca~ ..... I'Dol-• 
•1611Dn1fl ......... ...... 

YUILY WAI'II,_IMII'IIIWICI 
.a.9 mlllolt ...... ., en~-=- oil 

•7.7mtllloft ..... flaa ,~...._,..... 
.u ........ ... 
.u .... ..... 

., .............. 22 ... 
•114,000-- fl -~ ' flald 

~--• l"-ICIIIJIJIPI fltllllllll ........ 201,000 tllll af ................................. ~ 

CAllS. Fro• Bl 

study yesterday that is the first at­
tetll1)t to add up how much waate 
and poiJuca • produced -by vefti­
cles m the area acb year. 

The pcMlutiaa 0 imeDtary Uldudes 
1.663 lalla ot carbaa IDCIDOlDde: 900 
tons of chlorotluorocarbons. the 
coolant in car air conciitionen that 
destroys the earth's ozone layer: 
3.3 million used tires: and 205.000 
tons oi scrap rnetaJ. 

George L Nichols, the senior en­
v1ronmenta! pJanner wbo wrote the 
study, said otficials were surprised 
by the laqe quaDtity of potefttW 
po6latiaa aad hope to find ways to 
preft!llt mada ot it. 

The study is the first st~ an a 
~ to encourap auto mam­
tenance shop~ and government ve­
hide fleets to reduce pollution 
throuch suda steps as usana less 
tolDC cleanaen or recycling auto aar 
CODditioner ..... he said. 

Altbaqh officials of Maryland. 
V'qiaia aad otber scata say the Ul· 
ifonia can are needeG to meet new 
fedeni deaHir teqailemerats. the 
auto llld oiliDduluill bawe mounted 
a sa-......,... effan to arpe that 
the can are too apeDiiwe for too lit· 
tJe emir•WMDIJI pin. 

NeiPbcJ~inc scatesleamed of the 
District's second thoucftrs at a 
meetint of Eut Coast air pollution 
of1icWa ill Anupolis on Tuesday 
when Bis~. representinl the c1ty, 

declined to s1gn a ioUow-up agree­
ment on the car program. 

Lut mondl, Distnct representa­
tives abetaiaed from a Counc1i oi 
Govemmenu vote endonmg (ail­
forma can after quesuons aoout 
their cOil were railed by a!Cies co cne 
new city admiPiMntor. Robert L. 
Mallett. who took office two montns 
aiter the car pact was s1gned. 

Bishop said she hopes the 01:;­
tnct wtU stJCk by the agreement. 
··but 1t woWd be presumptuous to 
say that when there are so man• 
other ~ involved.· 

The president ot the assoc1at1on 
r~resentinc the 200 auto deaiers 
in the Diluict and its suburbs. Gc!· 
rard MIJil)by, said because there 
are oniy eight deaien m the City, ·r 
can't imagme the Oistrtct wouldn 't 
come to the party" if surrounam11 
:;tates m2Diiate C4liiom~.a cars. 

··t don't thiDk they're gom11 ~o 
pull out of it." saad Maryiand 's se.:­
~etarv of the enVII'onment. Robert 
Percupe. "It's a matter oi us geL­
tin~ wtth them and briefing them. · 

The Marytaad House oi Delegates 
turned back three attempts yester­
day to water down or kill the Caiifor­
ma car bill. which paued the House 
last year oniy to die in the Senate. A 
final vote could come today on tne 
measure that wouid requare sale or 
the cars begmtunlf tn 1995. 

Staff wntn Dd11 &,wJ contnbuua ro 
tlall rrpon. 



Va. Senate Panel 
lUlls w-ilder Bill 
On Car Emissions 

3v .j.,i\n f. Hams 
l!lO -ionn Wani Ander!On 

·.v-~~-.... 
RICHMOND. Feb. 10-Gov. L. 

1ouglas Wilder" s plan to reduce aar 
: ollutaon m Northern VirgtnJa by 
~eouanng that. beguuung m 1997. 
,JI new cars sold met!! Califorrua's 
iu~n emassaon standards was killed 
·aav m a ::ienate commattee. 
:n tile bajfgest ,;etbacic to Wilder 

-0 rar thrs le~Jslattve sessaon. the 
~enate T ransportatJon (omrruttee 
. oted 8 to ti co kall the clean-car bill. 
:·he; aarrumstranon sa!d the meas­
~re was neeaed to meet federal en­
·. ;ronmental requarements. but lob­
:)VJsts ior oal ~omparues and car 
iealerships complained it would be 
·no expensave. 

~everal lawmakers saad they 
v:.nt to see the· results of a planned 
etZJslatave studv and consader the 
oSUe atZaJn ne:<t year. But Elizabeth 
:1. Haskell. Wilder's secretary of 
. 1tural resources. saJd the new 

~ :mssaon stanaards oifered the best 
:1ance •1i rmproV1nl aar quality 

.vtthout 1mposang broad new reg­
.Jlauons on aU busmesleS. 

Vircanaa ts now 1n dancer of misa­
nlf iederal deadlines foe curbint 
~ollutaon. she saad. ~It isn't a proD­
em that ts goang to go away," Ha· 
-Kell saad. 

\leanwnale an Annapotis. support· 
: ~s or the tou~her emission stan­
:aras urged Ylaryland lawmaJcers 
··Jaav to adopt their own version ot 
~e !e~tJsiataon. despite the vote in 

:~ichmond. The Virginia vote ~is all 
:-:e more reason ior Maryland to 
nove ahead.~ :iaad Robert Percia­
·epe. state secretary of the envi­
··mment. 

Percaasepe .1nd others he1d a 
:ews .:onterence to UDdencore 

· ;vv. William DorWd Schaeter's 
:upport ior the errussioas lqiaa· 
·:on. the subJeCt ot a Haa. COIIIIIUt· 
·ee hearanlf Tuesday. DeL Brilll E. 
•7 rosn 1 0-Montgomery), a c:o-tpllll­

:or 0r the Marvland biJI. said be be­
:eves the leglSJatioa wUI be ap-

proved by the House. but prospects 
are uncertain in the Senate . 

The iederat Clean Air Act re­
qwres Vif'IUlia illd Marytand to 
submit pLus by 1994 snowing how 
poi)utants can be reducecl The Vir­
ginia ruJes apptieci oaiy to Northern 
ViriJDia, which hal the state's molt 
poiluted air. 

A powerful array of interests 
tined up apmc the biU. spanaored 
by Sen. Edward M. Holland <D­
Arlinlflon). Perilalll the moat im­
portant was Fairfax-baed Mobil 
Corp., which fears that mandatinl 
CaJiforrua-style cars woWd lead to a 
mandate for CaJiforrua-style fue!. 
which is speciatly formuilted to 
burn more cleanly. 

Susan Sonnenber1, an environ­
menta! affairs oificiaj for Mobil. said 
producint the speciaJ fuet in UJi. 
fonua required oil comCJUiel there 
to invest more than $6 billion and 
resuited in aa averaae increue in 
guotine prices ol 17 cenra a pJion. 
"'Owiousiy, we're~ ... Sonnen-
berl Slid. 

R--'1 HiDa. direaor of the 
Northern Vifliaia cbapter of the ~ ~ f X 

See CAl& 8'7, c.&. 1 

WASHINGTON POST 
?ebruary :1. :?92 
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St'tlate llat1ds Wilder Defeat 011 En1issions 
('ARR. fro• Ul 

- - ·-· · - -- · ·- - -
1\nlt'l ir:m J.unR AsscM:iation, which 
lullhic•d t•xlensively fur the bill. 
c um1•hinctl that thr nmunittre M­
e i~iun Wil'i "a da~si• example uf bi1 
lmsinc·-.s sn11 in~ a vidu1 y iiRainst 
lw:1lth ;nul dc·;m ilil ." 

1\llc-1 lhl' vutc•, Wilclt·r Chid uf 
Sl :til J I. Sin c pshirc· anJ(Iily c.:mt· 
hunlc·ol :1 llt·mcM 1atic· cldt-dor, Sf·n. 
J:•• ksun E. Nt•asm Jr. UUurlic·lcl), tu 
olo-m:111•l an •'XI•Ian;~liun. 

"I han• III'VI'r 111'1'11 fllnVilll'f'd 
ll1al il ahsulutdy must he 11as~·cl" to 
mc•t•l lc•clc•1 al clc·:ullim·s. Rea'iur said. 

In :1 -;c•t•at:llt' adiun latf' tuniaht. 
:1 I till 1•111hihit iny, antiahot linn dt•m­
un-;ltalurs lmm hlcH·kinK an:es!l tu 
lu·:1lth clinks was narrowly ap-
11111\'l'cl un a 111 eliminary vole in thr 
lluust·. lht• hill, by ltd. Leslie 1 .. 
lh 111e (It l'aitfax). wuulcl pruvidc· a 
ma'limnlll lll'llalty uf 12 1111111lhs in 
jail f••r :1 fit sl uffrnSt~ and fi•·e ye;u!l 
in 111 i•.u11 fu.- sultsc·•llll'lll runvit- · 
liniJo.;. 

I he• mc·asutc• is IN•Iif'\'t•d tu ht• 
""'' .. 1 lice · lic·-1 ul il•; ki11cl icc 1111' 

.. ''"''' \'. 
llo• · llnu•.o· ''· ill l.olw ;c liu;cl 1 ulc-

1111 lhc· hill ltlt·sday. If approved it 
wuulcl Jllllu the St'nate. 

In othu adimt, the llouse ap­
pruvrd ancl •wut lu thl' Senate bills 
that wuultl: 
• 1\llow 111 ivalc• mmp:mit-s to build 
and "llt'rah' 111 isuns in Vi1 Rinia. 
Statr lkmunatk Chairman Paul 
t;ulchn;m is antunR thf' lobbyist!l fur 
the Clllllttanic·s. 
• l'eunil so • ailed sl:ml dtilling ... 
drillinR thai bt·Rins 1111 land and 
slants ""' lt~·nt·ath watc•r · in the 
Ti•lewalc·r ;u ca uf 1111' slate. Out 
IM'•·au-.e uf • um·l'fn ahuut ,,ullntiun 
uf the Uu•o;:~peakt• llay, thr bill sets 
lil(hler rrgulations fut Tidewall'r 
I h:m fur d ·:e whc·u· in I he !il ah'. 
• Rec1uiu· l'~''lf'lt• 15 and olclt•r to 
buy an annual $7.511 lirenst• lor u·c·­
watiunal sail walc'r fishinJ(. AnJ(Ic•rs 
fishinR h ""' tht-ir uwn land or ufl a 
lil't'nsl'tlll'o 1 rational hual .vunltluol 
m·ed till' lin·no;l'. 

With ltll'sclay's clt•acllillt' lor final 
ad ion 1111 hells ltMIIIIinR. I ht• llcmst· 
alsu J(avt• ptc•limimu v iiJtpruval 111 
clmc•us ul lllf'il'illrt'"· i11c httliiiK lc•ji! 
isl:1liu11 thai 1\'uulcl: 
• Encl tlw wiom·e l:tkt· .tlll·•m·i~iun~ 
oolllw Ho·· '"' o1 r .. n, .,,,. \'oo , . ~ "'""'" 

be dislributt'd pruporlionally, with 
the winner olthe popular volt' Jlt'l-' 
ling two votn plus one for t'ach ron­
grt>ssiunal distrid carried. Others 
candidalt's would pi one F.lrctural 
Cnllt-gt• vote fur eiiCh district rarrit-d. 
• Strt·nathen a dyi111 patif'nt's abil· 
ity to clirrct the providina. withhold­
ina or withdrawal ol medical treat­
ment. llowevrr, the measure slops 
short nf allowitiJ physic-ian-assisted 
suicidt' . 
• Makt• it a crime to "!ltalk" :moth­
t-r p..rson, caullil11 the vidim emo­
tional distres!llluouJ(h ft-ar ulclc•ath 
m seric•us injury. 

1\l'io toda)', Wilder desn ilwol a 
bill passed llltanimously hy the 
llousf' Saturday, tQUiheninR lien­
allies fur firint or possessinR a gun 
on or nc•ar school J(routuls, as a 
lllat·eiHJ Thf' bill was 1 ushl'd 
thrnnl(h after tht- fatal shcttllinR of 
t w11 trenaaer1 in a Not folk 
sl·hoc•lyard last week. At the same 
time, the llmtse defeatrd prnposals 
tu impnst• a three-day waiting pe­
' iocl 11n ~rnn purchaS«"s and to limit 
'~'"' t•nu·hases to ooe a mouth. 

lhf' RIIVI'rtlllr s.1id hi' will si~tn 
lito• ..,, houl Jllln hill. hul lw :11lolt-cl: 

Del W. TariM M•rpb Jr. 
(0-Ner~Mn Neck) e~ec•• IM vole H 

~111111 H ••It water n.•l•r llenaea. 

"Punishml'nl is n11 detrnc•nl .. .. 
What kind uf IIII'SSOlJ(I' elm"; thill 
setlll. that you c·an buy as m;my 
guns as you want, you ju!lt l'Oin't use 
them? I really believe wt>'re nut go­
inK to stop what's taking pi art- unl il 
WI' attark thc• u•ut causf's." 

Sltlb writrn /)(maid 1• Ralur anti 
Charlts HtlltltiJ!Ion .-ot~lrrft~~trd to 
th iJ rrflolrt 
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Pennsylvania doesn't need Califor1zia's air-emission s'andards 
J!! JONATHAN H. ADl~---

M .. , trenlls bave their Sian lo Call· 
lornll Fr.,. laeAIIInet to atusk 
If) let, the West t.:ue51 bas 1on1 beee 

lnRuenllll Ia deteratinlnl NortheesterD 
lost• Tllb 11 true io pollll.-s, no less lbao Ia 
lasbloe. TIM laa re•ol., aad the Re••• 
re•••l••l•• llad their e>rllins In Calllnrale. 
end lor 1•ood ur ill th•·r trantlor!lled the .......... 

Calllornla's latest upo•rl In the East c,,..,, 
Is a new serie• ol re1u1a11uns •l•ed .ol lm­
pro•lnl •rlleo air •tuelit~ Nul CDillenl wllh 
lire llandards oolllmed in the 19911 federal 
l'luo Air AclaMcn•l•ents. C"lifurnta struck 
outoe 111 owa "' d•·SiiD eV<a arore strinaenl 
ret~ulelloas •l•ed .11 cleanlnl the air abnve 
l.os Anleln. ••• dlrllcsl lo tile ttalloD. Now 
several Easter• llalet, lnclndlnl Pennsrlv• 
nla, ue coelelltpletlfll adct•llnl these I•••· 
cmluloo •elakle II.EVI "'l•llaliuns as thl'lr 
..... Gov c-r lnno•u•ed htt inlenllun 10 
o•loptlltese relulalllllllas p111 ••I htt ··fl•u Ito 
• ltllfl Peon~rl•aola·s elr 

rbe esau•r.loa blbiDd this acllon 15 tbll 
the l"alllora • steadards rrprewnt •• efll· 
• •~n• and cost elfl't..lhe rn•·•n~ ul auairuna 

federal elr ••IIIIJ llllldlr41. Ginn that fed· 
erll lew lakllltll 1111 llltlltr of lodlvldYel 
lletet to eel •• .__ ... , Ia llutanlna air 
•u•lllr rtl• ... lo"' ••nr 1111es we the Cell· 
lorDII lleadlr• a tile OIIIJ cooceivable op­
lloe. U4l C-r ltlrl IIIII federel 1anct1ons 
will be ealdM ••leu qalllcant ectloo Is 
liken. Howe¥er. 1111 Cllllornle u:v naod· 
1141 ere 1111 • cOII«Ifecthe elr pollution 
control llr...., Willi II •ore. enecrlo1 
tllese IIIDderds Is llerdiJ Penns) I• ante • 
onlr Ofllon 

Conskler 1 few Slli<nl I~IS about lila 
souru of urllea air pollution. lh much as SO 
percent of 1111-oblle pclll111lon is ceused by 
oalr II percent ollhe •elllcles on the roed 
Tills •eMil IIIII oul ol every II autoaubilu, 
ooe e•llsu •11eh llr poll11ll0t1 u the other 
nine. Tbe• wellldn are predomloontly old· 
er velllcln. wellkln 11111 ere oul<lltune. or 
Clrt tbel llav1 kiD deliberately lempere.l 
wuh 10 1110 l•prove perlormence Tn mul­
mlze elr •ulllr lleaelhs. nvlroomcntal lnl­
lllllves sllould _, 10 llfl<l lhtw vchldu 
lor emlssloa reductioas 

llnlortuallelr. tbe c.Jif«ole I"'" emission 
veblcln lleaderds pr-ote.t by Casey do no 
Sllch tblnl lasleedlhese Ifill Ill tuns propo,. 

The costs for new starrd,~rds 
could be envrmom, a11J 
tlrey r.uou/J Jo lilllt! tv 
imp1ove air quality. 

• broed "drlltaer· opproa<h I hoi for,·ct outo­
••hn lo pr~uce •ehtcl"' wllh dllrtllllcal· 
lr redured UliSSt•on• Vel tudo)'s n<w con 
ere alreedy ntoru lh•n 9\ perrenl d .. ncr 
tban tbo1a of 11 run •II" \\'hot ts m·ore. the 
lll11ellll of ••adatin& a•l.llllnnol reducllona 
Ia the e111lsstona of new con on I)· occrue Ia 
1111 IDDI term u ol•ler con ore 1uduallr 
nplace.t wllb eewer counterportt In shon. 
lbe cleen·alr beadlls lrum reJucln& emit· 
sloas of new can are n•&hlltble. ol b,st. 

Whtle the Calllnrnta uandords will d•• Ill· 
de to Improve Penmylvoolo oir 'IIIIIIIJ. lbe 
CO.II ul th~se slan~l•rd.s could be tnorm••UJ. 
n ... re.ulollons coul..t ...... JS mucb • 
11.101 to the priu of oew ou toruubrles If 
anrthlna. these SllnJar.Jt ICIIIIIIy dlscour-

... the replacemrnl of older. heavily pollut­
IDC vehklll •ilb cleaner, oe• Clrt II ..... 
II• be reree•bert<l tbolthe cosll oltbe LEV 
flllllatlons ere In oddlllnn to tbe tre•en­
dOIIs ICODtl,.lc bur.t•n belna ;•pow<~ br 1111 
I"' ClnD Air Act revlstons. II is •sllmaled 
IIIII IDDIIel US. upenduures will uceld SJS 
lltllloe evee without these rrq•lrements. 
Caa Peaasyhanla truly alfonl such •• ... 
peDShe and lnelf<ell\e pr'ljlrom' 

Of <<MIIW, ••nr til II rosbl that the ,., er­
ltr of P111nsylvan11's, and parllcularlr 1'11111· 
delpllle'a, llr pullullon prublem justifies the 
- ••ere 81easures Alter oil. ICC•trdln& IO 
liM 1991 doll, ll ol l'enntrlvonia's 67 COIID· 
trill were classlfl<d as tone h••ocJ non· 
allliD81eDI ereu. and Pbtlo•lelphlo·s oaune 
- -•nalnment s~a~ut .... clossifl<d u s. .. , .. 

Ytl wllet was true then Is no lon1er the 
CUI. As anted in 1 just released repurt by the 
Clio ln1111ute. preltmmarr 1991 d••• lru• 
llle [ovlmn•entol Prut.clloo Aaeoc) lrtdl· 
ella 11111 only the l'h•ladelphla aod Prll• 
krp areu are sllll In uoo euatomeal -
Pllll8rlelt•la hu uapruvrd Ill stares to ........ 
erele" IDd Putsbur&b a. only cle•lllld u a 
"'•eralali"' nun allolnm<nl area This Is ~ 

CIUM 010\t rtiiOnS •>f l 'enns~lvaula haH nul 
eaceeded the fedeul ~•ndards in the la>t 
tbree run- the lime period,.,, ... fur deter · 
mlolna nun 11111nm• n• status. 

In •bon. nut onlr is the reculll·•rr opprnacb 
preferred by c-r not .:OS1clfecllve. but .... 
1111 aep1 DeCIOSifJ lor Peansyh utra to onala 
1111 lederll Sleadlnh are te. severe lh~• 
menr believe. Gov. c.,.,, bu cl.aimed I bat 111 
lhe 11&111 lor cleeo olr. "Whars •• st••• b •l•e 
verr e.:onu•k beallb of our .:omm•lfl•uhh .• 
Chen the cost ollb0$1 relulati· •n~ 11111 ha ... 
been enaned or prupn"'-..t. Casey 11 mure a., ••· 
rate thoo be realizes 

Earher tbls •nnlh, lhe \'trlllrua l<l(tSiotrua 
averted acnnorntc calastroph" by •tlhna 
Gov 1. Uoualu Wthler·s clean-car IJrll tbal 
would bevelatpvwd the Calilurnia stan•lnds 
on V1r11n1e tDolortsts. lolleed, \ irclnlajolos 
Coonecllnl in lovullllllnl mure co•lellec­
Uve means ollmpro, ln& rtltnn.tl olr q••lltr 
tbol ere tpooclllcallr terseted 11 the sources 
of polhtllon. Peonsrlvoola would be far bel· 
ter olllearnloalrom this nampl• lhJu 1 .. 1 
lo•IDI the lead of C oltlor ole. 

lo,etlloll H Adl•r t. " " """lro"'""''"l policr 
e1111l111 at til• Comp<lllwe l!nlurrht lro ul 
lute 111 W•shln11o" 



NEW JERSEY 

HIGHWAY USERS CONFERENCE 
150 Wes: State St.. Trenton. N.J. 08608 

The Honorable Maureen Ogden 
266 Essex Street 
Millburn, NJ 07041 

Dear Assemblywoman Ogden: 

April 10, 1992 

The enclosed New Jersey Highway Users Conference policy 
statement outlines our deep concern with regard to several 
regulatory proposals .,.,hich could result in the adoption of the 
proposed California LEV standards. · 

The carte blanche acceptance of the proposed California LEV 
standards allows a California agency, unaccountable to the 
Legislature apd citizens of New Jersey, to establish and se-c 
standards for the Garden State, thereby placing the people of our 
state at an extreme disadvantage. 

For these reasons and reasons 
we would ask for your 
actions, as they relate 

statement, 
Departments 
standards. 

contained in our policy 
continuing review of the 
to adoption of emissions 

Sincerely, 

~~ 4~~J~ 
~~~~e Hagemeister, 

Chairman 

GH/qmd 

George Hagemeister 
Chaorman 

Gannett Outdoor 

Walter Ellis. Jr. 
Vice·Chaorman 

N.J. Farm Bureau 

James F. Hughes 
Vtce·Chaorman 

N.J Stale Safely Counctl 

NJ Highway Users Conference 

James E. Benton Arthur D. McTighe, Esq. 
SecretaryfTreasurer Conference Counsel 

N.J. Petroleum Counctl 



NEW JERSEY 

HIGHWAY USERS CONFERENCE 
150 West State St.. Trenton. N.J. 08608 

TESTIMONY BY 
GEORGE HAGEMEISTER, CHAIRMAN, NEW JERSEY HIGHWAY USERS CONFERENCE 

April 9, 1992 
Before the Joint Senate & Assembly Environment Committee 

The New Jersey Highway Users Conference is composed of organizations in the 
private sector interested in highway transportation matters. We are especially 
concerned about the continued affordability of highway transportation to 
consumers and the increasing cost to businesses which use motor vehicles. 

The average price for an automobile is now around $16,000.00. Motor fuel taxes 
are equivalent to a sales tax of 26~. The information we have indicates 
that the proposed California standards for automobiles ~lone could add another 
$472 - $1,000 to this price. In addition, the special fuel required could 
cost as much as 20 cents to 24 cents per gallon more. 

These are extremely high costs to impose on New Jersey taxpayers without 
extremely solid evidence that the benefits would justify this sacrifice. 
At the present time, our information shows this not to be the case. We 
bel.ieve this huge expenditure of funds would result in a reduction of ozone 
in the region of less than 2% above the emission reduction brought by the 
federal standards contained in 1990 Clean Air Act over the next few years. 

The executive officer of the California Air Resources Board, in a 1991 
statement, said that California standards had been developed specifically 
to address the problems in his state. He cautioned other states not to 
blindly adopt them without making sure they would wor~ in their state. 
Moreover, with the projected reductions so limited, we question whether 
or not it could even be measured by current technological methods. 

With such large economic factors at stake, we believe caution is the prudent 
course . The average automobile is approximately 8 years old. The added costs 
of the proposed California Program will stifle sales of new energy-efficient 
and pollution-efficient motor vehicles. This would be tragic because, over 
57% of vehicle emissions reductions can be achieved by fleet turnover alone. 

The NJ Highway Users Conference strongly endorses the objectives of providing 
a healty environment. The schedules for achieving these objectives should 
be well within the financial and technological capacities of NJ and the nation 
to attain. They should not cause severe impacts in any major segment of 
economic activity. 

We urge the NJ Legislature to provide for a fixed-term study by a broad-based 
group to more accurately assess the cost/benefits of the California program 
along with other alternatives. 

George Hagemeister 
Cl'la~rman 

G;mn,.tl Oulrt""r 

Walter Ellis. Jr. 
Vice·CI'Ia~rman 

N J F~rm Rure~u 

James F. Hughes 
Vice·CI'Ia~rman 

N .1. $101111! S~h•ly Councol 

James E. Benton Arthur D. McTighe, Esq. 
Secretary/Treasurer Conlerence Counsel 

N.J. PetrniAum Councol 



rlew Jersey .Automobile CDealers .Association 
Heedquerte,. • 15a River Ao•d • P.O. Boa 7510 • Trenton, New Je,.ey 01121 • (lOt) 113-5051 

JOHN ZANGER. JR. 
Chairman 

Hon. Henry P. McNamara 
801 Franklin Avenue 
P.O. Box 663 
Franklin Lakes, NJ 07417 
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Dear Chairman McNamara and Chairwoman Ogden: 

CHARLES E. WALTON 
President 

April 10, 1992 

Hon. Maureen B. Ogden 
266 Essex Street 
Millburn, NJ 07041 

At the conclusion of my testimony before your Committee yesterday, you 
asked me to supply you with the Association's ideas on marketplace and consumer 
incentives. In our view, economic incentives will be necessary to sell ULEVs 
and ZEVs. 

Consumer incentives can be handled in a variety of ways: 

* Elimination (or reduction) of sales tax for the purchase of LEVs, 
ULEVs, and ZEVs. DEPE could decide to incentivize by different levels 
of sales tax reductions depending on whether the vehicle was electric, 
CNG, propane, or gasoline. 

* A combination approach of partial sales tax reductions and/or State 
income tax credits for purchases of ULEVs and ZEVs. 

Pay bounties for older cars 
Administration's proposal. 
or older, tons of pollution 
economic incentive. 

that are scrapped, enhancing the Bush 
With over 30% of the fleet ten model years 
can quickly be eliminated using this 

NJADA has made DEPE aware of our concerns on the inventory risks we face 
if customers balk at purchasing ULEVs and ZEVs. To eliminate that risk, we 
must see some long-term marketplace incentives put in place. These programs 
should remain stable and not change each time there is a new Commissioner or 
other new manager brought in to the process. 

While the public is becoming more and more environmentally concerned, we 
believe that this awareness is secondary to the very real pocketbook issues 
confronting consumers. In today's world, it will be difficult for us to sell 
one electric car for every ten conventional ones sold. 

Once again, I want to reiterate our belief that New Jersey must also move 
in lockstep with all the other states that border us. Otherwise a lot of 
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business will flee to those jurisdictions and many New Jersey auto dealers will 
fail. We shouldn't be the ones left holding the bag! 

Thanks for your interest. Kind personal regards. 

cc: Hon. Scott Weiner 

snret: 
C~~ E. Walton 

President 



STATE 

CONNECTICUT 

DElAWARE 

DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

MAINE 

MARYLAND 

MEMBERS OF THE 
NORTHEAST OZONE TRANSPORT COMMISSION 

MEMBERS 

Timothy R.E. Keeney, Commissioner 
Department of Environmental Protection 

carl s. Pavetto, Chief 
Bureau of Air Management 

Edwin (Toby) H. Clark, Secretary 
Department of Natural Resources 

and Environmental Control 

Phillip G. Retallick, Director 
Air and Waste Manaqement Division 

Lacy Streeter, Actinq Director 
Dept. of Consumer and Requlatory Affairs 

Joseph K. Nwude, Chief 
Air Quality control ' Monitorinq Branch 

Dean c. Marriott, commissioner 
Department of Environmental Protection 

Dennis L. Keschl, Director 
Bureau of Air Quality Control 

Robert Perciasepe, Secretary 
Department of the Environment 

Georqe P. Ferreri, Director 
Air Management Administration 

MASSACHUSETTS Susan F. Tierney, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Barbara A. Kwetz, Director 
Division of Air Quality control 

NEW HAMPSHIRE Robert w. Varney, co .. issioner 
Department of Environmental Services 

Dennis R. Lunderville, Director 
Air Resources Division . . 



NEW JERSEY 

NEW YORK 

PENNSYLVANIA 

RHODE ISLAND 

VERMONT 

VIRGINIA 

Scott Weiner, Commissioner 
New Jersey Department of 

Environmental Protection 

Nancy Wittenberq, Director 
Division of Environmental Quality 

Thomas c. Jorlinq, Commissioner 
New York State Department of 

Environmental Conservation 

Thomas M. Allen, Director 
Division of Air Resources 

Arthur A. Davis, Secretary 
Department of Environmental Resources 

James K. Hambriqht, Director 
Bureau of Air Quality Control 

*qov•s rep not named* 

Thomas D. Getz, Chief* 
Division of Air and Hazardous Materials 

Jan s. Eastman, Secretary 
Aqency of Natural Resources 

Richard A. Valentinetti, Director 
Air Pollution Control Division 

Elizabeth H. Haskell 
Secretary of Natural Resources 

Wallace N. Davis, Executive Director 
Department of Air Pollution Control 

EPA-HQ William G. Rosenberq, Asst. Adm. 
for Air and Radiation 

- EPA REG. I Julie D. Belaqa, RA 

EPA REG. II Constantine Sidamon-Eristott, RA 

EPA REG. III ' Edwin B. Erickson, RA 

*Membership Not Confirmed 

~J1X . 








	p7771992fv2-pt.1
	p7771992fv2-pt.2

