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‘ Jeff:

I can only offer a few comments on the analysis you faxed. First, most of the analysis reflects
the situation that industrial capacity is growing in developing countries much more rapidly than

' existing capacity is being replaced (or new capacity added) in-the U.S. This fact enables dev.
countries to install more modern technology/processes to represent a larger share of capacity.
(e.g. continuous casting)

Second, the analytic metric for cement production reflects the current US situation of relying on
“pure” portland cement (with potential blending at the batch concrete plant) versus that of the
rest of the world where a performance specification standard exists which allows blending to
take place within the definition of cement. This is the very issue we are working to change.

Third, 1 question some of the assuruptions (not considering elec. generation efficiency) as not
providing a life-cycle analysis approach.

Last, these two sectors aren’t nearly the largest energy users in the industrial sector (cement is
about 2%); by far the largest are chemicals and refining (each about 22-24%) — no mention is
made of these.

" Hope this provides some help,
Janet




20% Federal Fleet Petroleum Fuel Reduction

1. Assumptions

The Federal Fleet can achieve a 20% reduction in annual petroleum consumption through
numerous means. The following represents a combination of these options believed to be
representative of the ones that might actually be used to meet both the Primary and Secondary
Goals of the Executive Order.

e EPACT AFVs in the Federal Fleet use alternative fuel for 50% of their fuel use. This satisfies
the Executive Order Section 202 Secondary Goal.

e Agencies acquire passenger cars with an average fuel economy that is 2 miles per gallon (mpg)
higher than their FY 1999 passenger car fuel economy average and light trucks with an
average fuel economy that is 3 miles per gallon (mpg) higher than their FY1999 light truck
fuel economy average. This satisfies the Executive Order Section 203 Secondary Goal.

e Forty percent of medium and heavy duty trucks use B20 for fuel, and 5% use natural gas. This is
one option to achieve the remaining fuel reduction needed to meet the Primary Goal.

2. Results

The following table summarizes the FY 2005 petroleum fuel displacement and costs for the

above assumptions.
\
Summary of Results(in FY2005

Fuel Displacement i hce Cost per
(million gallons) Gallon Saved
[% reduction] ($/ gal)
Vehicles Fuel Net Total
($ million) (8 million) ($ million)
AF Use in EPACT 26.1 [12 3 %] $0.0' $9.6 $9.6 $0.37
AFVs
Acquisition of BI53 %] $30.2? ($7.6) $22.6 $2.02
Higher Fuel
Economy Cars &
Light Trucks
AF Use in Medium 5.0L11.8% $12.6 $6.3 $18.9 $3.79
and Heavy Duty
Vehicles
Total Net Cost ($ million) \ $51.1 -
Total Net Cost per Gallon Saved ($/g\llon) - $1.21

s)e‘\ \ 5,\ 30070 November 16, 1999

NI



Percent of Annual Total Federal Fleet Cost

2.4%

1 The cost for EPACT vehicles is not included because they are already mandated.
2 Assumed $1,000 average incremental cost for higher fuel economy cars and trucks

3. Summary

The above represents what is believed to be typical costs for the Federal Fleet on average overall
to achieve the Primary Goal of the Executive Order. Individual agencies will experience costs
higher or lower than these costs depending on the options they choose to achieve compliance.

November 16, 1999
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Q ] Angela C. Mizeur 11/19/99 10:15:01 AM
=t

Record Type: Record

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

cc:
Subject: Re: Federal Fleet EO

Attached please fing Henry Kelly's comments on the paper that was circulated yesterday. It would be

helpful to review them before today's meeting at 2:30. Thank you.

Forwarded by Angela C. Mizeur/AWHO/EOP on 11/19/99 10:06 AM

Henry Kelly <hckelly@erols.com>
11/18/99 09:41:45 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Angela C. Mizeur/WHO/EOP, david.gardiner@a1.eop.gov

cc:
Subject: Re: Federal Fleet EO

| don't have everyone's emails so I'm counting on you to send thi
that cares.

Brief Comments:

Section 101: We have several tools for reducing’greenhouse gasses (properly
N listed in section 102). This section seems tp-€ontemplate only (1) fuel
( N {/ efficiency of vehicles, and (2) low carbonflels. I'd suggest removing the
following phrase: "through improvements in fleet fuel efficiency and the use
of alternative fuel vehicles (AFV) apd alternative fuels" and substituting
"using cost-efficient approaches"™

There must be some good reason for making greenhouse gas
reductiond secondary goal!? Shouldn't it be our primary goal? If there

are technologies that cut petroleum consumption 20% but greenhouse gas
production by 7% should we encourage them instead of favoring technologies
that can achieve large savings in both? | suspect that the problem children
involve corn ethanol (vs. cellulosic ethanol) and perhaps natural gas. Do

we really want to send a confusing signal in order to preserve what may not
be good technical options?

402(g) add "low roliing resistance tires" to the list of qualifying
technologies.

. O%S’C/)
Wﬂ‘{é‘f J /7"
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Draft Components for Transportation E.O.
(“Plain English” attempt)

Note that the specific numerical targets are all open for discussion. The figures used here
are based on numbers proposed in previous discussions.

EXECUTIVE ORDER

Greening the Government Through Efficient Vehicles

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the laws of the United
States of America, including [...], I hereby order as follows: \
\@ c{\

Section 1. Goals. It is the intent of theAdministration to reduce petroleum consumption
by Federal agencies, to reduce greenhousg<gas emissions resulting from the use of petroleum,
and to promote the use of alternative fu€ls and advanced, efficient vehicle technologies.

[Introductory stuff here]

Section 2. Reduction in Aotal Petroleum Use. Each agency must reduce the total amount
of petroleum-based\_’_transp_Ortati'on fu,él?that it uses by 20 percent, relative to its 1999 usage, by
2005. Agencies must track and report fuel use by all vehicles that they operate, whether the
vehicles are owned or leased, and by any fleets of vehicles operated on behalf of the agency or
under the agency’s direction. Agencies should be able to document that use of private vehicles
has not been substituted for use of government vehicles in order to achieve this goal.

Section 3. Reduction in Greenhouse-Gas Emissions. It shall be the goal of all agencies
to reduce their greenhouse-gas emissions from the use of transportation fuels by 10 percent by
2005 and 20 percent by 2010. The Department of Energy will use the data submitted by agencies
to calculate each agency’s progress toward that goal, and will inform each agency of the results
of those calculations.

Section 4. Petroleum Reduction Per Vehicle-Mile Traveled. [Option 3] As part of its
effort to achieve the overall petroleum consumption goal of Section B1, each agency must reduce
the average quantity of petroleum consumed per vehicle-mile traveled in the agency’s fleet by at

least Sipercent by 2003, 10- percent by 2005, and’ 20 percent by 2010, relative to the agency’s
1999 baseline.

Section 5. Increase Federal Fleet Average Fuel Economy. [Option 4] As part of its
effort to achieve the overall petroleum consumption goal of Section B1, each agency must
increase the average fuel economy of all of the petroleum-fueled vehicles in the agency’s fleet by
at least 1 mpg by 2003, 2 mpg by 2005, and-4’h71[3\z’g by 2010, relative to the agency’s 1999

baseline. /n;//\,ﬁ{ U‘ /‘: )L S 6((/1 4 r~ n{/éa SC

,/) Q/%’%Z/( V\‘/




[The numbers in Sections 4 and 5 are chosen to be roughly equivalent.]

Section 6. Increase Use of Alternative Fuels. Use of alternative fuels in vehicles that are
capable of it will help agencies achieve the other goals of this and other Orders. Each agency
shall establish a goal and plan for operating its alternative-fuel vehicles on alternative fuel to the
maximum extent practicable. These goals should ensure that the agency purchases at least the
following amounts of alternative fuel for each alternative-fuel vehicle that it operates, by the
years indicated:

(a) 50 gallons gasoline-equivalent by 2004,
(b) 100 gallons gasoline-equivalent by 2007, and
(b) 150 gallons gasoline-equivalent by 2010.

Section 7. Baseline Data. The Department of Energy will be responsible for ensuring
that adequate data is provided by agencies for 1999 to allow for the calculation of baseline
quantities. If adequate information is not provided by the agencies, DOE will calculate estimated
values to use as the baseline, in consultation with the agency and OMB. If DOE deems it
necessary for any specific agencies, it may establish temporary, estimated baselines and then
refine those baseline estimates using 2000 data.

Section 8. Reporting. Each agency currently includes information on transportation fuel
consumption in its annual report to DOE/FEMP and OMB on energy efficiency. Beginning with
reports submitted for 1999 actual consumption, those reports must include:

(a) the agency’s consumption of alternative transportation fuels,

(b) a calculated average fuel economy for the agency’s fleet, and

(c) a brief narrative description of actions the agency is taking to achieve the goals of this
order, including reductions in vehicle-miles traveled, use of alternative fuels, acquisition

of more efficient vehicles within each size class, and replacement of less-efficient classes

of vehicles with more efficient classes. ,\

Section 9. New Generation Vehicles. Within 120 days of this order, the Secretary of
Commerce, in consultation with the Secretary of Energy, the Administrator of the General /\Q\\% (/.

Services Administration, and the Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles (PNGV), shall
identify Federal sites that would be the best candidates for testing and evaluation of the early
prototypes of PNGV 2X and 3X vehicles.

Section 10. Definitions.
(a) “Agency fleet” means the total combination of all vehicles operated by the agency,

whether owned or leased, and all vehicles operated in private fleets at least 50 percent of
the time on behalf of or at the direction of the agency.



(b) “Baseline” refers to the measured, calculated, or estimated value of any quantity
discussed in this order for a specific agency for fiscal year 1999. This value will be used

as the basis for calculating each agency’s progress toward the reduction goals of this
order.

(c) “Average fuel economy” means the calculated average of the EPA “combined
city/highway” fuel economy ratings for all the vehicles in an agency’s fleet.

(d) “Flex-fuel” refers to vehicles that can operate on a range of mixtures of fuels. A
petroleum flex-fuel” vehicle is one that can operate on petroleum fuels or alternative
fuels, such as a car that can use any mixture of ethanol in gasoline from 100 percent
gasoline to 85 percent ethanol.

(e) “Gasoline-equivalent” refers to the energy content of an alternative fuel. For
alternative fuels that are at least 85 percent non-petroleum (by volume), one gallon
gasoline-equivalent of alternative fuel is an amount of that alternative fuel that contains
the same energy as a gallon of gasoline. This would apply to ethanol and methanol-based
fuels, propane, natural gas, and electricity. For biodiesel fuel, only the percentage of the
fuel that is not petroleum-derived is to be used in the gasoline-equivalent calculation.

Section 11. General Provisions.

(a) This order is intended only to improve the internal management of the Executive
branch and is not intended to create any right, benefit, or trust responsibility, substantive
or procedural, enforceable by law by a party against the United States, its agencies, its
officers, or any other person.

(b) [Scope]

(c) [Severability]



Responses to Issues Raised About Key Provisions in Earlier Discussions

Option

Issue

Response

Option 1 - Sec. 2

Possible switching to use of private
fleets

Definition of agency fleets includes
private fleets used 50% of the time
or more for the benefit of the
agency.

Possible substitution of private
(employee) vehicles for some trips,
paying mileage instead of fuel.

Explicitly addressed in the last
sentence in B1

Possible switching to use of cabs

Low level of concern; no solution
proposed. Budgets for local
travel/petty cash are fairly tight.

Possible switching to use of planes

Low level of concern; no solution
proposed.

Option 2
(not used)

Could cause purchase of extra
vehicles to meet target

Low level of concern; no solution
proposed.

Could create disincentive to reduce
fleet size (consolidation of low-use
vehicles) that might otherwise be a
management objective.

Moderate concern. Allow
recalculation of baseline if agency
fleet size is reduced. (Not if
increased.) Included as C1(b).

Option 3 - Sec. 4

Reporting burden.

Moderate concern. Jennifer Muller
has checked with agencies and this
doesn’t sound so hard for them
after all. Many already collect the
data.

Option 4 - Sec. 5

If worded as specific average fuel
economy targets for specific dates,
may create problems for agencies
with a high level of trucks and
SUVs.

High concern. Section C3 is drafted
to implement the increases against
an individual baseline for each
agency, which solves the problem
unless agency missions change
significantly.

Fallback option: If we want to use
specific fuel economy targets rather
than changes from an agency
baseline, the Secretary of DOE can
issue waivers that allow an agency
to meet targets set for various
classes of vehicles.




Draft Components for Transportation E.O.
[Introductory stuff here]
Section A. Goals. It is the intent of the Administration to reduce petroleum consumption by

Federal agencies, to reduce greenhouse-gas emissions resulting from the use of petroleum, and to
promote the use of alternative fuels and advanced, efficient vehicle technologies.

Section B1. Reduction in Total Petroleum Use. Each agency must reduce the total amount of
petroleum-based transportation fuel that it uses by 20 percent, relative to its 1999 usage, by 2005.
Agencies must track and report fuel use by all vehicles that they operate, whether the vehicles are
owned or leased, and by any fleets of vehicles operated on behalf of the agency or under the
agency’s direction. Agencies should be able to document that use of private vehicles has not
been substituted for use of government vehicles in order to achieve this goal.

Section B2. Reduction in Greenhouse-Gas Emissions. It shall be the goal of all agencies to
reduce their greenhouse-gas emissions from the use of transportation fuels by 10 percent by 2005
and 20 percent by 2010. The Department of Energy will use the data submitted by agencies to
calculate each agency’s progress toward that goal, and will inform each agency of the results of
those calculations.

[Select one of the “C” options — they largely overlap.]

e/ction C2. Petroleum Reduction Pet-Vehicle-Mile Taveled. [Option 3] As part of its effort to
/ achieve the overall petroleum consumption goal of Section B1, each agency must reduce the

average quantity of petroleum consumed per vehicle-mile traveled in the agency’s fleet by at

achieve the overall petroleum consumption goal of Section Bl each agency must increase the
average fuel economy of all of the petroleum-fueled md’pé&d@fmﬂgm&vehicles in the
2 ﬂeet by at least 1 mpg by 2003, 2 mpg by 2005, and 4 mpg by 2010, relative to the

[The numbers in the alternates, for Section C are chosen to be essentially e<{uivalent.] [/ : ( S
ne
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Section D. The Department of Energy will be responsible for ensuring that adequate data is
provided by agencies for 1999 to allow for the calculation of baseline quantities. If adequate
information is not provided by the agencies, DOE will calculate estimated values to use as the
baseline, in consultation with the agency and OMB.

Section E. Reporting. Each agency currently includes information on transportation fuel
consumption in its annual report to DOE/FEMP and OMB on energy efficiency. Beginning with
reports submitted for 1999 actual consumption, those reports must include:

(a) the agency’s consumption of alternative transportation fuels,

(b) a calculated average fuel economy for the agency’s fleet, and

(c) a brief narrative description of actions the agency is taking to achieve the goals of this
order, including reductions in vehicle-miles traveled, use of alternative fuels, acquisition
of more efficient vehicles within each size class, and replacement of less-efficient classes
of vehicles with more efficient classes.

Section F. New Generation Vehicles. Within 120 days of this order, the Secretary of
Commerce, in consultation with the Secretary of Energy, the Administrator of the General
Services Administration, and the Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles (PNGV), shall
identify Federal sites that would be the best candidates for testing and evaluation of the early
prototypes of PNGV 2X and 3X vehicles.

Section G. Definitions.

(a) “Agency fleet” means the total combination of all vehicles operated by the agency,
whether owned or leased, and all vehicles operated in private fleets at least 50 percent of
the time on behalf of or at the direction of the agency.

(b) “Baseline” refers to the measured, calculated, or estimated value of any quantity
discussed in this order for a specific agency for fiscal year 1999. This value will be used
as the basis for calculating each agency’s progress toward the reduction goals of this
order.

(c) “Average fuel economy” means the calculated average of the EPA “combined
city/highway” fuel economy ratings for all the vehicles in an agency’s fleet.

(d) “Flex-fuel” refers to vehicles that can operate on a range of mixtures of fuels. A “
petroleum flex-fuel” vehicle is one that can operate on petroleum fuels or alternative
fuels, such as a car that can use any mixture of ethanol in gasoline from 100 percent
gasoline to 85 percent ethanol.



Option & Draft
1

Issue

Response

Option 1 - Bl

Possible switching to use of private
fleets

Definition of agency fleets includes
private fleets used 50% of the time
or more for the benefit of the
agency.

Possible substitution of private
(employee) vehicles for some trips,
paying mileage instead of fuel.

Explicitly addressed in the last
sentence in Bl

Possible switching to use of cabs

Low level of concern; no solution
proposed. Budgets for local
travel/petty cash are fairly tight.

Possible switching to use of planes

Low level of concern; no solution
proposed.

Option 2 - C1

Could cause purchase of extra
vehicles to meet target

Low level of concern; no solution
proposed.

Could create disincentive to reduce
fleet size (consolidation of low-use
vehicles) that might otherwise be a
management objective.

Moderate concern. Allow
recalculation of baseline if agency
fleet size is reduced. (Not if
increased.) Included as C1(b).

Option 3 - C2

Reporting burden.

Moderate concern. Jennifer Muller
has checked with agencies and this
doesn’t sound so hard for them
after all. Many already collect the
data.

Option 4 - § C3

If worded as specific average fuel
economy targets for specific dates,
may create problems for agencies
with a high level of trucks and
SUVs.

High concern. Section C3 is drafted
to implement the increases against
an individual baseline for each
agency, which solves the problem
unless agency missions change
significantly.

Fallback option: If we want to use
specific fuel economy targets rather
than changes from an agency
baseline, the Secretary of DOE can
issue waivers that allow an agency
to meet targets set for various
classes of vehicles.
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Record Type: Record (/

To: Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP@EOP 6 ‘/\ 0 / l

‘\J‘
“r
L

cc: John Kamensky/OMB/EOP@EOP
Subject: Transportation EO

Roger:
This one has a ot of deja vu in it for us. We ( R) trled to get the bunldrng eft' crency EO redone to get out

......

""-"‘of its command and control mode. wrth Iots of admrnlstratlve burden and reports for the ac agencres into"r

Lt R e i e s

some klnd of an rncentlve structure mstead‘ Ultlmately we were unsuccessful. We also tried to get it
Written'in PLain Language as required by earlier EOs but that caused Todd all kinds of last minute agita.
So, hopefully we can do better with this one. Here are my intial thoughts on the draft. Happy to work with

you and/or your team to make it better and productive:
1.  agree with everyone of what | presume to be your handwritten comments on the side of the document.

2. We cannot put forward.an EO which is conﬂlct with the diréction that PNGV is taklng This happens
whenever the EO singlés out petroleum as the ‘enemy even if used in "bi-fuel or flexible fuel” vehicles. We
have invested a lot of money in making these hybrid vehicles which certainly do use gasoline more
energy efficient and it would be both contradictory and counter productive to prevent their usage by

~ federal government. This happens as | read it in Sec. 203, 402(c), 402 (e), 503 (a) and maybe 704.
3. The EO is full of the reporting requirements we fought so hard against in the last EO. GPRA is not
about energy efficiency, it is about accomplishing the fundamental missions of the agency. We
successfully fought having any of that in the final EO before and would do so again. But there are other
parts of this idea that creep in everywhere, like with budget submissions, agency plans, personnel
evaluations, etc. that are way too broad and unnecessary..They wonit actually accompllsh ‘anything but
resentment towards the order.  All of Jh%% are.bac -bad.but the,one.that will, blow,,thlsgng%tkqgéLhe-e
Congressronal water is 50‘“4(e)xrequmng agenmes to estabhsh a 19‘959“ (src)hp»a_sel_lggﬁf‘gr theg carbony
emlssmns and"t”ﬁez%wreport annually on those same emrssron Ievels Talk about a hot: button"*'And again,”

B ey

hot consrstent with PNGV.
4. Speaking of which, Sec. 506 devoted to the subject is OK (and even a good idea) but you can't have
PNGV as such be consulted because it isn't an agency. We can work the wording here. What might be an
even better idea is to also have federal government buy the remaining fleet of EVs that GM made so they
can get some of their half billion of sunk costs out of what turned out to be a dead end technological
solution.

5. | assume someone fro i before they let Sec. 607 with its incredible micromanagement
of their waiver get appﬁvedé{%ﬁ < I\)
6. To avoid favoring tec at might not have ny additional market viability beyond government
purchases, | would get rid of SEc. 503 (a). wL.qu T e ledes jﬂ& e

As for some positive ideas, what we should be thinking about here is how we can use our buying power to
jump start the market for these kinds of transportation alternatives. . To do that we, need agencies. ex0|ted
about buylng them. What about havmg GSA cregte;a buyrng c‘o‘nsortlum allowrng these vehicles tc to geiﬁ,ﬁ 4?
purchased ‘ata good prlce and then have GSA further subsrdlze the agency s acqmsmon of them through;
ne ofmvolvmg find’ mechanlsms? J’ that way we could eliminate all of this reporting overhead
nonesense and have agencies out there doing what we want them to do because it is to their finanical




advantage to do so. GSA would become our tracking device and for that we could give them some kind of
budgetary support. I'd be happy to talk to David Barram about all that if you think its worth pursuing.
Morley



FEDERAL FLEET POLICY COUNCIL

May 28, 1999

Dear Mr. Stern:

The Federal Fleet Policy Council (FEDFLEET) is requesting confirmation of the exempt
status of law enforcement vehicles from targeted petroleum reduction goals in any
forthcoming Executive Order on Federal energy environmental leadership through fleet
and transportation efficiency.

Federal activities operate motor vehicles only as required to meet their mission
requirements. Due to the unique and varied nature of law enforcement, only certain
vehicles are able to perform the tasks necessary to accomplish these missions. These
tasks include: 1) Surveillance, where a vehicle must blend in with the regular mix of
vehicle traffic; 2) Pursuit, where a vehicle must accelerate, handle, and brake at high
performance levels; and 3) Transport, where a vehicle must accommodate and secure the
movement of detainees, weapons and other materials.

Our law enforcement subcommittee met to discuss plans for increased energy efficiency
in Federal motor vehicle fleet operations. This subcommittee meeting included law
enforcement fleet managers from the headquarters level of the Department of Justice
(Federal Bureau of Investigations, Drug Enforcement Agency, and the Immigration &
Naturalization Service), Department of Treasury, and the Department of Interior.

We are supportive of administration objectives to lead the displacement of petroleum
consumption and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions through the use of alternative
fuel vehicles (AFV), alternative fuels, and improvements in fleet efficiency. However,
we believe that law enforcement vehicles should be exempt from specifically targeted
mandates for the following reasons:

e The unique nature of law enforcement missions significantly hinders adherence to
the requirements.

e Law enforcement fleets face expanded mission requirements and additional staffing
levels which impede achievement of these goals.

e [t is impossible to forecast the environmental friendliness of the large number of
seized vehicles utilized by law enforcement fleets to accomplish their missions.

e Adequately sized and equipped alternate fuel vehicles, suitable for law
enforcement, are not available from OEM manufacturers.



e The percentage of law enforcement vehicles compared to the total Federal fleet is
extremely small and has little impact on overall fleet environmental improvements.

The FEDFLEET law enforcement subcommittee requests the opportunity to express
our views on this issue directly with you. Please contact Bill Rivers at (202) 208-7631
to discuss the exemption for law enforcement fleets, which is crucial for the ability of
law enforcement fleets to accomplish their missions before issuance of this Executive
Order.

Sincerely,

s 7D

Carol A. Sutton
Chairperson,
FEDFLEET Steering Committee

N
Federal Recycling Program ’. 1 Printed on Recycled Paper

( 4



Jefferson B. Seabright

o 08/03/99 09:26:07 AM

Record Type: Record

To: " Roger S. Ballentine/ WHO/EOP@EOP

cc Angela C. Mizeur/"WHO/EOP@EOP
Subject: Re: Federal fleet background materials

Roger: | agree this was very helpful material and hope we can get consensus tomorrow on one option to
pursue. We should forward the materials to all invitees today.

As | mentioned last week, | think Proposal 2 (reduce average petroleum use per vehicle for the entire
fleet) is the best option. It will will 1) result in real enviro benefits because less fuel used means less
impact; 2) gives agencies the flexibility to implement based on their situation -- more alt fuels, more
efficient cars, fewer SUVs, etc. -- this latter point should appeal to Morley as consistent with re-invention;
and 3) has the simplicity of the Bush EO but is different and more meaningful (can't hit goal by
downsizing)..



David.Rodgers@ee.doe.gov
08/03/99 10:21:02 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Roger S. BallentineWWHO/EOP

cc: Jefferson B. SeabrightWHCCTF/EOP, Lee.Slezak@ee.doe.gov, Joan.Glickman@ee.doe.gov
Subject: Re: Federal fleet background materials

Dear Roger,

Here is the short answer: If alternative fuel use was required for light duty
vehicles only, the impact would be smali overall, but would have a visible
impact on local federal fleets and help build alt. fuel infrastructure. If alt.

fuel use was encouraged across the fleet, including medium and heavy-duty
vehicles, the potential is much larger.

We think the petroleum reduction approaches will induce significant alternative
fuel use in light, medium, and heavy-duty vehicles, especially in coordination
with efforts to promote dedicated alternative fuel vehicles which offer the best
emissions performance as well.

David Rodgers

Roger_S._Ballentine@who.eop.gov on 08/02/99 07:03:21 PM

To: David Rodgers/EE/DOE

cc: Jefferson_B._Seabright@whcctf.eop.gov, Lee Slezak/EE/DOE, Joan
Glickman/EE/DOE

Subject: Re: Federal fleet background materials

Kudos to DOE. These were excellent materials. Thanks to you and all who
helped out. One question | had is whether anyone also looked at how a
phased in alt fuels use requirement would work.



v

May 3, 1999

EXECUTIVE ORDER

Federal Energy Environmental Leadership
Through Fleet and Transportation Efficiency

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the laws of the United States
of America, including the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6201 et
seq.), the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (Public Law 102-486), section 301 of title 3, United States
Code, the Energy Conservation Reauthorization Act of 1998 (ECRA), and section 2010 of title
15, USC? it is hereby ordered as follows:

PART 1 - PREAMBLE

Section 101. Federal Leadership. The purpose of this order is to ensure that the Federal
Government exercises leadership in the displacement of petroleum consumption and the
reduction of greenhouse gases through improvements in fleet fuel efficiency and the use of
alternative fuel vehicles (AFV) and alternative fuels. Reduced petroleum use and the
displacement of petroleum by alternative fuels will foster markets for more fuel efficient
products, encourage new technologies, enhance energy self-sufficiency and security, and ensure a
healthier environment through the reduction of greenhouse gases and other pollutants in the

atmosphere. 74 B
PART 2 - GOALS @ML vﬁ (e 4z e a

Section 201. Increased Fleet Efficiency. Through cost-effective measures, each agency
operating 300-ermoexre motor vehicles within the United States shall reduce its entire fleet’s
average annual petroleum consumption per vehicle by at least 20 percent by FY 2005 in
comparison with FY 1999.

Section 202. Purchase of Alternative Fuel Vehicles. Each agency shall fulfill the acquisition
requirements for alternative fuel vehicles established by the Energy Policy Act of 1992 while
increasing its use of alternative fuels.

Section 203. Ensure Use of Alternative Fuel. Through cost-effective measures, each agency
shall substantially increase use of alternative fuels in its vehicle fleets and restrict the use of
petroleum in bi-fuel and flexible-fuel vehicles.



PART 3 - ORGANIZATION AND ACCOUNTABILITY

Section 301. Annual Budget Submission. Each agency’s budget submission shall include a
line item that specifically requests funding necessary to achieve the goals of this order.

Section 302. Government Performance and Results Act. Each agency shall develop an
implementation plan for fulfilling the requirements of this order. Each agency shall include
goals and objectives from its plan in its Strategic and Annual Performance Plans required by the
Government Performance and Results Act.

Section 303. Annual Reports. Each agency shall measure and report its progress in meeting the
goals of this order on an annual basis. Agencies shall follow reporting guidelines as developed
under Section 306(a) of this order. Each agency’s annual report shall describe how the agency is
using each of the strategies described in Part 4 to help meet the goals of this order. The annual
report shall explain why certain strategies if any, have not been used. Agency reports should be
consistent with the reports submitted to DOE and Congress. Agency reports are due to the
President on January 1 of each year beginning in the year 2000.

Section 304. Designation of Senior Agency Official. Within 90 days of the date of this Order,
each agency shall designate a senior official, at the Assistant Secretary level or above, to assume
responsibility for the agency’s alternative fuel vehicle and fleet fuel efficiency programs, and for
meeting the requirements of this Order, including the Annual Report to the President.

Section 305. Interagency Coordination.

(a) Interagency Federal Energy Coordination. The Office of Management and
Budget’s Deputy Director of Management shall be responsible for working with the
agencies to meet the goals of this order and report their progress. The Deputy Director of
Management shall be responsible for encouraging inclusion of appropriate agency
requests for funding Federal energy management in the President’s Annual Budget
Request to Congress. In addition, the Deputy Director shall be responsible for evaluating
each agency’s progress in improving energy management; and, submitting agency
scorecards to the President to report progress.

The Deputy Director of Management shall assist agencies in developing budget
submissions that include funding requests for carrying out the requirements of this order.
The Deputy Director of Management will also work with DOE and other agencies to
create:

(1) guidelines for agencies' preparation of annual funding requests to meet the
goals and requirements of this order;



(2) guidelines for agencies’ preparation of the Annual Report to the President on
energy management, including budget information, the agency’s funding request
to OMB, and the amount appropriated by Congress to implement provisions of
this Order.

(3) an agency energy scorecard including criteria to evaluate each agency’s
progress in meeting the goals of this order.

(b) President’s Management Council. The President’s Management Council, chaired
by the Deputy Director of Management at OMB and consisting of the Deputy Secretaries
of all Federal agencies, will assess agencies’ progress in improving Federal transportation
management at least once per quarter. The President’s Management Council will provide
a forum to identify the financial barriers to the acquisition and use of Federal AFVs and
alternative fuels, develop innovative methods for agencies to overcome these barriers, and
make this information readily available to all agencies.

Section 305. Applicability. This Order applies to each agency operating 308-erere motor
vehicles within the United States. Agencies will not be exempt from the requirements of this
Order due to limited appropriations.

PART 4 - FEDERAL LEADERSHIP IN TRANSPORTATION

Section 401. Cost Effective Measures. Each agency shall ensure that all investments in
vehicles and fuels consider the full life cycle cost to lower the Federal Government’s cost of
operations, reduce energy consumption, and reduce carbon emissions. The Department of
Energy will issue guidance to clarify how agencies determine the full life-cycle cost for
investments in vehicles and fuels.

Section 402. Energy Management Strategies. Agencies shall use the following energy
management strategies, where cost-effective, to meet the goals of this order.

(a) Federal Fleet Fuel Efficiency. Agencies may use any combination of the following
approaches to meet the fuel efficiency goal of this order: agencies-shall use more fuel
efficient and advanced technology vehicles such as hybrids; reduce vehicle miles
traveled; increase use of alternative fuels, renewable fuels, and replacement fuels; place
limitations on vehicle type and engine size; and, implement fleet and/or vehicle
downsizing among other strategies to improve fuel efficiency and reduce carbon
emissions wherever practicable. Agencies shall encourage employees to use alternate
modes of transportation (e.g., public transit) rather than an agency fleet vehicle or taxi for
local business travel and commuting. Agencies should review their existing fleet
including class and weight information; assess their fleet needs in terms of size and




vehicle type; replace retiring vehicles with more fuel-efficient

icles; and purchase the , » < e 3
most fuel-efficient vehicles to fulfill new fleet demands. (/{ ' / =

&

(b) Innovative Financing of AFV Purchases. GS
financing options to encourage the acquisition
agencies.

(1) Agencies shall be allowed to incorporate the incremental cost of a future
replacement AFV into the lease rate of the current leased vehicle and will
have the option of averaging AFV incremental costs across the agency fleet as
provided by the Energy Policy Act of 1992.

Il implement innovative
d use of alternative fuels by

available and a Federal fleet does not use alternative fuel in its AFVs at least
75% (?) of the time. The funds paid to GSA will be used to offset the
incremental cost of future AFV and advanced technology vehicle acquisitions
for the agency paying the surcharge.

(2) Agencies must pay a surcharge to GSA if alternative fuel infrastructure is 7

V’Z\éﬂ/\m (c) Vehicle Reporting Credits. In fulfilling the AFV acquisition requirements of the
\fl\’f \.{ ‘7 _Energy Palicy Act of 1992, each agency acquisition of an alternative fuel light-duty

vehicle shall count as one credit towards those requirements. Agencies shall still earn
credit for AFVs even if placed outside the metropolitan areas specified in the Act.
Agencies shall receive additional credits for: AFV purchases that exceed their annual
requirements; vehicles that exclusively use an alternative fuel; zero emission vehicles;
and dedicated medium and heavy-duty vehicles. Agencies can also receive credits for
significant documented alternative fuel use. The Department of Energy shall determine
the number of credits and eligibility after consultation with other agencies.

(d) Infrastructure. To support the use of alternative fuel in AFVs, agencies shall
arrange for fueling at commercial facilities that offer alternative fuels for sale to the
public.

(1) Agencies should establish partnerships with state, local, and private entities to
increase the availability of and support commercial fueling available to the
Federal government and the public.

(2) Agencies should concentrate their acquisitions and promote alternative fuel
infrastructure development in six metropolitan areas that have demonstrated a
strong commitment to alternative fuels. The Department of Energy shall
designate the six pilot areas, with input from other agencies.

(3) Agencies should use the authority granted to them in section 304 of the Energy Policy
Act of 1992 to enter into commercial arrangements for the purpose of fueling



Federal AFVs where public fueling is unavailable.

(e) Alternative Fuel Week. One week each year shall be observed as National
Alternative Fuel Week to recognize the importance of alternative fuels to the United
States and to educate the public, including our children, on the many benefits of
alternative fuels.

(f) Public Awareness. To increase the public awareness of Federal acquisition and use
of AFVs, all Federal AFVs must prominently display the AFV Logo chosen in the
General Services Administration/Washington Council of Governments national logo
design competition. [GSA Policy Office is proposing this addition. Clean Cities
doesn’t support it.]

7 (g) Procurement of Environmentally Preferable Motor Vehicle Products. Consistent
with Executive Order 13101 and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C.
section 6901 et seq., in acquiring and maintaining motor vehicles, agencies shall acquire
and use environmentally preferable products, including but not limited to re-refined
lubricating oil, retread tires, tires containing 5-10% post-consumer content, and bio-based
products (e.g. lubricants), when such products are reasonably available and meet
applicable performance standards.

(1) Re-refined Motor Oil. Effective six months after the date of this order, no
agency shall purchase, sell, or arrange for the purchase of virgin petroleum oil
when an environmentally preferable alternative is readily available and meets the
vehicle manufacturer's recommended performance standards.

(2) Climate Neutral Fuels. Agencies'é}mto purchase climate
neutral fuels, i.e. fuels for which associated life cycle emissions have been
neutralized through other energy efficiency projects, use of renewable energy, or
other appropriate activities.

Section 403. Management/Government Performance. Agencies shall use the following
management strategies to assist them in meeting the goals of this order.

(a) Awards. Agencies shall use employee incentive programs to reward
exceptional performance in implementing this order.

(b) Performance Evaluations. Agencies shall include successful implementation
of the provisions of this order in the position descriptions and performance
evaluations of agency heads, members of the agency energy team, fleet managers,
their superiors, and other relevant employees.



(c) Retention of Savings/Rebates. Agencies granted statutory authority to retain
a portion of savings generated from efficient energy management are encouraged
to permit the retention of the savings at the facility or site where the savings occur
to provide greater incentive for that facility and its site managers to undertake
more energy management initiatives, including the purchase of energy efficient
and alternative fuel vehicles and the use of alternative fuels.

(d) Training and Education. Agencies shall ensure that all appropriate
personnel receive training for implementing this order.

(1) The head of each Agency shall issue guidance to their site and fleet
managers to educate them on the requirements of the Energy Policy Act,
the importance of compliance to the administration and the agency, and
the procedures that must be followed to properly budget for and order
AFVs.

(2) DOE and DOD shall make training available to all Federal agencies on
the energy management strategies contained in this order.

g
PART 5 — Technical Assistance > % t(em

Section 501. Within 120 days of this order, the Administrato
Administration, in consultation with other agency he

€ General Services

assist in their production plannig. At least four months in adva
ordering cycles, GSA must provide to agencies the best available information on the
production plans of AFV manufacturers.

(a) provide a summary of agency AFV/acquisition plans to potential AFV yanufacturers to
tagency vehlcle g

(b) develop, in coordination with DOE and EPA, and implement a vehicle rating system to
clearly identify the light, medium, and heavy vehicles in the top five percent for fuel
efficiency of their respective classes. This rating system shall be used in the Federal
Motor Vehicle Standards to assist Federal fleet managers in selecting vehicles that
will help them improve their fleet fuel efficiency.

Section 502. Within 120 days of this order, the Director of the Office of Management and
Budget, in-collaboration-with in consultation with the Secretary of the Treasury, the Director of
the Office of Personnel Management, the Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, and the Secretary of Energy, shall:

(a) recommend legislation to the President for parking cash out by amending Federal
employee compensation law (5 USC 7905 (b) (2)) to equalize tax treatment for



Federal employees.
(b) recommend legislation to the President to establish requirements and credits for

alternative fuel use, incorporation of advanced high efficiency vehicles, and other
appropriate approaches that will address barriers to petroleum consumption reduction.

General Services Administration and the Secretary of Energy shall:

Section 504. Within 180 days of this order, the Secretary of Energy, in collaboration with other
agency heads, shall:

Section 503. Within 120 days of this order, the Secretary of Defense, the Administrator of the / é
Wlyet 7[

(a) report on the feasibility of retrofitting and operating
Washington, D.C. metropolitan area.

ueling station in thejdﬁ

(a) issue guidance describing how agencies may obtain alternative fuel vehicle
acquisition credits.

(b) develop and issue guidelines to assist agencies in developing their Annual Reports to
the President.

© develop and issue guidance for entering into commercial arrangements, including the
use of Energy Savings Performance Contracts (ESPC), to obtain refueling for Federal
AFVs. This guidance must also contain information to assist agencies in determining the
locations of existing public access alternative fuel infrastructure.

(d) continue to provide technical assistance to other agencies that acquire\AFV and
alternative fuels and must facilitate the coordination of the Federal Government’§ AL
program and continue the program begun in FY 1997 to provide partial funding
assistance for agency acquisitions of dedicated electric vehicles.

(e) issue guidance for each agency to track its annual carbon emissions after establishing
its 1990 carbon baseline for fleets.

Section 505. Within 180 days of this order, the Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, in collaboration with the Secretary of Energy and other agency heads, shall:

(a) develop guidelines for agencies to calculate their 1999 baseline fleet fuel usage.

(b) issue guidance to agencies defining “climate neutral” and identifying “climate
neutral” products.



Section 506. Within 120 days of this order, the Secretary of Commerce, in consultation with the
Secretary of Energy, the Administrator of the General Services Administration, and the
Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles (PNGV), shall:

(a) identify Federal sites that would be the best candidates for testing and evaluation of
the early prototypes of PNGV 2X and 3X vehicles.

Section 507. Within 2 year of this order, the Secretary of Transportation shall:

(a) direct all agencies with 500 or more employees in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan
area to submit to DOT transportation management plans (TMPs) aimed at reducing single
occupant vehicle trips to work sites. This effort is intended to assist agencies in meeting

the requirements of Part 4 of the Order. These plans should address a range of measures —_

including the expanded transit and vanpool benefits, parking cash-out to the extent
allowed by law, and employee awareness programs. Plans should also address measures
to increase use of ride sharing, bicycling and walking, staggered work hours, and
telecommuting.

(1) Copies of the plans must be submitted to the National Capital Planning Commission.
(2) Plans must be implemented within 18 months.
(b) issue a report to the President on agency compliance with the TMP requirement and
recommendations for changes in agency TMPs or executive orders to ensure better
compliance.

PART 6 - GENERAL PROVISIONS

Section 601. Revocation. This order supersedes sections 9 and 10 of Executive Order 12759 of
April 17, 1991. Executive Order 13031 of December 13, 1996 is revoked.

Section 602. Exigting Executive Orders. All other Executive Orders remain in force.

Section 603. Stjtutory Authority. Agencies must carry out the provisions of this order to the
extent consistent with their statutory authority.

Section 604. Iimitations. This Order is intended only to improve the internal management of
the executive pranch and is not intended to create any right, benefit, or trust responsibility,
substantive of procedural, enforceable at law by a party against the United States, its agencies, its.

officers, or agy other person.

Section 605./ Independent Agencies. Independent agencies and agencies excepted from

b oorlier s cied




coverage by Section 305 are encouraged to comply with the provisions of this Order.

Section 606. Government-Owned Contractor-Operated Vehicles. Agencies must ensure that
all Government-owned contractor-operated facilities and vehicles comply with all applicable
goals and other requirements of this Order and that these goals and requirements are incorporated
into each contractor’s management contract.

Section 607. Exemption for Military Tactical Vehicles. Military tactical vehicles are
exempted from this Order’s requirements for federal fleet fuel efficiency and alternative fuel

vehicle acquisition. Agencies claiming exemptions for military tactical vehicles must provide \

information on the number of each class or type of vehicle claimed as exempt as well as an
estimate of fuel consumption used by each type or class on an annual basis. Agencies should

examine options for increasing fuel efficiency in these exempt vehicles and must report actions(QN‘Q

taken to increase fuel efficiency in these vehicles or fleets. All information required by this
Section must be submitted annually under Part 3 of this Order.

Section 608. Compliance. If an agency fails to meet requirements of the Energy Policy Act of
1992 and this Order, its report to the President must include an explanation for such failure and a
detailed plan for achieving compliance using the agency’s current and requested budgets.

PART 7 - DEFINITIONS
For the purposes of this Order:

Section 701. “Agency” means an executive agency as defined in 5 U.S.C. 105. For the purpose
of this order, military departments, as defined in 5 U.S.C. 102, are covered under the auspices of
the Department of Defense.

Section 702. “Acquisition” means acquiring by contract with appropriated funds supplies or
services (including construction) by and for the use of the Federal Government through purchase
or lease, whether the supplies or services are already in existence or must be created, developed,
demonstrated, and evaluated. Acquisition begins at the point when agency needs are established.
It includes the description of requirements to satisfy those needs, solicitation and selection of
sources, award of contracts, contract financing, contract performance, contract administration,
and those technical and management functions directly related to the process of fulfilling agency
needs by contract.

Section 703. “Alternative fuel” means methanol, denatured ethanol, and other alcohols; mixtures
containing 85 percent or more by volume of methanol, denatured ethanol, and other alcohols
with gasoline or other fuels; natural gas; liquefied petroleum gas; hydrogen; coal-derived liquid
fuels; fuels (other than alcohol) derived from biological materials; electricity; and any other fuel

L



the Department of Energy determines, by rule, is substantially not petroleum and would yield
substantial energy security benefits and substantial environmental benefits, including net
reductions of greenhouse gas emissions.

Section 704. “Alternative fuel vehicle” or “AFV” means a dedicated, dual-fuel, bi-fuel, or
flexible-fuel motor vehicle.

Section 705. “Bi-fuel vehicle” means a motor vehicle with two separate fuel storage systems that
is capable of operating on alternative fuel or petroleum fuel, but not a mixture of the two.

Section 706. “Bio-based product” means a commercial or industrial product (other than food or
feed) that utilizes biological products or renewable domestic agricultural (plant, animal, and
marine) or forestry materials.

Section 707. “Dedicated vehicle” means a motor vehicle that operates solely on alternative fuel.

Section 708. “Dual-fuel vehicle” means a motor vehicle with two separate fuel storage systems
that operates on a mixture of alternative fuel and petroleum fuel.

Section 709. “Environmentally preferable” means products or services that have a lesser or
reduced effect on human health and the environment when compared with competing products or
services that serve the same purpose. The comparison may consider raw materials acquisition,
production, manufacturing, packaging, distribution, reuse, operation, maintenance, or disposal of
the product or service.

Section 710. “Flexible-fuel vehicle” means a motor vehicle that is capable of operating on
alternative fuel, petroleum fuel, or a mixture of the two.

Section 711. “Heavy-duty vehicle” means a motor vehicle of more than 26,000 pounds gross
vehicle weight rating that is certified for use on all public roads and highways.

Section 712. “Light-duty vehicle” means a motor vehicle of less than or equal to 8,500 pounds
gross vehicle weight rating that is certified for use on all public roads and highways.

Section 713. “Medium-duty vehicle” means a motor vehicle of more than 8,500 pounds and less
than or equal to 26,000 pounds gross vehicle weight rating that is certified for use on all public
roads and highways.

~Section 714. “Motor vehicle” means a vehicle that meets the definition of section 216(2) of the
Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 7550(2).



Section 715. “Renewable fuel” means fuel derived from a renewable feedstock such as
agricultural crops or the byproducts thereof, herbaceous and woody crops, solar energy, wind
power, and geothermal heat.

Section 716. “Replacement fuel” means the portion of any motor fuel that is methanol, ethanol,
or other alcohols, natural gas, liquefied petroleum gas, hydrogen, coal derived liquid fuels, fuels
(other than alcohol) derived from biological materials, electricity; ethers; or any other fuel the
DOE determines, by rule, is substantially not petroleum and would yield substantial energy
security benefits and substantial environmental benefits, including net reductions of greenhouse
gas emissions.

Section 717. “Zero-emission vehicle” or “ZEV”” means a dedicated alternative fuel vehicle that
produces no evaporative or tailpipe emissions, e.g., pure electric vehicles and hydrogen-fueled
vehicles.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON
THE WHITE HOUSE



Report on Agency Performance in Acquiring
Alternative Fuel Vehicles

July 22, 1999

This report is intended to provide an assessment of federal agency performance in meeting the
statutory requirements set forth by the Energy Policy Act of 1992 and Executive Order 13031.
The report also highlights a number of additional concems relating to agency performance.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPAct) set yearly targets for federal agencies to meet in the
acquisition of alternative fuel vehicles (AFVs). For the purposes of EPAct, acquisitions include
both purchases and leases of AFVs as well as the conversion of conventionally-fueled vehicles to
AFVs. In particular, the act specified that for FY 1996, 25% of agency fleet vehicle acquisitions
should be alternative fuel vehicles, subject to certain conditions and exemptions. This
percentage increased to 33% for FY 1997, 50% for FY 1998, and 75% for FY 1999 and each
year thereafter.

Signed by President Clinton on December 13, 1996, Executive Order 13031: "Federal
Alternative Fueled Vehicle Leadership”, established reporting requirements to ensure that
agencies comply with the requirements set forth in EPAct. On October 8, 1998, OMB issued the
latest guidance to agencies on reporting alternative fuel vehicle acquisitions. This guidance
requested that data be reported for FY 1997 and FY 1998 along with projected FY 1999 and

FY 2000 data. According to the guidance, acquisitions were to be reported for the fiscal year in
which they were ordered, not the year in which they were received. E.O. 13031 also requires
agencies to include in their reports a plan to come into compliance if they have not already
achieved that.

In general, the EPAct requirements apply to agency fleets of 20 or more light-duty vehicles
(vehicles under 8500 Ibs) that are “centrally fueled or capable of being centrally fueled” and are
primarily operated in Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) or Consolidated Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (CMSAs) with populations of 250,000 or more according to 1995 Census data.
Vehicles that do not meet these requirements are considered geographically exempt from the
EPAct requirements. Certain exemptions are also made for law enforcement, emergency, and
national security vehicles. In addition, agencies have the opportunity to receive extra credits
toward the statutory acquisition requirements by obtaining zero emission vehicles (ZEVs) or
alternative-fueled medium-duty or heavy-duty vehicles.

In accordance with the EPAct and E.O. 13031 requirements, agencies were asked to report the
total number of vehicles acquired in each fiscal year, those exempt for law enforcement or
geographic reasons, and AFVs separated by fuel type. Agencies were also asked to provide the
same information for their entire fleet. A copy of the reporting form is provided in Appendix A.



CAVEATS/QUALIFICATIONS

Before discussing agency performance, it is necessary to provide certain qualifications for the
data used in this report. First and foremost, all of the data is self-reported by the agencies and
has not been independently confirmed. In general, the data provided by the agencies are only
estimates of vehicle acquisitions. Some agencies have done a better job than others at tracking
vehicle acquisitions agency-wide. This may be a result of a number of factors: agency size, the
level of decentralization in purchasing vehicles, inadequate information systems, as well as the
level of commitment to meeting the goals of EPAct and E.O. 13031. The total fleet figures were
clearly wrong in many cases, and a number of agencies have stated that this information is
generally the most difficult to obtain. Many agencies also reported uncertainties arising from the
receipt of vehicles ordered through the General Services Administration (GSA) that were not the
AFVs they expected to receive.

Due to many late data submissions by agencies and a desire to release at least an initial
assessment by the end of July, OMB was not able to discuss with each agency all of the
questions that the data presented. However, major concerns about the data were addressed to the
appropriate individuals within the agencies. Where necessary, apparent miscalculations on the
part of the agencies were corrected. For the purposes of determining projected agency
compliance for FY 1999 and FY 2000, agencies reporting the expected purchase of M85
flexible-fuel (or “flex-fuel”) vehicles in these years received credit for these vehicles in the
analysis despite the fact that production versions of these vehicles are no longer available as of
FY 1999. In a few cases, agencies would not be in compliance for FY 1999 and FY 2000 if
these vehicles were not counted. These agencies need to ensure that other AFVs are substituted
for planned acquisitions of these vehicles in order to meet the EPAct requirements for these
fiscal years.

OVERALL AGENCY PERFORMANCE

As a whole, agency performance in meeting the EPAct requirements has been mixed. In

FY 1997, the agencies reported 24% of their EPAct covered fleet vehicles were AFVs, missing
the target of 33%. In 1998, the agencies performed significantly better, reporting an overall AFV
acquisition rate of 57% and beating the 50% target. However, the projected data for FY 1999
and FY 2000 indicate that overall, the agencies will miss the 75% target with EPAct covered
acquisition rates of 70% and 67% respectively. Appendix B provides a consolidated summary of
AFYV acquisitions for fiscal years 1997-2000 as reported by the agencies. Included is a
breakdown of AFV acquisitions by agency, year, and vehicle fuel type.

These AFV acquisition rates may be overestimated, however. A number of agencies placing
orders through GSA reported that GSA, when unable to get the AFVs from the manufacturer,
may have delivered conventionally-fueled vehicles without notifying the agency it was doing so.
This is particularly a problem with the flexible-fuel vehicles that look like conventional vehicles
and run on gasoline. GSA has maintained, however, that this problem only occurred with a very
small number of orders in FY 1999, and that it has not been a problem in previous years.



While the the FY 1998 target appears to have been met and FY 1999 projections clearly indicate
an improvement from 1998, there are still reasons for apprehension besides the fact that the 1999
target is not expected to be met. Of particular concern is the heavy reliance on E85 flex-fuel
vehicles in both fiscal years. These vehicles represented a full 86.3% of AFV acquisitions in

FY 1998 and 78.6% in the FY 1999 projections. This is up from only 28.5% of AFV
acquisitions in FY 1997 and largely accounts for the dramatic jump in EPAct covered AFV fleet
acquisitions from FY 1997 to FY 1998.

The advantage of the E85 flex-fuel vehicles to the agencies is clear. The agencies incur no
incremental costs for the vehicles, vehicle performance is comparable to a conventionally-fueled
vehicle, and these vehicles can be run on gasoline. Unfortunately, because E85 fuel is not
available in most areas, these vehicles are run almost exclusively on gasoline. The apparent lack
of interagency coordination in developing a critical mass to establish demand for the fuel may be
a substantial hindrance to the establishment of such refueling sites.

In conjunction with the rise in E85 flex-fue} vehicle acquisitions from FY 1997 to FY 1998,
acquisitions of compressed natural gas (CING) vehicles fell from 61% to a mere 12.3% of AFV
acquisitions. This is most likely due to the high incremental cost of CNG vehicles and the
resulting financing problems. This trend is of concern because compressed natural gas is an
alternative fuel that actually is available in many MSAs and is generally less expensive than
gasoline, resulting in longer-term savings that may even offset a substantial portion of the initial
incremental cost.

The FY 2000 projections indicate a significant drop in the relative percentage of E85 vehicles
acquired as well as a significant increase in the use of CNG/gasoline dual-fuel vehicles. While
this is encouraging, it is important to recognize that agencies facing serious funding constraints
in FY 2000 may feel compelled to alter these plans in favor of the E85 vehicles that don’t require
the incremental costs.

The FY 2000 projections are a concern to OMB for another reason. While OMB commends the
U.S. Postal Service for its plans to purchase 1500 electric vehicles in FY 2000, this purchase, and
the additional 1500 credits associated with it, significantly improve the government-wide AFV
acquisition percentage. The projected 67% AFV acquisition rate for EPAct covered fleet
vehicles is already below the 75% statutory requirement and is a step backwards from the

FY 1999 projections, but it would be substantially worse were it not for the Postal Service’s plan
to obtain these electric vehicles.

INDIVIDUAL AGENCY PERFCRMANCE

On an individual level, only eight of the nir.2teen agencies reporting data met the FY 1998
EPAct requirement, and only four of the ¢|: ven that did not meet the FY 1998 requirement
submitted a credible plan to come into cornpliance. Many apparently are not planning on doing
so for fiscal years 1999 and 2000 either. Furthermore, there are a number of related issues that
are equally disquieting. Appendix B providus a list of agencies covered by the EPAct AFV
requirements and whether each agency mer or expects to meet the EPAct requirements for fiscal
years 1997 through 2000. '



Failure to Meet OMB Reporting Requirements

The failure of many agencies to meet the reporting requirements of OMB is a serious concern.
Nearly half of the agencies not exempt from the EPAct requirements failed to submit the
required data on time. It seems that in some cases the reporting information, once sent to the
agency, never reached the appropriate individual(s) in the agency. In other cases, the AFV
reporting portion of the combined energy management guidance was simply dismissed by the
individual responsible for responding to the guidance.

In addition, even when these agencies did finally submit information to OMB, it was often
incomplete. In many agencies, particularly those lacking an environmental mission or an
internal environmental office, there often appeared to be a very poor understanding of the
reporting requirements. In particular, many of the agencies who are not meeting the EPAct
requirements never submitted a plan for coming into compliance. Many agencies didn’t report
any total fleet figures at all. Thus, the total fleet figures in Appendix B may be substantially
lower than they are in reality. In some cases, it was quite clear that the individual responsible for
submitting the information knew nothing about agency fleet management or AFVs. In some
cases, agencies provided wildly varying data upon questioning, and often the data did not seem
realistic.

In particular, the Department of Commerce and the Department of Housing & Urban
Development (HUD) had a very difficult time providing correct data, and therefore, the data used
for this report for both agencies is rather questionable. It seems clear that neither agency has a
well-organized plan for meeting the AFV acquisition requirements of EPAct. In addition, the
Office of Personnel Management and the Social Security Administration failed to report data to
OMB, and the Department of Veterans Affairs, while submitting total vehicle acquisition data
for FY 1999 and FY 2000, did not submit projections for AFV acquisitions.

Liberal Use of Exemptions

Finally, a number of agencies appear to have certainly made liberal, if not excessive, use of the
exemptions allowed by EPAct. In particular, the law enforcement exemption appears to be used
quite liberally, and only GSA, the Department of Veterans Affairs, and the State Department
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the OMB guidance. All of this leads to the conclusion that a number of federal agencies do not
seem to be taking the EPAct requirements or E.O. 13031 seriously.

The Top Performers

Although the United States Postal Service did not quite meet the AFV acquisition requirement of
33% in FY 1997 (only 28%), the agency far exceeded the 1998 statutory requirement with an
AFV percentage of EPAct covered fleet acquisitions of 88%. The agency also appears to be
supporting the use of ZEVs and ULEVs (ultra low-emission vehicles) through its recent



acquisitions and future plans. The agency has even converted a substantial number of vehicles to
CNG vehicles.

The Department of the Interior started slow as well in 1997 with a 23% acquisition rate, but
improved tremendously in 1998 with a rate of 61%. Furthermore, the agency’s plans indicate
that it is quite committed to meeting the goals of EPAct and setting an example for other
agencies. In many cases, the agency has acquired AFVs even in geographically exempt
locations, and acquiring and promoting AFVs appears to now be integrated into the agency’s

mission. The agency’s projections indicate that it intends to far exceed the EPAct requirement
for FY 2000.

The Poor Performers

Department of Justice (DOJ) — OMB is particularly concerned with the agency’s use of
exemptions in addition to its failure to comply with the EPAct statutory requirements. For

FY 1997, the agency claimed exemptions for over 97% of its fleet yet still did not meet the
EPAct requirements for the remaining 3% of its vehicles. In terms of the total DOJ fleet, the
agency had 34,009 vehicles at the time data was submitted in FY 1998. The agency claims that
33,491 were exempt for law-enforcement reasons, while 436 vehicles were exempt due to
geographic placement. This leaves a total 82 vehicles, or less than one out of every 400 vehicles
as EPAct covered vehicles for which the agency would need to meet the EPAct statutory
requirements upon replacement. Again, the agency still did not meet the EPAct requirement,
having only acquired five AFVs in 1998.

b

For FY 1999, exemptions comprised over 99% of the agency’s fleet acquisitions, while for

FY 2000, the agency claims its fleet acquisitions to be 100% exempt. Furthermore, the agency
did not meet, nor does it plan to meet, the acquisition targets for 1998 and 1999 on its few
remaining non-exempt vehicles. While OMB realizes that the Department of Justice is a law-
enforcement agency, it is very difficult to believe that nearly every vehicle acquired by the
agency is a police-type vehicle that could not perform its duties if it were an AFV.

Treasury Department — As with DOJ, OMB is concerned about the number of law-enforcement
exemptions claimed. In all four years of reported data, the agency is claiming approximately
98% of its vehicles to be exempt from the EPAct requirements. Furthermore, of the remaining
2% of its fleet vehicle acquisitions, only 18% were AFVs in FY 1997, and only 4% were AFVs
in FY 1998. Thus. the department acquired only two AFVs out of a total of 2321 vehicles
acquired in 1998. The agency’s projections further indicate that it has no plans to meet the
EPAct requirements in FY 1999 or FY 2000.

Environmental Protection Agency — The EPA has lagged behind somewhat in acquiring AFVs,
particularly given the agency’s mission and its role in air quality issues. AFVs comprised only
14% of EPA’s EPAct covered fleet acquisitions in FY 1997 and only 35% in FY 1998. EPA
also does not expect to meet the EPAct requirements for 1999 either, however, agency
projections indicate that EPA will meet the requirements in FY 2000. This is troubling given the
fact that EPA is clearly one of the agencies that should be setting an example for other agencies.



OMB has also had discussions with the agency to ensure that the law enforcement exemption is
being used appropriately for its fleet vehicles.

Department of Agriculture — USDA has clearly lagged behind in meeting the EPAct
requirements with an 18% AFV acquisition'rate in FY 1997 and only a 45% rate projected for
FY 2000. The agency has expressed the need for manufacturers to produce more off-road
vehicles, however, with more and more manufacturers offering such vehicles, the agency should
be able to revise its current plans in order to meet the FY 2000 requirement.

Comments on Selected Other Agencies

Department of Defense — With large numbers of light-duty vehicles located in concentrated
areas, the Department of Defense (DOD) should be in an ideal situation for meeting the EPAct
requirements on its covered fleet vehicles. The fueling infrastructure, if not available, should be
relatively easy to acquire or establish. However, the department’s AFV acquisition rates were
only 24% in FY 1997 and 23% in FY 1998. Furthermore, DOD’s projections for FY 1999 and
FY 2000 are 50% and 49%, respectively. The department has cited the lack of suitable AFVs as
areason for not meeting the EPAct requirements. However, manufacturers have significantly
increased the number of different types of AFVs available in the past two years. Performance of
many of these vehicles is comparable to their conventionally-fueled counterparts. OMB thus
considers this argument to be somewhat weak for 1999 and 2000.

Department of Energy (DOE) ~ As with many agencies, DOE started off slow in 1997 with
AFVs comprising only 17% of EPAct covered fleet acquisitions, and did not quite meet the 1998
requirement either. However, the agency appears to be making substantial improvements for
fiscal years 1999 and 2000 by acquiring significantly more AFVs than are required by EPAct.
FY 1999 and FY 2000 projections indicate that the agency intends to improve its AFV
acquisition rate to greater than 100% of its EPAct covered fleet vehicles for both years. It is
important that DOE remains committed to actually meeting these projections in its purchases in
order to set an appropriate example for other agencies.

Department of Transportation (DOT) — DOT also started off slow and didn’t meet EPAct
requirements in 1997 or 1998, but projects compliance in 1999 and 2000 with EPAct covered
AFV acquisition rates of 76% and 80%, respectively. As with the EPA and DOE, it’s
appropriate for DOT to set an example for other agencies.

Department of Veterans Affairs (DVA) — DVA did not provide AFV projections for FY 1999 or
FY 2000. The agency also did not meet the EPAct targets for FY 1997 or FY 1998. However, it
is perhaps important to mention that the agency does have several unique problems — such as the
acquisition of older vehicles from other agencies and the acceptance of donated vehicles — that
make meeting the EPAct requirements particularly difficult.




ADDITIONAL ISSUES

There are a number of other issues and constraints that need to be addressed in order to improve
EPAct compliance and meet the substantive goals of EPAct and E.O. 13031.

In particular, many agencies — including the DOE department responsible for managing AFV
programs — have complained about inadequate service and poor information from GSA regarding
vehicles ordered or leased through GSA. According to these agencies, GSA does not track AFV
acquisitions by agency, nor does it provide any sort of consolidated report to the agencies
regarding the vehicles ordered and the vehicles shipped to the agency. GSA has denied this and
claims that it sends this information to the fleet manager of each agency. OMB has requested a
copy of such a report, but has yet to receive one from GSA.

As previously mentioned, many of the agencies also reported that GSA was often unable to
fulfill agency orders for AFVs and instead provided conventional vehicles in their place.
According to DOE, this may often be an issue if agency orders were not placed before the
manufacturers’ deadlines since most manufacturers produce their AFVs only in the fall. Itis
often not clear where the responsibility for such failure lies — within the agency or with GSA —
but it is obvious that there is a communication breakdown between the other agencies and GSA.

Agencies have also pointed to a number of external factors that have limited their ability to meet
the EPAct requirements. Most prominent among these are the lack of a fueling infrastructure
and the lack of suitable AFVs for certain uses.

While the fueling infrastructure is indeed a significant issue, many agencies seem to have missed
the goals of the EPAct requirements, one of which is to develop the demand for these fuels in
order to promote their use and establish a refueling infrastructure (i.e., to break the “chicken and
egg” cycle). Itis for this reason that only large fleets located in MSAs are covered under EPAct.
Additionally, the availability of flexible-fuel vehicles allows agencies to run these vehicles on
gasoline until the infrastructure can be developed. OMB is concerned, however, that many
agencies are making no efforts to obtain these fuels when they are available, and instead are only
acquiring the flexible-fuel vehicles in order to be in compliance with EPAct.

The lack of suitable AFVs is certainly another understandable agency concern. In particular,
manufacturers have been slow to offer SUV-type vehicles as AFVs. However, manufacturers
have more recently been offering a variety of vans and light-duty trucks as AFVs, which, in
many cases, might be substituted tor SUVs. It s also not clear that agency missions require the
acquisition of so many SUVs, which set other undesirable precedents like reducing the average
fuel economy of the federal fleet and also typically increasing total fleet costs.



RECOMMENDATIONS

There are a number of steps that the agencies need to take in order to improve compliance with
the EPAct requirements and to realize the goals of both EPAct and E.O. 13031.

One of the most fundamental concerns is with agency information management and
communication problems. As previously noted, many agencies have expressed problems with
GSA services, predominantly relating to the tracking of orders and actual shipments of AFVs.
Many agencies claim that they often don’t receive all of the AFVs they order through GSA nor
do they receive explanations as to why. GSA needs to ensure that it is communicating this
information to the agencies. Specifically, GSA needs to take a proactive role and clearly
communicate to its customers what AFVs are available and when they must be ordered to meet
any necessary deadlines for the procurement process. The AFV coordinators in each of the
agencies also need to be aware of any deadlines for submitting orders, and they as well need to
make sure that their fleet managers are meeting these deadlines on planned acquisitions. It also
seems reasonable that GSA should be able to provide agencies with consolidated lists of orders
and actual shipments through improved information systems, perhaps even through GSA’s
online system.

Besides GSA, many of the other agencies clearly need to improve their information management
as well. The agency AFV coordinators need to be in regular contact with AFV representatives at
DOE to ensure that they have the latest information on the vehicles and fuels that best fit agency
needs. DOE’s extensive online information is an excellent resource for agencies. With its role
as an information resource for other agencies, DOE should also make sure that agencies are
aware of the latest vehicle ordering and reporting requirements and should take a more active
role in agency data collection. Agency AFV coordinators should also be in regular contact with
their fleet managers to disseminate this information.

Interagency coordination is clearly another issue that needs to be addressed. Agency fleet
managers need to be aware of other fleets that are operating in the same MSAs and need to
actively coordinate with these fleets to encourage local fuel providers to establish alternative fuel
refueling sites that would also be available to the general public. With its high concentration of
federal fleet vehicles, Washington, D.C. is the ideal place to start. In areas where this is not
possible, agencies may still be able to establish their own sites through effective coordination.

Those agencies with environmental, energy. or transportation goals as a major part of their
missions — namely DOE, EPA, and the Departments of the Interior, Transportation, and
Agriculture — have an especially important role in AFV acquisitions. These agencies need to
take leadership roles and set examples for the other agencies. They should also provide support
through interagency collaboration whenever possible. The fact that several of these agencies
have yet to meet the EPAct requirements is an obvious concern.

Agencies must request — and be appropriated — funding to cover the incremental cost of AFVs,
particularly propane and natural-gas vehicles. Operationally, many agencies prefer those
vehicles over E85 flexible-fuel vehicles, but they cannot afford them.



Finally, and perhaps most important, all of the federal agencies need to be committed to the AFV
goals of EPAct and E.O. 13031 and not only to meeting the statutory requirements of these laws.
This includes a proactive approach to actually acquiring and using alternative fuels in the
flexible-fuel vehicles the agencies purchase. Future OMB guidance will be modified to require
fuel reporting as well as vehicle reporting.



APPENDIX A

Sample AFV Acquisition Reporting Form
FY 1997-2000



(Dept or agency)

Sample AFV Acquisition Reporting Form

AFV Acquisition Report for FY 19

Acquisitions

**Total

Converted

Leased Purchased

JTotal

Eleet

-—

Total # of vehicles acquired

L xmxx i

0

Exempt as law-enforcement or national-
security vehicles

0

Exempt due to geographic placement

0

EPAct "covered fleet" vehicles (line 1 - (line
2 + line 3) (No double-counting of vehicles in
lines 2 and 3.)

Light Duty AFVs

E85 flex-fuel vehicles

Dedicated ethanol vehicles

O~

M85 flex-fuel vehicles

Dedicated methano! vehicles

CNG dual-fuel vehicles

10

CNG dedicated vehicles

11

LNG dual-fuel vehicles

12

LNG dedicated vehicles

13

Propane/LPG dual-fuel vehicles

14

Propane/LPG dedicated vehicles

15

Dimethyl ether dedicated vehicles

16

Electric vehicles (dedicated) -- ZEV

17

Hydrogen dedicated vehicles -- ZEV

Unknown/not identified

18

Subtotal of light-duty vehicles

(o] [=]ll=]ll=](=]li=li=]i=]li=]=][=](=)(=]I=][=]

Credit for Medium- and Heavy-duty AFVs

19

# of medium-duty vehicles * 2

o

20

# of heavy-dhty vehicles * 3

Extra Credit for Zero Emission Vehicles
(Hydrogen and Electric Acquisitions)

ry

FOTLEVS " 1

22

Total credits provided (line 19 + line 20 + line
21)

23

Total AFVs and credits (line 18 + line 22)

24

AFV percentage of EPAct covered fleet
acquisitions (line 23+ line 4 x 100)

0%

0%

“*Total fleet should include new acquisitions and existing vehicles for each category, (Line 1: total LDV fieet)

Submitting official:

Date:

Address:

Phone:

e-mail:
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APPENDIX B

Consolidated Data on Agency AFV Acquisitions
FY 1997-2000



Agency Compliance and Projected Compliance with
EPAct Requirements, FY 1997 - 2000

Agency or Department 1997 1998 1999 2000
Department of Agriculture - - - -
Department of Commerce - - - -
Department of Defense - - - -
Department of Energy - - v 4
Department of Health & Human Services 4 v - v
Department of Housing & Urban Devt. — - - -
Department of the Interior - v v v
Department of Justice - - - -
Department of Labor 4 v v? (4
Department of State - v v 4
Department of Transportation - - v v
Department of the Treasury - - - -
Department of Veterans Affairs - - NR NR
Environmental Protection Agency - - - v?
Executive Office of the President v' v v! v!
General Services Administration v v v v
National Aeronautics & Space Administration v v v? v?
Nuclear Regulatory Commission - - - v
Office of Personnel Management NR NR NR NR
Social Security Administration NR NR NR NR
United States Postal Service - v v v

Dash (-) = Not in compliance

NR = Not reported

! No vehicle acquisitions (or planned acquisitions) for fiscal year

2 Agency compliance is contingent on planned purchase of M85 flex fuel vehicles. Agency needs to ensure that
other AFVs are substituted for these M85 vehicles which are no longer being manufactured.
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AFV Acquisitions: Total of all Reporting Agencies, FY 1997

Acquisitions *Total | Distribution ofl
Converted Leased Purchased Total Fleet Vehicle Types
1iTotal # of vehicles acquired 572 OOXXX 22193 15625 37818 406746
2:Exempt as law-enforcement or national- XXX 1136 8248 9384 71011
security vehicles 24.8%
3:Exempt due to geographic placement 9480 3801 13281 75939 35.1%
4:EPAct "covered fleet” vehicles (line 1 - (line 11577 3576 15153 259796
2 + line 3) (No double-counting of vehicles in g
lines 2 and 3.) ) 40.1%
Light Duty AFVs
5iE85 flex-fuel vehicles 0 881 31 912 2087 28.5%
6:Dedicated ethanol vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
7:M85 flex-fuel vehicles 0 205 17 222 1864 6.9%
8:Dedicated methanol vehicles 0 8 0 8 24 0.2%
9:CNG dual-fuel vehicles 1096 421 194 1711 11680 53.4%
10iCNG dedicated vehicles 64 65 95 224 1073 7.0%
11:LNG dual-fuel vehicles 0 0 0 0 o | 0.0%
12:LNG dedicated vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
13:Propane/LPG dual-fuel vehicles 5 8 2 15 120 0.5%
14:Propane/LPG dedicated vehicles 6 0 5 11 35 0.3%
15:Dimethy| ether dedicated vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
16:Electric vehicles (dedicated) - ZEV 1 8 85 94 197 2.9%
17:Hydrogen dedicated vehicles -- ZEV 0 0 0 0 of 0.0%
Unknown/not identified 0 8 0 8 8 0.2%
18:iSubtotal of light-duty vehicles 1172 1604 429 3205 17088
Credit for Medium- and Heavy-duty AFVs
19i# of medium-duty vehicles * 2 109 0 175 284
20i# of heavy-duty vehicles * 3 15 0 19 34
Extra Credit for Zero Emission Vehicles 0 0 0
(Hydrogen and Electric Acquisitions)
21i# of ZEVs * 1 0 8 93 101
22iTotal credits provided (line 19 + line 20 + line 124 8 287 419
21)
23;70lal AFVS ana creails (iine is + iine 22) 1296 1612 716 3624
24:AFV percentage of EPAct covered fleet 14% 20% |53
acquisitions (line 23+ line 4 x 100) :

Appendix B: FY 1997



Agency Reported AFV Acquisition Data, FY 1997

Law Geographic EPAct AFV AFV % of

Vehicle enforcement | placement |covered fleetjacquisitions &|EPAct covered
Agency or Department acquisitions | exemptions | exemptions vehicles credits acquisitions
Department of Agriculture 3554 74 2740 740 136 18.38%
Department of Commerce 113 69 20 24 13 54.17%
Department of Defense 15114 469 7122 7523 1800 23.93%
Department of Energy 1112 22 528 562 98 17.44%
Department of Health & Human S:rvices 520 74 314 132 49 37.12%
Department of Housing & Urban Devt. 340 16 0 324 101 31.17%
Department of the Interior 2450 376 1662 412 96 23.30%
Department of Justice 5490 5322 14 154 26 16.88%
Departmenrt of Labnor 55 0 e 55 g5 100.00%
Department of State 148 98 9 41 0 0.00%
Department of Transportation 1019 43 339 637 154 24.18%
Department of the Treasury 2215 2165 0 50 9 18.00%
Department of Veterans Affairs 1166 55 0 1111 73 6.57%
Environmental Protection Agency 271 83 0 188 27 14.36%
Executive Office of the President NA NA NA NA NA NA
General Services Administration 387 125 126 136 45 33.09%
National Aeronautics & Space Adininistration 545 0 407 138 114 82.61%
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 10 0 0 10 3 30.00%
Office of Personnel Management NR NR NR NR NR NR
Social Security Administration NR NR NR NR NR NR
United States Postal Service 3309 393 0 2916 825 28.29%

NR = Not reported
NA = Not applicable
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Agency AFV Acquisitions by
Vehicle Type, FY 1997

Propane/LPG dedicated
e Electric vehicles Unknown/not identified
. 0
(dedicated) - ZEV 0.2%

2.9%

Propane/LPC- dual-fuel °
vehiclzs
0.5%

E85 flex-fuel vehicles

CNG dedicated vehicles B 28.5%

7.0%

M85 flex-fuel vehicles

. \| 6.9%
CNG dual-fuel vehicles Dedicated methanol
53.4% vehicles
0.2%
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AFV Acquisitions: Total of all Reporting Agencies, FY 1998

Acquisitions ‘ “Total Distrubution of}
Converted Leased Purchased Total Fleet Vehicle Types
1:Total # of vehicles acquired B2 JOOKXX 22578 249947 47572] 418819
2;Exempt as law-enforcement or national- 960 7715 8675 77983
security vehicles 18.2%
3:Exempt due to geographic placement 10736 3438 14174 75240} 29.8%
4iEPAct "covered fleet" vehicles (line 1 - (line 10882 13841 24723 265596
2 +line 3) (No double-counting of vehicles in i
lines 2 and 3.) 52.0%
Light Duty AFVs
5iEB5 flex-fuel vehicles 0 1275 10543 11818 13826 83.9%
6:Dedicated ethanol vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
7:M8S5 fiex-fuel vehicles 0 171 11 182 1417 1.3%
8:Dedicated methanol vehicles 0 0 0 0 23 0.0%
9iCNG dual-fuel vehicles 375 495 552 1422 12891 10.1%
10iCNG dedicated vehicles 36 186 5 227 1048 1.6%
11iLNG dual-fuel vehicles 0 1 0 1 1 0.0%
12:LNG dedicated vehicles 0 3 0 3 5 0.0%
13:Propane/LPG dual-fuel vehicles 2 0 4 6 106 0.0%
14:iPropane/LPG dedicated vehicles 4 0 8 12 63 0.1%
15iDimethyl ether dedicated vehicles 0 14 0 14 14 0.1%
16:Electric vehicles (dedicated) -- ZEV 0 9 8 17 2101 0.1%
17:Hydrogen dedicated vehicles - ZEV 0 0 0 0 of 0.0%
Unknown/not identified 0 379 0 379 215 27%
18iSubtotal of light-duty vehicles 417 2533 11131 14081 29819)
Credit for Medium- and Heavy-duty AFVs
19:# of medium-duty vehicles * 2 9 3 8 20
20i# of heavy-duty vehicles * 3 6 36 31 73
Extra Credit for Zero Emission Vehicles 0 0 0
{Hydrogen and Electric Acquisitions)
21i# of ZEVs * 1 0 23 8 31
22;Toftal credits provided (line 19 + line 20 + line 15 62 47 124
21)
D22iTotal 88Ve ond oradite (ling 12 2 linp 223 : 432 2800
24;AFV percentage of EPAct covered fleet 24%
acquisitions (line 23+ line 4 x 100)
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Agency Reported AFV Acquisition Data, FY 1998

Law Geographic EPAct AFV AFV % of

Vehicle enforcement | placement |covered fleetlacquisitions &|EPAct covered
Agency or Department acquisitions | exemptions | exemptions vehicles credits acquisitions
Department of Agriculture 4013 0 3100 913 231 25.30%
Department of Commerce 395 68 3 324 35 10.80%
Department of Defense 16675 487 7653 7535 1749 23.21%
Department of Energy 1096 51 470 575 264 45.91%
Department of Health & Human Szrvices 728 48 594 86 106 122.09%
Department of Housing & Urban Devt. 395 22 0 373 52 13.94%
Department of the Interior 2200 375 1465 360 219 60.83%
Department of Justice 4828 4791 25 12 5 41.67%
Department of Labor 59 0 0 59 59 100.00%
Department of State 23 16 0] 7 9 128.57%
Department of Transportation 1033 41 336 656 263 40.09%
Department of the Treasury 2321 2273 0 48 2 4.17%
Department of Veterans Affairs 1121 42 0 1079 168 15.57%
Environmental Protection Agency 171 18 0 153 54 35.29%
Executive Office of the President 49 0 0 49 28 57.14%
General Services Administration 320 55 132 133 89 66.92%
National Aeronautics & Space Administration 531 0 396 135 105 77.78%
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 3 0 0 3 1 33.33%
Office of Personnel Management NR NR NR NR NR NR
Social Security Administration NR NR NR NR NR NR
United States Postal Service 12611 388 0 12223 10767 88.09%

NR = Not reported
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Agency AFV Acquisitions by
Vehicle Type, FY 1998

Dimethyl ether dedicated

Propanefl.PG dedicatec vehicles  Ejectric vehicles (dedicated) -
vehicles — 0.1% 7EV
0.1% AN y
N 0.1%
N
CNG dedicated vehicles \-.\
1.6% AN
\\ \ Unknown/not identified
CNG dual-fuel vehicles AN 2.7%

10.1% \ N0

M85 flex-fuel vehicles
1.3%

. E85 flex-fuel vehicles
84.0%
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AFV Acquisitions: Total of all Reporting Agencies, FY 1999

Acquisitions “Total | Distribution of]
Converted Leased Purchased Total Fleet Vehicle Types
1iTotal # of vehicles acquired 2 JOOKXKK. 21370 28176 49546 408404
2:Exempt as law-enforcement or national- “XXR0 1032 8946 9978 77622
security vehicles 20.1%
3:Exempt due to geographic placement 9766 3678 13444 70527 27.1%
4iEPAct "covered fleet" vehicles (fine 1 - (line 10572 15552 26124 260255
2 +line 3) (No double-counting of vehicles in§
lines 2 and 3.) 52.7%
Light Duty AFVs
5:E85 flex-fuel vehicles 0 2366 11198 13564 24969 77.0%
6:Dedicated ethanol vehicles 0 5 0 5 5 0.0%
7:M85 flex-fuel vehicles 0 86 14 100 1123 0.6%
8:Dedicated methanol vehicles 0 0 0 0 Y | 0.0%
9iCNG dual-fuel vehicles 99 2100 273 2472 13968 14.0%
10;CNG dedicated vehicles 6 408 22 436 1195 2.5%
11;LNG dual-fuel vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
12iLNG dedicated vehicles 0 0 0 0 5 0.0%
13:Propane/LPG dual-fuel vehicles 0 46 6 52 133 0.3%
14:Propane/LPG dedicated vehicles 5 0 3 8 65 0.0%
15:Dimethyl ether dedicated vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
16:Electric vehicles (dedicated) -- ZEV 0 88 526 614 798 3.5%
17:Hydrogen dedicated vehicles - ZEV 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Unknown/not identified 20 332 2 354 336 2.0%
18:Subtotal of light-duty vehicles 130 5431 12044 17605 42597
Credit for Medium- and Heavy-duty AFVs
19:# of medium-duty vehicles * 2 8 15 84 107
20:# of heavy-duty vehicles * 3 6 3 10 19
Extra Credit for Zero Emission Vehicles 0 0 0
(Hydrogen and Electric Acquisitions)
21:# of ZEVs * 1 0 88 526 614
22:Total credits provided (line 19 + line 20 + line 14 106 620 740
21
21 Tni:l AFV/e and rrodite (lina 18 4 lina 22) 144 £E27
24;AFV percentage of EPAct covered fleet: 52%
acquisitions (line 23+ line 4 x 100)
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Agency Reported AFV Acquisition Data, FY 1999

Law Geographic EPAct AFV AFV % of

Vehicle enforcement | placement |covered fleet]acquisitions & EPAct covered
Agency or Department acquisitions | exemptions | exemptions vehicles credits acquisitions
Department of Agriculture 4320 0 3460 860 254 29.53%
Department of Commerce 395 10 0 385 62 16.10%
Department of Defense 13300 497 6315 6488 3212 49.51%
Department of Energy 1600 37 640 923 1188 128.71%
Department of Health & Human Services 737 78 449 210 125 59.52%
Department of Housing & Urban Cevt. 387 22 0 365 66 18.08%
Department of the Interior 2200 375 1350 475 365 76.84%
Department of Justice 5946 5787 108 51 16 31.37%
Department of Lakor 61 0 C 61 61 100.00%
Department of State 146 99 0 47 37 78.72%
Department of Transportation 1197 39 594 564 427 75.71%
Department of the Treasury 2515 2469 0 46 16 34.78%
Department of Veterans Affairs 1278 55 0 1223 NR NR
Environmental Protection Agency 116 6 0 110 53 48.18%
Executive Office of the President NA NA NA NA NA NA
General Services Administration 374 104 130 140 105 75.00%
National Aeronautics & Space Adriinistration 531 0] 396 135 105 77.78%
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 21 0 2 19 14 73.68%
Office of Personnel Management NR NR NR NR NR NR
Social Security Administration NR NR NR NR NR NR
United States Postal Service 14422 400 0 14022 12239 87.28%

NR = Not reported
NA = Not applicable

Appendix B: FY 1999




Agency AFV Acquisitions by
Vehicle Type, FY 1999

Propane/LP 3 dual-fuel Electric vehicles

V%h;;}es (dedicated)-ZEV
= 3.5%
CNG dedicated vehicles Unknown/not identified
2.5% N ya 2.0%
N ,
CNG dual-fuel vehicles AN e

14.1%

M85 flex-fuel vehicles
0.6%

\\ E85 flex-fuel vehicles
77.1%
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AFV Acquisitions: Total of all Reporting Agencies, FY 2000

Acquisitions “Total Distribution ofT
Converted Leased Purchased Total Fleet Vehicle Types
1iTotal # of vehicles acquired ) : 23954 20679 44633 405479
2:iExempt as law-enforcement or national- 976 9809 10785 81380}
security vehicles 24.2%
3:Exempt due to geographic placement 10949 2554 13503 69118 30.3%
4:EPAct "covered fleet" vehicles (line 1 - (line A 12029 8316 20345 254981
2 +line 3) (No double-counting of vehicles in .-
lines 2 and 3.) 456%
Light Duty AFVs
5iE85 flex-fuel vehicles 0 2654 2258 4912 28928 41.0%
6:Dedicated ethanol vehicles 0 0 0 0 5 0.0%
7:M85 flex-fuel vehicles 0 29 6 35 573 0.3%
8:Dedicated methanol vehicles 0 20 0 20 20} 0.2%
9i{CNG dual-fuel vehicles 0 2183 2394 4577 16783 38.2%
10iCNG dedicated vehicles 0 390 43 433 1720 3.6%
11:LNG dual-fuel vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
12:LNG dedicated vehicles 0 0 0 0 5 0.0%
13iPropane/LPG dual-fue! vehicles 0 76 16 92 151 0.8%
14:Propane/LPG dedicated vehicles 0 0 3 3 45 0.0%
15:Dimethy| ether dedicated vehicles 0 0 0 0 of 0.0%
16:Electric vehicles (dedicated) -- ZEV 1 71 1527 1599 2314 13.4%
17 :iHydrogen dedicated vehicles - ZEV 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Unknown/not identified 0 303 0 303 301 2.5%
18iSubtotal of light-duty vehicles 1 5726 6247 11974 50845
Credit for Medium- and Heavy-duty AFVs
19i# of medium-duty vehicles * 2 0 15 5 20
20i# of heavy-duty vehicles * 3 2 5 15 22
Extra Credit for Zero Emission Vehicles 0 0 0
(Hydrogen and Electric Acquisitions)
21i# of ZEVs * 1 1 71 1627 1599
22iTotal credits provided (line 19 + line 20 + line 3 91 1547 1641
21)
23 Tulai A VD and Lieuils (llie 10 T iille 22) 4 507 7194
24:AFV percentage of EPAct covered fleet 48% 94%|t:
acquisitions (line 23+ line 4 x 100)

Appendix B: FY 2000



Agency Reported AFV Acquisition Data, FY 2000

Law Geographic EPAct AFV AFV % of
Vehicle enforcement | placement |covered fleet|acquisitions &|EPAct covered

Agency or Department acquisitions | exemptions | exemptions vehicles credits acquisitions
Department of Agriculture 2808 75 2361 372 169 45.43%
Department of Commerce 401 10 0 3N 64 16.37%
Department of Defense 15724 274 7694 7756 3772 48.63%
Department of Energy 1272 68 416 788 859 109.01%
Department of Health & Human S arvices 859 98 670 91 99 108.79%
Department of Housing & Urban Devt. 387 22 0 365 82 22.47%
Department of the Interior 2200 375 1350 475 495 104.21%
Department of Justice 6248 6228 20 0 8 NA
Department of Labor 70 0 0 70 66 94.29%
Department of State 61 43 0 18 28 155.56%
Department of Transportation 1015 37 440 538 430 79.93%
Department of the Treasury 2959 2913 0 46 16 34.78%
Department of Veterans Affairs 1259 51 0 1208 NR NR
Environmental Protection Agency 186 67 0 119 92 77.31%
Executive Office of the President NA NA NA NA NA NA
General Services Administration 448 124 156 168 126 75.00%
National Aeronautics & Space Adininistration 531 0 396 135 105 77.78%
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 5 0 0 5 4 80.00%
Office of Personnel Management NR NR NR NR NR NR
Social Security Administration NR NR NR NR NR NR
United States Postal Service 8200 400 0 7800 7200 92.31%

NR = Not reported
NA = Not applicable
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Agency AFV Acquisitions by
Vehicle Type, FY 2000

Unknown/not identified
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Morley A. Winograd@OVP
" 08/05/99 08:37:12 AM

Record Type: Record
9

To: Roger S. Ballentine/ WHO/EOP@EOP

cc: Jennifer R. Muller/OVP@OQVP, Joshua Gotbaum/OMB/EOP@EOP
Subject: Fuel memo options

Roger:

| agree with you, it is an excellent summary memo. | have no problem with Proposal 1 from an NPR
standpoint. Right kind of "steering” vs. "rowing" approach. | also think it puts this piece of management
challenge into the mix of achieving mission just as company's have to do. I'm not sure that Option 2 is
worth doing if there's little outside or inside support for it but I'd prefer it over Option3 if we have to do
something more, simply because the tracking burden is less. | can't see any benefit in proceeding on
Options 4 or 5 based on the memo. Your note points out that this one doesn't consider phasing in
alternate fuel use and | think that is worth exploring as well.

Morley



David A. Bernell

08/05/99 06:17:51 PM
Record Type: Record

To: Elwood HolsteinfOMB/EOP

cc:

bee:

Subject: Re: ransportation E.O. Meeting _ij

Acgerding to Roger's office, there is no draft of an EO at this time. This seems to confirm Ben Burnett's
cqgmments about the working group being back at square one. Josh intends to go to the meeting
toorrolH)He stopped by and said that the message he is going to deliver at Roger's meeting is "DOE
has the ¢apacity to analyze the effects of the various options. Let's have them do this and then we can
come to a decision."



Information on Transportation Executive Order
July 30, 1999

1. Review of options for reducing agency petroleum use and/or raising fuel economy
2. Summarize existing CAFE requirements for GSA and other agencies

3. Summarize greenhouse gas language in the Energy Policy Act

4, Summarize the AFV USERS program to promote alternative fuel infrastructure

5. Review options for improved accountability of agency AFV acquisitions.

Prepared by DOE, EE-34, 7/30/99 O:\OTU\FLEET\RBallentine review options.wpd



1. Review options for reducing agency petroleum use and/or raising fuel economy

Attached is a review of five different approaches for addressing agency petroleum use and fuel
economy. These include:

- overall petroleum reduction

- average petroleum reduction per vehicle

- average petroleum reduction per mile traveled

- increase in agency fleetwide fuel economy

- increase in agency fuel economy for each class (sedans and light-trucks)

The current proposed executive order contains a version of average petroleum reduction per
vehicle. Although not endorsed by all agencies, the proposed approach and level were the result
of months of discussion among the agencies, OMB, and the WHCCTF.

Rough estimates of oil reduction and fuel economy improvement have been made—these are
preliminary estimates. A critical difference between the options is coverage: will the goal be for
the entire fleet or for just light duty vehicles.

A critical issue is the calculation of fuel economy averages for the Federal fleet. If AFV credits
are allowed, then a fuel economy goal would have to be very high to have a real fuel economy

improvement. Our preliminary analysis does not use the AFV credits.

Please see attached pro/con review and summary table.
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2. Summarize existing CAFE requirements for GSA and other agencies

Under the Motor Vehicle information and Cost Savings Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-169), requires the
Federal agencies to meet or exceed the fuel economy standards set by the Act. Law enforcement
and military vehicles are excluded.

The current standards are 27.5 for sedans and 20.7 for light-trucks (including vans, trucks, and
SUVs).

For several years, the agencies were held to a higher standard, dubbed FAFE. Up until 5 years
ago, FAFE was about 2 mpg higher than CAFE. During that period, agencies experienced some 7L [
problems in obtaining enough high fuel economy vehicles, especially in light trucks, to meet \tf 0‘/{ 4;\‘2

agency mission requirements.

The GSA Administrator is responsible for ensuring the agencies meet the requirements, as dﬂ v7
specified by the statute and re-inforced in executive order 11912. For many years, this

requirement was a high priority and followed closely. Typically, the GSA would compile data

from its own automotive center which provides the bulk of agency purchases. However, each

agency is supposed to track vehicles acquired outside of the GSA automotive center. GSA staff

would alert the Administrator if a specific agency appeared to be out of compliance. Agencies

could apply to GSA for exemptions.

Federal agency fuel economy averages are computed using the manufacturer supplied fuel
economy numbers that are used to compute a manufacturers CAFE. Thus, agencies are given
credit for the use of alternative fuel vehicles in the same manner as manufacturers. For example,
a dedicated natural gas vehicle can get an equivalent of 200 mpg, and an ethanol flexible fuel
vehicle can get an equivalent of 30 mpg for purposes of calculating the agencies fleet average.
Both manufacturers and agencies are capped in how much mpg benefit they can claim for the
dual-fuel vehicles. We did not use the AFV credit in our calculations, but in reality, many
agencies would likely acquire AFVs up to the maximum level if a new fuel economy
requirement was implemented.

With declining emphasis on fuel economy standards over the last several years and good agency
compliance with existing CAFE, reporting and tracking have been eased.

Anecdotally, we do hear that many individual agency fleets are requesting more SUVs to replace
vans, and in some cases, sedans. This pattern reflects the growing popularity of the vehicles
across the country.

3. Summarize greenhouse gas language in the Energy Policy Act

See separate attachment of excerpts from the Energy Policy Act:

1. Title I, Subtitle F, Federal Agency Energy Management
2. Title III, Sec. 502, replacement fuel supply and demand



authorizes the DOE to promote those alternative fuels that “will have the greatest impact
in reducing oil imports, improving the health of our Nation's economy and reducing
greenhouse gas emissions.”

3. Title V, Sec. 503, data collection

4. Title V, Sec. 507,- fleet requirement program

5. Title X1, Sec. 1209, DATA SYSTEM AND ENERGY TECHNOLOGY EVALUATION.
6. Title XIII, Coal R&D

7. TITLE XVI--GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE



4. Summarize the AFV USERS program to promote alternative fuel infrastructure

See attached write-up



5. Review options for improved accountability of agency AFV acquisitions.

The Energy Policy Act (Sec. 303-307) identifies the roles for the DOE and GSA related to
Federal agency requirements to use AFVs, but reporting language is restricted to a requirement
for GSA and USPS to report to Congress. Executive orders 12844 and 13031 set the primary
reporting requirements from the agencies to the President.

Up until FY 1995, the DOE received appropriations for the incremental cost of agency AFVs and
had significant influence over agency programs, and requested and received agency 5-year plans.
With the lapse of funding, agencies have not reported to DOE.

As summarized in the draft OMB “Report on Agency Performance in Acquiring Alternative Fuel
Vehicles” (July 22, 1999), agency reporting is not adequate. Furthermore, the Congress has
imposed a reporting requirement on agencies due to Congressional concerns that agency
compliance is not good. The first agency report to Congress is due January 1, 2000.

Selected options to improve accountability include:

- Request each agency head to designate a high-level official responsible for reporting
- Require reports to be submitted with annual budget submission

- Increase OMB involvement

- Improve interagency coordination

- Require line item in agency’s budget submissions

- Authorize DOE or other agency head to collect reports

- Use accountability procedures from other new executive orders

- Status quo

The current draft executive order includes several accountability provisions, including
designation of a high-level official, increased OMB involvement, line-item requirement for
budget, GPRA compliance, and the President’s management council. These provisions were
reviewed by the inter-agency working group and were agreeable. Some of the new
accountability provisions in other executive orders should be considered as well.



DEGREE OF IMPACT OF FLEET ACTIONS ON FLEET EFFICIENCY OPTIONS

Potential +

NI

‘Alxl‘, éﬁ(ceﬁi

Overall Agency +

Petroleum Reduction Medium EPA

Petroleum Reduction Potential + + + _ 500K Both Low | All, Except 69

Average per Vehicle EPA

Petroleum Reduction Potential + + + NI 500K Both High All 69

Average per VMT

Fleet CAFE Increase NA + NI NI 40k Environ- Only EPA 1.6!
mental only

Vehicle Class CAFE NA + NI NI 40K Environ- Only EPA 1.6"!

Increase mental only

Note: + Indicates positive impact of action
- Indicates negative impact of action

NI Indicates no impact

NA Indicated not applicable

* Calculations based on information from the GSA Federal Vehicle Policy Division’s 1997 Federal Fleet Report
! Calculation based on 2 mpg increase by 2005 and no CAFE bonus credits for AFV acquisitions allowed for compliance. In
reality, agencies would be very likely to acquire AFVs solely to gain high MPG credits granted for these vehicles.




PROPOSALS FOR FEDERAL FLEET PETROLEUM USAGE REDUCTION GOALS

Proposal 1: Total Overall Petroleum Reduction Targets
Example: A 20% reduction in petroleum usage by 2005

Pros

Includes all vehicles (Light, Medium, and
Heavy duty, new acquisitions, vehicles in
inventory)

Encourages overall fleet management
improvements to promote overall fleet
purchase and usage efficiencies.

Rewards usage of alternate fuels and the
usage of most fuel efficient vehicles for a
particular function/activity.

Measurable. Agencies have data to
provide the baseline and are collecting data
which could be used to calculate progress.

Encourages purchase of advanced
technology vehicles.

Discourages big vehicles.

Many Federal agencies would be
agreeable.

Indirectly addresses Vehicle Miles Traveled
issues.

Proposal 2: Average Per Vehicle Petroleum Reduction Based on

Number of Vehicles

Cons
Not original. Similar to E/O 12759 of 1991.

Can be achieved by downsizing of fleets
(although most fleets are already likely to be as
lean as possible).

EPA has expressed reservations because
this option does not specifically require
efficiency improvements or VMT reductions.

Could be perceived as sending the
message that energy conservation is more
important than agencies’ missionio

Example: Reduce the average gallons of petroleum per vehicle for the entire fleet by 20% by

FY 2005.

Pros

Includes all vehicles (Light, Medium, and
Heavy duty, new acquisitions, vehicles in
inventory)

Measurable. Data is easily obtained and
overall average easily calculated.

Rewards usage of alternate fuels and the
usage of most fuel efficient vehicles for a
particular function/activity.

Provides flexibility in fleet management.

Encourages purchase of advanced
technology vehicles.

Discourages big vehicles.

Many Federal agencies would accept,
although not strongly support.

Cons

Could discourage fleet downsizing.

EPA has expressed reservations because
this option does not specifically require
efficiency improvements or VMT reductions.

08/02/99
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May reduce VMT

Proposal 3: Average Per Vehicle Petroleum Reduction Based on Number

of Vehicle Miles Traveled

Example: Reduce the average galions of petroleum per mile traveled by 20% by FY 2005.

Pros

Includes all vehicles (Light, Medium, and
Heavy duty, new acquisitions, vehicles in
inventory)

Encourages overall fleet management
improvements to promote overall fleet
purchase and usage efficiencies.

Rewards usage of alternate fuels and the
usage of most fuel efficient vehicles for a
particular function/activity.

Discourages big vehicles.

Encourages purchase of advanced
technology vehicles.

Cons

Agencies would have to track mileage on
medium and heavy duty vehicles to measure
progress. -

More difficult for fleets to track.

Does not reduce VMT

Proposal 4: CAFE Increase of Overall Fleet
Example: Increase CAFE of the entire light duty fleet, with merged car/truck CAFE value, by

2 miles per gallon by FY 2005.

Pros

Measurable and easy to calculate, using
EPA mileage guide.

Encourages changing vehicle classes
(SUV to sedan).

Discourages big vehicles.
EPA would support.

Encourages purchase of advanced
technology vehicles.

Cons

Includes only light duty acquisitions.

Dependent on manufacturer offerings.

No reward for alternate fuel usage.

No incentive for VMT reductions.

Focuses on purchase management, not
overall fleet management.

Agencies (except EPA) would oppose
because it limits vehicle availability to fleets.

GSA would oppose because it would limit
competition and likely result in increased
vehicle prices.

08/02/99



Proposal 5: CAFE Increasg of Vehicle Class
Example: Increase CAFE of eg¢h vehicle class (i.e., sedans apd light trucks) by 2 miles per
gallon by FY 2005.

Pro Cons

Measurable and egdsy to calculate, using - /Includes only light duty ac
EPA mileage guide.

Discourages pig vehicles.

EPA would'support. No reward for alterpate fuel usage.

Encour:
technology

es purchase of advanced
hicles.

No reward for/vehicle miles traveled
reductions.

Focuses or/purchase management, not
overall fleet mgnagement.

Does notfncourage changing vehicle
classes (SUY to sedan).

Agencigs (except EPA) would oppose
because itdimits vehicle availability to fleets.

GSA vould oppose because it would limit
competitfon and likely result in increased
vehicle/ rices.

08/02/99



David.Rodgers@ee.doe.gov
09/23/99 10:33:04 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Shelley N. Fidle/WHCCTF/EOP, Roger S. Ballentine/ WHO/EQOP, David Gardiner/CEQ/EOP

cc: steer_r@a1.eop.gov
Subject: Analysis on exec. order underway

Dear folks,

| plan to have paper to you by Friday afternoon that will cover the following
questions raised on the draft exec. order:

1) The GHG emissions reductions impacts of meeting the 20% petroleum reduction
requirement.

2) The differences between Sec. 4 and 5; do we need both? What are the likely
impacts and unintended consequences?

3) Look at Sec. 6 and whether other strategies might be simpler but still get

results.

| have consulted with GSA and asked for their input on:

1) Definitions for light, medium, heavy duty motor vehicles

2) How do agencies request SUVs to replace sedans? How would a "proscription”
against large SUVs work?

3) Experience with the original Federal Avg. Fuel Economy standard (FAFE)

| got mixed reactions from GSA staff. They wanted to help, but also felt left
out of the loop. Some folks didn't want to relay information through me--they
wanted a seat at the table.

David



20°

Greening the Government Through Efficient Vehicles
Issue Discussion '

1) Emissions reductions from meeting petroleum reduction goal
2) Options for improving agency fleet fuel economy and trip efficiency
3) Options for encouraging alternative fuel use

4) Definition issues

5) @S A commenk
G) Anal S5

DOE, EE-34, 586-9118
DRAFT 9/24/99, 5:52pm
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1) Emissions reductions from meeting petroleum reduction goal

Greenhouse gas emissions reduction will follow directly from petroleum reduction in agency

flects.

« If agencies reduce petroleum consumption by downsizing flects, traveling fewer miles, of
using more fuel efficient vehicles, greenhousc gas emissions reductions will be in 1:1
praportion to the petroleum saved. Inthe attached analysis, increases jn fuel cconomy
consistent with Section $ as wriften, would result in about 3% petroleum reduction and
greenhouse gas emissions reductions by 2005, and 8% by 2010.

- If agencies use aliernative fuels, greenhouse gas emissions will vary for cach alternative
fuel, but will be less than 1:1 proportion to oil reduction. For example, ethanol fuel (E85)
reduces GHG emissions by about 20% per gallon compared to gasoline. 1f and agency
reduced petrolecum consumption by 20% using E8S, then GHG emissions will be reduced
by about 4% (see Figure | in the attached analysis.)

- With petroleum consumption being reduced by a mixture of alterpative fuel use and
other means, resulting GHG emissions are somewhat lower than 1:1. As shawn in the
wbles on page 4 of the analysis, 2 somewhat troublesome paradox exists in finding the
right balance between the two approaches. A high rate of alternative fuel use helps
achieve 20% oil reduction more easily and lowers the need fot fuel economy
improvement, but lowers GHG emissions reductions. On the other hand, a low rate of
alternative fuel usc requires increases in fuel economy that may be unattainable, yet results
in larger GHG reductions if attained. :

. Additional work needs to be done in understanding how oil reduction and GHG
reduction could occur in medium and heavy dury vehicles.

22404 >se] =2Buey)y syewr | D VEI 60 66-22-das



2) Options for improving agency fleet fuel economy and trip efficiency

There are two options in the recent draft. Section 4 focuses on reducing petro.lcum use per mile
traveled, encouraging agencies to use the most economical vehicle for each trip. Section 5
focuses on improving overall agency fuel economy.

Section 5 has a stronger statutory basis and much history. Under the Motor Vehicle information
and Cost Savings Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-169), Federal agencics must meet o exceed the fuel
economy standards set by the Act. Law enforcement and military vehicles are excluded. The
current standards are 27.5 for sedans and 20.7 for light-trucks (including vans. trucks, and
SUVs). .
» For several years, the agencies were held to a higher standard, dubbed FAFE- w[

experienced some problems in obtaining enough high fuel economy vehicles, especially

w[qa“' ? 5 years ago, FAFE was about 2 mpg higher than CAFE. During that period, agencies
‘/m{’ meu! .

vo -

in light trucks, to meet agency mission requirements. GSA reports that the FAFE
requirement applies to the entire Federal fleet, but thal each agency must ensure it is
complying.

« The GSA Administrator is responsible for ensuring the agencies meet the requirements,
as specified by the statute and re-enforced in executive order 11912. For many yedrs,
this requirement was a high priority and followed closely. Typically, the GSA would
compile data from its own automollve center which provides the bulk of agency
purchases. However, each agency is supposed to irack vehicles acquired outside of the
GSA automotive center. GSA siaff would alert the Administrator if a specific agency
uppeared fo be out of compliance. Agencies could apply 1o GSA for exemptions.

» Federal agency fuel economy gverages are computed using the manufacturer supplied
fuel economy numbers that are used to compule a marufacturers CAFE. Thus, agencies
are gtven credit for the use of alternative fuel vehicles in the same manner as
manufacturers. For example. a dedicated natural gas vehicle can gel an equivalent of
200 mpg, and an ethanol flexible fuel vehicle can get an equivalent of 30 mpg for

\()95 ’ purposes of calculating the agencies fleet average. Whereas manufacturers are capped

in how much mpg benefit they can claim for the dual-fuel vehicles (1.2 mpg), we believe
agencies are not capped by the law. The credits for dual-fuel AFVs expire in 2004, but
dedicated AFVs credits are permanent, 7

« With declining emphasis on fuel economy standards over the last several years and
goond agency compliance with existing CAFE, reporting and rracking have been eased. It
should be a simple matter for GSA to compile a report establishing a baseline for FY
1998 or FY 1999.

Section S would be very difficult to admimster on the entire fleet.

.« It would more appropriale and consistent with the stawte to apply the requircments to
new light duty vehicles. For agencies 10 impact the MPG of the entire stock of vehicles,
all new purchases would have to be much higher current purchases for several years as
yehicles tumed over. Computing the baseline MPG for the entire stock would be very

\@xﬁp ) &Nﬁ\*"(’; 7\ W !
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difficult. Computing and managing fuel economy averages for medium and hcavy-duty
vehicles would be very difficult.

« It would also be consistent with the statute to allow credits for AFVs. While this could
encourage use of AFVs, it might also frustrate 1hose who want 1o see more realistic fuel
economty improvements. It would be appropriate lo consider capping agency AFV credits
consistent with the CAFE law.

« Most agencles are likely to resist an aggressive increase (n the FAFE becawse
historically it caused problems with availability of vehicles. With the advers of advanced
technology vehicles, however, this problem could be ameliorated.

Section 4, as written, would help reduce petroleum consumption by encouraging agency
personnel w use the most cconomical vehicle for each trip.

« As written, the requirement would apply to the agencies entire fleet, not just light duty

vehicles

- Many agencies may find this requiremeni difficult to implement and rrack Although

agencies do collect and repori total fuel consumption and total miles travelled, this daté_

is highly aggregated. It would likely require significant changes in fleet management lo

track individual trips and vehicles chasen for particular trips.

« Many agencies would be frustrated at being asked 10 enforce a “‘small car” policy.

+ Anecdotally, we do hear reports that agencies are joining the trend to larger trucks and

SUVs for mrips formerly taken by sedans. It’s doubtful, however, that this trend is very

large. SUVs and mini-vans are significantly more expensive than sedans and even light ; ?é 7
(rucks. GSA Fleet Management reports that agencies requesting to repflc a,sedan wl{h ‘ J_;A A,
a light-truck must provide the incremental cost up-front. _ W N @‘ouu ai/{ (ij ~ J v

"« Agencies are currently limited by the Cost Savings Act to use the smallest vehicle

available for the mission. lf an agency wants d large size sedan, it must submit
paperwork and receive approval. A similar provision could be developed for SUYs

Y o 0”0%% /
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3) Options for encouraging alternative fuel use

The most straightforward way
percentage of all fuel used for
alternative fuel consumed, the
fuel vehicles.

is for agencics to mect A standard for alternative fuel use as @
alternative fuel vehicles. Agencies already report the amount of
amount of petroleum fuel consumed and the numbcr of altemative

See also GSA comments in this area.

More to be provided.
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4) Definition issues

Consensus seems

marine and aircraft. The issue of off-road vehicles is no

10 indicate the current draft was referring to motor vehicles, and exclusive of
{ addressed. Scc GSA's draft comments.
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US Ganeral Sarvices Administration
nts on Proposed Transportation Executive Order
September 24, 1999

The General Services Adminlstration (GSA) is pleased for this opportunity o
comment on the proposed transportation Executive Order entitied "Greening the
Govemnment through Efficient Vehicie". Building upoh our support of the Energy
Policy Act of 1892 and Executive Order 13031, GSA supports goale of reducing
the use of patroleum-based products and greenhouse-gas emissions in the
Federal flcet. However, we do wish to offer the following comments.

Section 2:

We feel that the 20% reduction In petroleum-based transportation fuel by 2005
as compared to 1994 levels of usage is the primary driver toward achieving alf of
the goals of this proposed executive order. A reduction of this kind would
certainly assist the agencies in significanty reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
Furthermore, agencies would have a strong incentive to use atternative fuels and
advanced vehide technalogies in striving to meet the 20% reduction. n addition,
petroleun+based fuel usage |s very eeay for agencies to track in terms of
capturing accurate petroleum use dats and monitoring thelr progress toward this
goal.

However. confusion could occur conceming which applications this reduction
affects. Far example, can fuel reductions in marina or aviation applications count
toward the 20% goal? Based on discussions with the Department of Energy, our
sense is that such reductions would not count toward this 20% goal.

Such confusion may be avoided by clearly stating which vehicles should reduce
their fuel use or by stating which vehicles are not covered by this reduction. For
example, the Sectlion 2 could state, “each agency must reduce the total amount
of patroleum-basad transportation fuel that it uses In sedans, station wagons.
buses, and all 4x2 and 4x4 light duty trucks under 12,500 pounds gross vehicle
weight rating (or some other appropriste GVWR) by 20 percent”. Or Section 2
could state, "each agency must reduce the total amount of petroleun-based
transportation fuels consumed by its commercial motor vehicles dexigned
primarily to operate on highways.”

gntioned. Section 2 could simply state what is not covered by the 2
percent reduction by indicating, “whila agencies should strive for similar
reductions in fuel used in marine, aviation, tactical, ot other non-road units, such
reductions may not be counted toward this 20% reduction goal.”

2Du404 >se) =2buey)y 23WLLD VPII60 66-¢2-das
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It this executive order intends to mailntain the exemptions for law enforcement,
emergency units, of vehicles involved with national securty, it should clearly
state 60 in order to avoid any potential misunderstandings.

Section X:

We feel That the petroleum-based fuel reduction goal expressed in Section 2 and
the greenhouse-gas reduction goals in Section 3 ars so closely linked that
achleving the fuel reduction goals will most likely resuft in reductions in
greenhousa gas emissions similar to those sought in this exacutive order.

Having said that, we have concems about the agencies’ ability to uccgralely
measure their greenhouse gas amissions and foresea great difficulty In

- “calculating s relevant baseline. This type of data is not something that is

currently tracked by the agencies. Very spetific and detailed instructions will ﬁ
have to be issued by DOE or aven EPA to the agencies on how to carry out this
section.

Setting a strict goal may unintentionally imit the use of the most effective
alternative fuel for an area, Agencles would nead guidance as to what
alternative fuels or combination of alternative fuels could meet the gresnhouse
gas reduction goal. We don't know if the use of athanol alone would meel the
reduction goal or CNG alone or even electricity alone. Also, somecne needs to
carify If E85 Is an acceptable fuel for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. S0
far, no one has indicated either way.

Speaking of EPA, historically, vehicle emissions have baen within the realm ot
this agency while altemative fuels and advanced vehicie technologies have been
within the purview of DOE. it may be a goad ldes involve EPA in the early
stages of this executive order. They may be able to provide same valuable
insight an what language 1o use in order to clearly express the greenhouse gas
related goals of this Exscutive Order and how best to achieve them.

. While we provide comments below, we recormmend the deletion of
Sections 4 & 5 since the 20% petroleum-based fuse! reduction in Sectlon 2
should provide agencles enough Inceative to manage their acquisitions in
the splrit of the Executive Order and achieve its intents.

Section 4:

With Section 2's 20% reduction goal of petroleum-based fuels In place, woe are
not sure why this section is needed. It is rather vague and confusing. Instead of
focusing on miles per galion, "the average quantity of petrolaum consumed per
vehicle-mile traveled” seems to focus on gallons per mile!

@nuad
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It is our understanding that by focusing on gallons per mila this saction 1S
intended to limit the number of sport utility vehicles (SUVs) acquired by the
agencles. |f agencles have to reduce their patr-olaurn—basad fuel consumption by
20% while stiil having to complsta thelr current missions, we feel that ggencies
would shy away from gas-guzziers in favor of more fuel-eficlent vehicles.

Section 5:

Wae agree that the Federal Governmant should take the lead in meeting and
aven exceeding the CAFE/FAFE miles pefd gallon (mpg) standards. However, a3

cutrantly worded this saction seems unconcemed with the CAFE/FAFE
standards.

This section calls for Increases in mpg of certain quantities by certain years
based upon an agency's 1999 mpg rating. What if an agency's mpg rating is
already far below the CAFE/FAFE standard? Under this current languagh, an
agency could raise its mpg rating by 4 by 2010 but still be far below the standard
required by law.

W feel that the CAFE/FAFE standards are ths real key to improving mpg in the
Federal govemment. One alternative to Section 5 s to gtatutorily increase the
CAFE/FAFE standards across the board ensuring that commercially produced ,
vehicles purchased by the Govemment achieve higher mpg goals. A more

palatable ahernative could be to change the language in Section S by calling for
increases in mpg based upon the 1999 or 2000 CAFE/FAFE standards. rather

than agencies’ 1999 mpg baseline.

Finally, if this section is kept, # neads to clarify that the incresses in mpg cover |
new light-duty vehicle acquisitions only and not an agency's entire flect \\

Section 6:

Increasing the use of alternative fuels is a fantastic idea. However, the
technotogy on which current fuef purchasing mechanisms are based makes It
difficult for agencies to be able to separate their alternative fuel purchases from
their gasoline or diesel purchases. Another hindrance to achieving these goals
on a per-vehicle basis is the limited refueling infrastructure.

Furthermore, fuel consumiption based on gellons is difficult 1o measure since the

industry dossn't provide data across the board. !t may be easier to focus on the

dollars spent on alternative fuel, but even here companies often do not break out
fuel bilis by service station or even fusl type.

Another short-term alternative would be to set alternative fuel gallon targets thal
were fiaet-wide rather than per vehicle. Section 6 could then call for long-term
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gallon targets that were per vehicle 88 refueling infrastructure developed. A
precedence for this can be found in the Energy Policy Act which required fleots
10 buy specific numbers of alternative fue! vehiclas in centain years then required
that AFVs rapresont specific percentages of agencies’ new vehicle acquisitions
in the out ysars. Finally. ancther alternative is to csll for attemative fuel use
targets as cerntain percentages of agencies' tota) transportation fuel consumption.
while it would be hard for agencies ©© track actus\ galions used per alternative
fuel vahicle, they may be abie to calculste how many gallons of non-petroleum-
based fuel they consumed from their aggregete fuel totals.

Section 7.

We feel that EPA shotld be involved in calculating bsseline standards for
greenhouse gas omissions.
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MEMO

To: David Rodgers-U.S. Department of Energy Q SS Group, Inc.
Date: September 24, 1999
From: Richard L. Bechtold and Michssl D. Laughlin-QSS Group, Inc.

Subject: Draft Federal Floet Exscutive Order Gréanhouse Gas Analynis

We have parformed an analysis of the aﬁ'acmongnmhwuwcmiuianlmthcdnﬂpmpoud
nxocuﬁwudabndmthcpe&olaumﬁxlampﬁMGfﬂancnlﬂat Ipcluded are
rocommendationa for implementing changes in Federal Flost CAFE.

Federal Fleet Data

Tafun,mdmundmmum,izishnpomn:mmd:mdmwtyofm&dudedm
ThzGSAmdnhimdnhnnthcmmhrofvebklc,thcmﬂutbyﬂmvd,odﬂw-mnumo‘fﬁlﬂ'
thery use, for the Federal Fleet. Those data are collectad through a survey process. The following
mscmpuﬁnmtﬁdalbn\tﬂwl’dadl’lmdnx

v The letest data available are for 1997.

- Ths data include only those ageacy flests gresier than 2,000 vehicles—howsver, this is not 2
drawback Kince about 97% of all Federal Fleet vchicles aro represcated.

« Starting in 1997.bmhgmlhnmddiudfwlmisn:kud—m. usc by vehicls type
15 not specified.

- Vchicle types arc broken down into crode subdivisiops, Cars arc broken down the most
thoroughly including subcompacts, compacts, full-size, and limousincs. Light wucks arc
broken down only into 4X2's and 4X4's. Other classes include buses, ambulances, stalion
wagons, and medium and heavy trucks. The amount and type of fucl used by these vehicle
categories iB not available.

Assumptions

Given the limitations of 1be dats cited sbove. scveral assumptions were nccessary in order to
canduct analyses:

« The latest duta (1997) were assumed to be the 1999 hasclinse.
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- Nos@ﬁmWhﬂuuhdi&eFd&thmMWlﬂ}O.
- Auhm.mdmp&ummdhnvyumbmm-dmwdimdﬁnl. '
. All cars wcre pssumsd to use gasoline.

. Aﬁanmmingfatdiudﬂmlmabym,mdmdimmdhetwm.wcdw
assumed that ail light trocks use ymﬁm.thougb“mmwmmdiaolﬁ:l. There
was so linle dicsel ﬁnllqﬁmmhdﬁ'wmmb'mﬁwmlﬂwm
not introducc significant ermors,

- chnranlmousmlupifw4ywnmdﬁgb!whmknp!fw6ynmbufauhdng
replaced. :

- All tho dieel fusluwdhyduDODwumm-dhhnundlnwﬂuhuhislcs. All the
gasoline mdbymmwmdmbwhnmwvﬂclu(umdmk
cars and light uusks).

-  Cumcnt use of altcroative fucl by the Fodexal Flost is ignarod because it is small and not well
documented.

Results
Baselige

Table 1 lists the pusaber of Federal Fleet vehicles includod in this analysis, the gasoline and
dienel fusl thoy use, sad the groenbouse gaaes they praduce, The 539 thousand vehicles
ropresant about 95% of all Federal Fleer vehicles. Thess vebicles travel about 4.3 billion miles
porywnndusoznmﬂliunpumlofpndhcmd!lmmimg:nmsofdioulmcl- The
groenhouse gases produced by thase vehicles total 42 million tons per year CO;-oquivaleat per
year. (The greeohouse gases are for the full ﬁslcyclc,wdon(ilm 1.4, cxpresaed in CO,-
equivalent.)

Alizmative Fuel Usc

Thc alcmative fucls that the Federal Flect oould usc ta achievc 20% petroleurn fusl
displacemnont by 2005 include E8S, CNG, and propans. B20 could also be usad bux the
maximum petroleum fucl displacerncnt would be 2% if used in ull diesel vehicles. Figwra 1

displasc 20% of their petroleum fool consumption with cach of the sltcrnstive fucls (execpt for
B20, which displaces 2%). Figure ] illustrates that the giecubouse gas reductions would be in
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the 2% to 4% range. BZOinbyfnmcmathwmminspmhomehh
MmofE!Smndnusngﬂuhslewmﬂdjwnhnﬂumulupupaml
petroloum displasement.

Laczassd Fugl Becnomy

Far this portion of the analyais, odym-ndﬁghtmnbuingpwﬁmmbslu:bdlina
mdiumandhuvytnnbdonothnﬂﬁnlmamymhumdhvcplawnnnﬂunmin
comparison te light duty vehicles. We also chose o axsluds the Postal Sarvico light trucks since
Mmovmdmhgypﬂdhﬂnwvmd&wqdowmmmmo
prospect for increascd fucl scanomy.

The rerpuining cars and light ucks bave svaresgs in-use fuc] coapomics of 21.5 and 15.6,
respoctively. The Federal govamment i3 suppoacd to be acquining vechicles thet on sversge cqual
the CAFE IimituimpaduanZlSmp;hm-:dZﬂﬂ mpg for light
trucia. Msmﬂ&h“,mmm“hmmmwwm}
coonomy ropresemis a discount that should be spplicd to new vehicle furl coonomy to cstimate
thoixr Federal Fleet in-use value. This allows an estimate of the “real-world” cffect of scquining
vehiclos with higher fus] econamy.

then the provieus year. (All references 1o fosl eoonomy i this discussicn are the sdjusted or
window sticker™ valucs.) To achicve s redution of 20% by 2005 would require & yealy
incremse in fusel economy of new vehicles acquired of 2.8 mpg Clearly, schieving a 20%
reduction in pstxroloum ﬁmlmbyZODSﬁlfmlmyiuuemMismtmﬁsﬁc. We alao
ovaluated a scenario where the fuel ccononry of the vehicles acquired would be incroused by 1
mpg by 2003, 2 mpg by 2005, and 4 mpg by 2010 (wMMywiwﬂdm linear
increnses botween these points). This scepario resulted in a 3.1% decreass in petroleum focl
cansumsd by 2005 and 8.2% by 2010. Bocasuse the petrolenm fucl being displaced is gasoline,
the reduction in greenhousc gas emissions is almost the same (ust very slightly lcss beosusc the
baseline has about 14% dissel fuel).

EPACT and Incrcased Fuel Econnmy Sesnaxon

If EPACT ip fully implemented within the Federal Flect, and that cach altamnative fusl vebicle
uses alterontive fuel 100% of the tims, the decrease in petroleum fusl consumption would be
18% by 2005 and 23% by 2010. Grecnhouse gas reductioas would be 2% by 2005, and 3% by
2010. Resching 20% petrolcum fuel reduction by 2005 would requirw thas the remaining non-
EPACT vehicles increase thoir now vebicle acquisition fucl econamy by 0.2 mpg pev yoar.

However, we know thar 100% altcrmative fusl usc is unrealistic. We looked ot sccnarios where
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alternative fuel use in EPACT AFV3 was 75%, S0%, and 25% of toeal fusl use for these vohicles.
The following table lists the annual new vuobiicle fur] coonorny increase npeeded to achicve 20%
petroleum fAse] reduction in both 2005 and 2010, for thasc parccntages of alxmative fucl use, (It
is assumed that the EFACT AFV3 arc not required 1 have s fusl ecanomy incresse.)

Poderal Floct Now Vchicle Fusl Bocnomy Annual Increase Neoded with EPACT

20% Petroleum Fuel Praycant Altcmative Fuel Usa in Federul Plest EPACT AFVs
Reducti
o 75 50 25 %
200 0.9 1.8 3.0
2010 02 0.6 1.1 J

The tablc below lists the greeahouse gas reductions correspanding the table above,

Combined Fodaral Fleet EPACT and New Vchiclo Fusl Escoomy Aomual Increase Scemario

Change in Greenhouse Gasea
20% Petroleum Fusl Poroent Ahemative Fucl Use in Federal Fleost EPACT AFVs
Reducti
75 S0 25
2008 -8.5% -12.0% -15.6% J
2010 -7.2% -IL._B% -15.7%
Fuel Economy Versus Por Mils

Expresning the goals in terms of pctroloum use per mile of vehicls travel is the most restrictive
casc comparcd with an overall petrolcum use godl (¢-§- 20% redustion by 2005) of requinng s
increase in new vehicle scquisition fuel economy. However, il has two scvero drawbecks: 1) it
will be universally loathed by the flect managors; and 2) it will be ncaly immpoasible 1o coforce
(1.c., cheating will be almost impossible to preven). The rcason that it will be impossible to
enforce is that vehicle miles cap mﬂymipﬂmdmhmmaﬂdwm them
to be, Hiding fuc] purchascs will 1ake collusion amang several people making it less likely to
ocour. Likewiu.dnﬁulecmyofnuwhicluhho-n,nqheﬁnganuaymumb
the fuel ecanomy of new vehicles acquired will also be very difficult Bt probably more
importantly, the flect managers should et least be givan the Aexibility to determine bow to reduce
petrolcum fucl consumption, whether it be through more fual efficient vehicles, altcrnative fuel
vehicles, or just using vehicles less.
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11HeLFuhnLHmanﬁdugFudUuaud(k-nhmszums
. Greenhouse
mperor | MO Gwselins | pioscl Uscd Gases
Agacy Type | Vehicle Type Vehicles Traveled ol (millian (thousand raas
(milNons) gallans) gallans) cO,-
eqrvalen
Civilien Cors 97,358 1,036.1 47.0 60832
Ligiu Trucks 143,809 1288.0 g1.0 1.049.3
Medhum Trocks 15918 95.7 9.8 1419
Heavy Trucks 6,988 129 19 18.1
WMilicery Cus 8,450 98.7 51 66.2
(non-tactical)
Light Trucis 62,331 677.9 48 $80.6
Poatal Cars 9342 2.1 a0 $1.5
Scrvice
Light Trucka 180,346 8368 96.0 1,229
Modium Trucks 9,293 6.7 $.6 80.9
Hesvy Trucks 4927 140.0 210 303.)
Totals by Cas 113,150 12069 56.1 7289
Vehicls Type
Ligha Trucks IR6.488 2,023 23).8 2,872.8
Mediurg Trucks 45211 1524 15.4 2228
Hoavy Trocks 11,918 1529 29 3312 J
Totals 538,762 i 43145 2719 383 4,152.7 J
NI = Not licluded

Note far GHGs: Based on fll fual cycle from the GREET model, versian 1.4
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