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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 1, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR MAX FRIEDERSDORF /:/ M\\”\
R 3%
THROUGH : JIM CANNON = 9 }
vy o
FROM: MIKE DUVAL "\D e
SUBJECT: AUTO EMISSIONS

When the President announced his decision on auto emissions
on Friday, the White House released three documents:

1. Statement by the President
2. White House Press Office Fact Sheet
3. Energy Resources Council memorandum

The ERC memorandum is an extremely detailed and comprehensive
statement of the entire problem. It lays out in detail the
trade-offs between envirconment, energy, economy and health/
safety. I think it would be extremely useful to circulate
the ERC memorandum on the Hill as widely as possible. I
think it is particularly important to distribute it to the
Rogers' and Muskie subcommittee members.

If you think this is feasible, I will arrange to have copies
prepared so that they can be ready for distribution when
Congress returns.

Also, it would be very helpful to have your advice concerning
the possibility of holding an additional day of hearings in

both the Muskie and Rogers' subcommittees. The factual informa-
tion we have to support the President's decision is sound,
although it is likely to be obscurred by the rhetoric of the
opponents. I recognize that hearings before these two com-
mittees are a risky proposition, but I do think it would be
useful for us to present our views and explain the reasons

for the President's decision.

May I please have some guidance on the issue of distributing
the ERC memorandum and the question of additional hearings?
Thanks very much.






TE X A C O

ENCa.
P. 0. BOX 509
BEACON, NEW YOREK 12508
W, J. COPPOC
VICE PRESIDENT June 22"") 1975
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION .
‘s R,
Dr. Philip Handler s 66&
President 5 74
National Academy of Science b g}
2101 Constitution Avenue, N.W. ¥ b
Washington, D.C. 20418 ~

Dear Dr. Handler:

The Environmental Studies Board was given an oppor-
tunity on May 22 to review the draft of the "Report on the
Confe?ence on Air Quality and Automobile Emissions -- May 5,
1975."

Since the report seemed to me to be quite deficient
in the type of balanced, in-depth analysis which should be
typical of Academy reports, I presented rather strong criticisms
of the report at the Environmental Studies Board Meeting on
May 22. Mr. Howard Johnson, Board Chairman, requested that I
contact Dr. J. Ross MacDonald, which I was finally able to do
on May 27. Dr. MacDonald requested that I make the comments
by phone to Mr. Richard A. Carpenter, which I did that same
evening.

Since the Environmental Studies Board was given an
opportunity to review the report before issuance only as a
courtesy, it was kind of these people to give consideration
to my comments, However, because many of my colleagues in
academia, government, and industry assoclate the Environmental
Studies Board with National Academy of Scilences! activities of
this type, I feel impelled to submit to you my dissent from the
conclusions in this report.

The National Academies of Sclence and Englilneering and
the National Research Council wield great influence with the
Congress., They are presumed to be the ultimate scientific
authority in the United States. The subject report will be
very influential in decisions which will affect tens of thou-
sands of Jjobs, the lives of millions of people, and literally
billions of dollars in investment and operating funds. It
should, therefore, be based upon the intense study and careful
documentation expected from such prestigious organizations and



Dr. Philip Handler -2 - June 24, 1975

fully reflect cogent, relevant, objective, and scholarly analysis.
It seems quite incongruous that this report resulted from only a
few hours! discussion by a Committee which included not one single
person involved directly with the manufacture of engines, auto-
mobiles, or the products which lubricate and fuel them. Totally
aside from any bias which might have been involved, without know-
ledgeable representatives from the concerned industries the group
did not include the expertise necessary to validate the conclu-
sions it reached.

I suggest you give very careful consideration to with-
drawing the report. The National Academies, for which there is
no reasonable substitute, must remain above reproach as the well
respected and justifiably trusted ultimate authority in the United
States on scientific and technological matters.

I am enclosing a detailed critique of this report pre-
pared by those Texaco staff members whom I consilder to be unusually
qualified in the field of air dquality and automobile emissions.
This is part of a continuing evaluation program on the part of
Texaco in our attempt to supply information which will help the
nation pursue positive emission control policies in an energy-
efficient manner. I plan to make copies of this critique available
to the cognizant congressional committees and to the concerned
governmental agencies. We shall be happy to supply additional
information if you wish.

Sincerely,

WJC:APBK

cc: Members Environmental Studies Board
Participants - Conference on Alr Quality
and Automotive Emissions,

May 5, 1975

Enclosure



OVERVIEW OF TEXACO CRITIQUE

The NRC "Report of the Conference on Alr Quality and
Automobile Emissions, May 5, 1975, to the Committee on
Environmental Decision Making" contains a series of eight con-
clusions and recommendations dealing with vehicle emission
controls and ambient air management. In recognition of
Congressional concern with legislative extension and possible
revision of the Clean Air Act, the objective of the Conference
was to "assess the current situation and identify key issues
around which consideration should be focused to place NRC ad-
vice before the various governmental decision makers in a useful
and timely manner."

In the NRC report there is no evidence whatsoever that
the most important body of scientific information relating to
this matter has even been reviewed. This information is found
in the comprehensive record of the EPA hearing on the suspension
of 1977 vehicle emission standards, the Senate Committee on
Commerce hearings in March, 1975, and records of the extensive
hearings on the Clean Air Act this spring by the Senate
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee and the House Committee on
Interstate & Foreign Commerce. The overwhelming weight of this
testimony is contrary to the conclusions reached in the NRC report.

It is unfortunate that the main thrust of the NRC
report is to consider the question of what emission levels are
feasible. Public welfare from the standpoint of energy, the
economy (Jjobs, cost of transportation), and other factors affect-
ing personal well-being are designated a secondary role, if
considered at all. More appropriately, the general welfare of
the people of the nation should be the primary concern, with the
role of emission control playing a necessary part in protecting
their health. Since vehicle emission control is expensive to
socilety in terms of cost and 1n terms of energy, emission levels
should be regulated on the basis of what is needed, rather than
what is attainable regardless of other socioeconomic impacts.

The attached document covers the Texaco critique des-
cribing the many, and often flagrant, shortcomings of the NRC
report.

¥ K K K K K X X K X X K K K K K

Note to overview:

The Texaco critique is directed to the eight conclusions
and the support material starting on page 7 of the NRC report.
The contents of these pages are included as a part of the criltique
format. For the sake of completeness, the remaining pages of the
NRC report are included at the end of the critique, even though
Texaco comments are not offered on these sectlons.



















































Report of the

Conference on Air Quality and Automobile Emissions

May 5, 1975

to the

Committee on Environmental Decision Making

National Research Council
National Academy of Sciences
National Academy of Engineering

June 5, 1975



Preface

On April 4, 1975, Philip Handler, President of the National Academy
of Sciences, wrote to the chairmen of National Research Council committees
and panels which had recently studied aspects of the automobile and air
pollution. Noting the current Congressional concern with legislative
extension and possible revision of the Clean Air Act, and recognizing the
existence of new and additional information since some of the NRC reports
were completed, he asked these chairmen and others who were involved in
their studies to meet on May 5. The objective of the conference was to
"agsess the current situation and identify key issues around which considera-
tion should be focussed" so that 'we may place NRC advice before the various
governmental decision makers in a useful and timely manner."

The automobile emissions regulation problem is an example of the
complexity of acquiring and using technical information in decision making,
the enhancement of which is the subject of a comprehensive program under-
taken by the NRC for the U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency. Thus the
record of this conference is seen to be a useful case study for the Committee
on Environmental Decision Making, a cen;ral project within that program.

This report is addressed to that Committee but is being made publicly
available in order to place the current findings before decision makers in

a useful form and timely manner.
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The report has been reviewed and approved by the NRC in accordance

with its procedures.

Gordon J. F. MacDonald, Chairman
Commission on Natural Resources

’

Herbert A. Simon, Chairman
Coordinating Committee on Air Quality Studies

J. Ross Macdonald, Chairman
Committee on Motor Vehicle Emissions

o
. Co &t -

Herschel E. Griffip, Cha

Committee on Medical and Blological Effects
of Environmental Pollutants







Conclusions and Recommendations

Emission standards for HC and CO (.41 and 3.4 gm/mi) for the 1978 and
subsequent model year light-duty vehicles should be maintained at the
current statutory levels. Attaining these levels by 1978 is both
feasible and worthwhile. These levels can be achieved while steps

are taken to insure against excessive emissions of sulfuric acid and

acid sulfates (see Conclusion 4).

With respect to nitrogen oxide emission control:

(a) It is probably feasible with catalyst technology to achieve
the statutory emission standard for NO (0.4 gm/mi) in 1978.
There would be less uncertainty today if there had not been
a slackening of effort in pursuing this goal.

(b) The costs of achieving 0.4 gm/mi NO, emissions, estimated
by the Committee on Motor Vehicle Emissions in its November
1974 report, are summarized in the body of the present report
(see p. 9).

(c) Adherence to the statutory NOx standard (0.4 gm/mi in 1978)
will discourage the development and use of technologies (e.g.,
direct-fuel-injected stratified-charge, diesel) that could be
available for limited production in the early 1980s and which
offer benefits such as better fuel economy. These technologies
cannot be in mass production by 1978 and, with them, a high

degree of NOx control is inherently difficult. The statutory
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NOx standard will necessitate the continued development and
use of catalyst technologies which have the potential for

meeting this goal by 1978.

The conference participants were not of one mind as to whether the
marginal benefits of achieving in 1978 the statutory emission standard
(0.4 gm/mi) for NOX exceed the marginal costs. Some members felt that
the known marginal benefits would accrue in only a few areas, so the
nationwide standard could be relaxed somewhat. Others felt that, as
more was learned about the health and other adverse effects of NO_ and
its reaction products, the marginal benefits of attaining the statutory
standards might well exceed the marginal costs; also, they believed,
the actual costs might be less than estimated because of a smaller fuel

economy penalty than was assumed in earlier calculations.

If the statutory emission standard for NOX (0.4 gm/mi) is relaxed, a
two-cay strategy should be implemented. This would require vehicles
that are registered and/or used in areas with more severe pollution

problems to meet more stringent emission standards.

All of the above can, and should, be done in a manner that does not
significantly increase ambient concentrations of sulfuric acid and acid
sulfates. Accordingly, to insure that the choice of technology in
meeting the HC, CO, and NOx standards is consistent with this goal, a
sulfuric acid light-duty motor vehicle emission standard for 1978 and
subsequent model years should be established. The conference participants
noted that relaxing the statutory HC, CO, and NOx standards in itself

is unlikely to result in reduction of sulfuric acid emissions below levels



-3

from 1975 model automobiles. Vehicle manufacturers may well choose to
continue the use of present catalyst systems, even if the standards are
relaxed, for reasons of fuel economy and their investment in catalyst

technology.

There is no evidence to justify relaxing the existing ambient air quality
standards for the regulated pollutants. A short term (one hour) ambient
alr quality standard for nitrogen dioxide and ambient air quality
standards for sulfuric acid and acid sulfates, and perhaps other acid
aerosols, should be developed. High priority should be given to a

study of the atmospheric chemistry and health impacts of these species.

It is important to examine carefully the emissions and the health effects

of other non~regulated pollutants from motor vehicles.

All of the above could, and should, be achieved while improving fugl
economy. A significant improvement can be achieved by changes that

are independent of the level of emissions.

There is a need to complete tge development of emission standards and
more effective controls for sources (both mobile and stationary) other
than light~duty motor vehicles of HC, CO, NOx and sulfuric acid. Of
particular concern are exhaust emissions from heavy-duty vehicles and
motorcycles, evaporative emissions from vehicles, and emissions from

various stationary sources.



Introduction

In the past several years, the National Research Council has prepared
a number of reports examining various aspects of the control of emissions of
pollutants from automobiles. In February 1973, the National Academy of
Sciences' Committee on Motor Vehicle Emissions presented its report on the
technological feasibility of achieving the automotive emission control standards
established by the Clean Air Amendments of 1970 (NAS 1973c).

In November 1974, the Committee on Motor Vehicle Emissions completed
the second phase of its activities and reported on the "evaluation of the
techrological feasibility, cost and fuel use associated with meeting various
light-duty motor vehicle emissions standards for nitrogen oxides" (NAS 1974e).

Wﬁile the Committee on Motor Vehicle Emissions was carrying out its
work, a series of reports was prepared by the National Research Council for
the Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate which examined the
health effects of air pollutants, the relation of automobile emissions t§
ambient air quality, and the costs and benefits of automobile emission
control. The reports were published by the Public Works Committee in September
1974 under the title “Air Quality and Automobile Emission Control' (NAS 1974a,
b,c,d).

Finally, in March 1975 the NRC completed a study of "Air Quality and
Stationary Source Emission Control” which included an analysis of the relative
importance of mobile and stationary sources of nitrogen oxide emissions in
the United States (NAS 1975).

Under contract to the Environmental Protection Agency, the Committee on
Medical and Biological Effects of Environmental Pollutants has reviewed and

continues to review the currently available data on the effects of environmental
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contaminants on human health and welfare. The Committee has established
panels to examine, among other pollutants, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides,
lead, manganesé, particulate polycyclic organic matter, and photochemical
oxidants and ozone.

These reports, taken together, provide a comprehensive overview of
most of the technological and policy issues involved in the regulation of
automobile emissions. Since these reports appeared, however, there has been
considerable discussion of automobile emission control in Congress, in the
Environmental Protection Agency, and in the news media. Recently, the
debate has placed great emphasis upon the potential adverse effects of
sulfuric acid mist emissions from automobiles equipped with catalytic con-~
verters and upon the need for improved fuel economy in automobiles to
conserve energy resources.

Dr. Philip Handler, President of the National Academy of Sciences, noted
in his letter of transmittal which accompanied the Report of the Committeeioﬁ

11

Motor Vehicle Emissions in 1973, "...this report is presented at a time when
the pace of developments can readily overtake categorical conclusions based
on the information available today; it is, therefore, a review of the current

'state~of~the art', presented while that state is changing rapidly, and not

a summary of a stabilized situation.” The statement is still true.

For reference, the current statutory schedule for automobile emission

standards is summarized below:



{(all in grams per mile)

KC co No,
1975-1976
Federal 49 States 1.5 15.0 3.1
California , .9 9.0 2.0
1977
Federal 49 States .41 3.4 2.0
{suspended (suspended
until 1978) until 1978)
California W41 9.0 1.5
1978 A4l 3.4 0.4

The conference participants also considered sets of emissions standards which

have been proposed recently including the following:

HC co No,
Administration Proposal .9 9.0 3.1

(through 1981)
EPA Proposal

1977-79 1.5 15.0 2.0

1980-81 .9 9.0 2.0 :
post 1981 41 3.4 to be determined
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Table 2
1972 NOx Emissions from 10 Largest Urban Air Cuality Control neqiom'
AOClb
Total Emissions Stationary Transportation
{Hame of Largest City) - Fuel Cambustion Emissions Other
(108 tons /year) miSSiONS Sources
110% tons/year) (105 tons/ycar)

Hew Yorx-tiew Jersey~ 1. 1% . 5.4 e.T!
Connecticut Interstate

Metropolitan Los Angeles 1.20 0.79 0.3¢ 0.05
Intrastate

Metropolitan Chicago 1.3) 1.07 6.2) 6.03
Interstate

Metropolitan Philadelphia 2.58 0.24 0.18 2.16°
Interstate

San Frarcisco bay Area 0.28 0.06 0.19 0.03
Intrastate

Metropciitan betroit-kort 2.01 1.85% 0.15 0.01
Huron Intrastate

Greater Metropolitan 4.29 0.15 0.33 0.01
Cleveland Intrastate

Metropo.itan Boston 0.17 6.09 0.07 0.0}
Intrastate

tiatjonal Capitol Inter- 0.18 6.09% 0.09 1]
state (wWashangton,D.C.}

Metropolitan St. Louils 0.41 0.31 e.11 0.01
Interstate

TOTAL 9.62 5.26 1.94 2.42

$.0CR"s chosen Ly SMSA population

BAOCR's listed in descending order of

30+
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20
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1SSIONS {105 1ons/vean)
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THE STATE OF OHIO
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
STATE HOUSE, COLUMBUS 43215

JAMES A. RHODES

GOVERNOR July 3, 1975

President Gerald R. Ford
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. President:

OHIO NEEDS CONSTRUCTION AS SOON AS POSSIBLE OF THE NATIONAL MOTOR
VEHICLE COMPLIANCE CENTER.

In 1971 D.0.T., Undersecretary Volpe, selected the Transportation
Research Center of Ohio as the site for comstruction of the
National Motor Vehicle Compliance Center at a cost (today) of
$18,000,000.

Nothing has been done except draw plans. It's ready to go. We
need it in your Fiscal Year 1977 budget.

Ohio will lease 400-550 acres for the project at ome dollar a
year,

The Transportation Research Center of Ohio, largest in the world,
was built under.my previous administration. The use of the center
by private industry reads like "WHO'S WHO" in America. It's time
for the U.S. Government to get aboard.

For more information, you can contact Mr. George Wilson, liaison
for federal programs at the -center, at 216-836-9166.

incerely, . PETIIRN
// . 'Y ':;:\
{3 =
L >

[
S A. RHODES \”\fa\/f/’
overnor . N

Please have Secretary Coleman contact me about this at his earliest

convenience.




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 9, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM CAVANAUGH
FROM: MIKE DUVAL
SUBJECT: AUTO EMISSION

On July 1, I sent forward the attached memorandum
addressed to Max Friedersdorf, concerning follow-up
to the auto emissions amendment to the Clean Air Act.

I am terribly afraid we are going to get behind the
eightball on this, as both the Rogers and Muskie
subcommittees are in markup. Can you please let

me know what has happened. Thanks very much.















THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 24, 1975

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON
FROM: JIM CONNozyé’
SUBJECT: AUTO EMISSIONS AND OTHER CLEAN

AIR ACT PROBLEMS
Confirming phone call to your office this evening, the President

has reviewed your memorandum of July 24th and approved the
following:

Alt. #2 Prepare the following for my signature:

Transmittal letter and bill to extend
standards through 1981.

Letters to Committee Chairmen
asking for hearings.

Please follow-up with appropriate action.

cc: Don Rumsfeld



MESTIC COUNCIL CLEARANCE SHEET

DATE: July 24, 1975

JC acztion required by: ASAP
TO: JIM CANNON
VIA: 'DICK DUNHAM
FROM: cLgA®  SCHLEEDE
SUBJECT: DECISION MEMO - AUTO EMISSION STANDARDS
' AND OTHER CLEAN ATR ACT PROBLEMS-
COMMENTS:

_ DATE: ?b‘\‘ff'}(

RETURN TO:

? ’ ; m

) < A
Signad and forwarded o s
\;; ’ :z:g

A vy
Changed and signed (copy attached) o /

S —

Beturned per our conversation

Noted

. (EYM("
‘ A ' im Canm‘n



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON DECISION

July 24, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE {/IDENT .

FROM: | JIf “Rfnon Ja
7

SUBJECT: ' AUTO EMISSIONS AND OTHER

CLEAN AIR ACT PROBLEMS

The Rogers Subcommittee of House Commerce and Muskie
Subcommittee of Senate Public Works are continuing work
on Clean Air Act Amendments —- with the goal of reporting
bills to their full committees before the recess. The
outlook is bleak for all of the Administration’s major
amendments and the Subcommittees are con81der1ng how
requlrements would be troublesome.

'The Current Issue

The issue for your consideration at this time is whether
additional actions should be taken in an attempt to improve
chances of getting acceptable auto emission standards.
89601f1ca11y.

. Do you wish to send up a bill now which would carry out
your June 27 proposal to extend 1975-76 auto emission
standards through model year 198172

. Do you wish to request formally that House and Senate
Committees reopen Clean Air Act Hearings so that Zarb
‘and others can testify?

Background

On June 27 you sent a message to Congress asking that present
auto emission standards be continued for five years. Both
the House and Senate Subcommittees completed hearings on

auto emissions before your proposal was transmitted. The
proposal has attracted very little favorable attention in

the Congress or the Press. It has had virtually no visible
impact on Subcommittees' ag¢tions. A bill proposed by Senator
McClure in Subcommittee to extend standards for five years
lost by a vote of eight to one. Neither Subcommittee has
indicated any intention of reopening hearings to consider

- findings that led to your June 27 proposals.
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While neither Subcommittee's actions are final, both have
voted to adopt standards much more rigid than you proposed.
Tab A contrasts their decisions with your proposal. In the
House, there is some chance that standards will be loosened
in full Committee. 1In the Senate, the full Committee is
unlikely to change the final Subcommittee action, particu-
larly since only three members (Randolph, Burdick and Baker)
of the full Committee are not members of the Subcommittee.

The other major amendments to the Clean Air Act which you
proposed on January 30 in your Energy Independence Act are
also running into trouble. The status of these amendments
and several new problems —-— including a requirement for land
use plans approved by EPA -- are summarized briefly at Tab B.

Alternatives for Actions Now on Auto Emissions

- Alt #1. No Additional Presidential Action now. Continue
and expand efforts by Zarb and others to get
Subcommittees to adopt Administration proposals.
Reconsider situation after final Subcommittee
action. , ’

- The principal arguments for this are that your
position is already clear, that additional
‘ actions are unlikely to get favorable actions
. and may expose you to even more criticism from
environmentalists and the Press.

--The principal arguments against it are that the
outlook for acceptable standards is now bleak
and additional actions by you may make a dif- -
ference; and the economic consequences of the
issue are critical.

. Alt #2 Transmit bill to implement 5-year extension and/of

— formally request Committees to hold hearings on
: : your June 27 proposal. Supplement this action
with (a) Zarb personal contacts with Committee »
members as soon as possible, (b) concerted effort
to inform the public about the merits of the
proposal.

- The principal arguments for this are that a
Presidentially-proposed bill would provide a
rallying point for members who would support
your proposal; and another communication from
you would provide the basis for additional
publicity to help gain support.
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. The principal arguments against this are the
potential for additional negative reaction to
your proposal; and the slim chances for getting
acceptable standards because the issue is
complex and difficult to explain to Congress or
the public; there is wide disagreement among
experts on air gquality and health impacts, and
it is difficult to document the negative auto
sales and job impacts of tighter standards.

Recommendations and Decision

Alt. #1. ©No additional Presidential action now.

. Peterson
. Hartmann - believes ywur position is already clear and
Congress should take the heat if it disregards
your position.
. Train - believes additional actions could be counter
productive, particularly in the Senate.

Alt. #2. Prepare the following for my signature:

. Zarb X Transmittal letter and bill to
. Lynn extend standards through 1981.
. Morton

. Seidman X Letters to Committee Chairmen
. Greenspan asking for hearings.

. Cannon

. Priedersdorf



HITE HOUSE

.HINGTQN ACTION

July 25, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIPENT
FROM: JIM CANNONYXI

SUBJECT: AUTO EM N STANDARDS

The enclosed letters carry out your decision to transmit
a bill to extend automobile emission standards and to
request the Senate Public Works and House Commerce
Committees to hold hearings on your proposal.

Recommendation

That you sign the letters to the Speaker and the President

of the Senate transmitting the draft bill (Tabs A and B)

. and to Chairmen Randolph and Staggers requesting hearings
{Tabs C and D). These letters have been reviewed and

approved by Paul Theis. The bill has been cleared by
Jim Lynn.




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Mr. Speaker:

On June 27, 1975, 1 transmitted a special message to
the Congress which described the complex problem of
setting automobile emission standards which strike

the best possible balance among our air quality, public
health, energy, consumer cost and other economic
objectives.

As indicated in that message, I have concluded that
automobile emission standards should not be more rigid
- than those applied to 1975 and 1976 model cars because

more rigid standards unnecessarily would increase car
prices, reduce gasoline mileage, and increase energy
demands. There is also the potential that tighter
standards would require emission controls that result
in new pollutants with serious health impact.

Ilam enclosing a draft of a bill which would implement
the recommendations described in detail in my June 27th
message. I urge prompt passage of this bill.

Sincerely,

The Honorable
The Speaker
U.S. House of Representatives TSR

Washington, D.C. 20515 o o
. ii 2
3



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Mr. President:

On June 27, 1975, I transmitted a special message to
the Congress which described the complex problem of
~setting automobile emission standards which strike

the best possible balance among our air gquality, public
health, energy, consumer cost and other economic
objectives.

As indicated in that message, I have concluded that
automobile emission standards should not be more rigid
than those applied to 1975 and 1976 model cars because
more rigid standards unnecessarily would increase car
prices, reduce gasoline mileage, and increase energy
demands. There is also the potential that tighter
standards would require emission controls that result
in new pollutants with serious health impact.

I am enclosing a draft of a bill which would implement
the recommendations described in detail in my June 27th
message. I urge prompt passage of this bill.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Nelson A. Rockefeller
President of the Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

e T Y



A BILL

To amend the Clean Air Act to continue 1975-76 Federal
automobile emission standards through the 1981
model year to permit a balance among the important
objectives of improving air guality, protecting
public health and safety, and avoiding unnecessary
increases in consumer costs for automobiles,
decreases in gasoline mileage, and increases in
the Nation's dependence on imported oil.

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of

Representatives of the United States of America in

Congress assembled,

_Sec. 2. The Clean Air Act, as amended, is amended as
foliqws:

. ‘ia) Section 202 (b) (1) (A) is amended to delete therefrom
V"197§“ and insert in lieu thereof "1982." |

(b) Section 202 (b) (1) (A) is further amended to delete
the last sentence therefrom and insert the following
sentence in lieu thereof:

“The regulations under subsection (a) applicable to
emissions of carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons from light-
duty wvehicles and engines manufactured during model years
1975 through 1981, inclusive, shall contain standards
which are identical to the interim standards which were
prescribed (as»of December 1, 1973) under paragraph (5) (a)
qf this subsection for light-duty vehicles and engines

manufactured during model year 1975.
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(c) Section 202 (b) (1) (B) is amended to read as
follows:

"The regulations under subsection (a} applicable to
emission of oxides of nitrogen from light-~duty vehicles
and engines manufactured during model years 1975 through
1981 inclusive shall contain standards which are identical
to the standards prescribed (as of Decembef 1, 1973)kunder
subsection (a) for light-duty vehicles and engines manu-
factured during model year 1975. The regulationé under
subsection (a) applicable to oxides of nitrogen fréﬁm
1ight—dutyvvehicles énd enginés manufactured during or
after model year 1982 shall be established at such level
as the Administrator determines is appropriate considering
air quality, energy efficiency, availability of technology,
cost, and other relevant factors. The Administrator shall
publish for public comment no later tﬂén July 1, 1977,
proposed standards for 1982 model year light-duty véhicles
and engines and his tentative conclusions with respect to
the matters he is required to consider under this paragraph
and shall publish his final standards and his findings no
later than July 1, 1973. Such standards may be revised
after appropriate notice following such date based upon
substantial changes in any of the factors the Administrator

is required to consider under this paragraph.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On June 27th, I transmitted to the Congress a
special message which described the conclusions
from a detailed executive branch review of the
air quality, health, energy, and consumer cost
implications of alternative automobile emission
standards. I recommended that 1975-76 standards
for automobile emissions be extended by th
Congress through model year 1981. - '

I believe it important that the Congress and the
public have a full opportunity to hear in detail
the findings of our studies and the basis for my

conclusions that existing standards should be con-
" tinuved. I recognize that the hearings held by your
subcommittee on auto emissions ended before ouxr
studies were completed. I urge you to hold another
hearing on this matter so Administration witnesses
can present the findings.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Harley O. Staggers

Chairman

Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee
House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On June 27th, I transmitted to the Congress a
special message which described the conclusions
from a detailed executive branch review of the
air quality, health, energy, and consumer cost
implications of alternative automobile emission
standards. I recommended that 1975-76 standards
for automobile emissions be extended by the
Congress through model year 1981. -

I believe it important that the Congress and the
public have a full opportunity to hear in detail
the findings of our studies and the basis for my
conclusions that existing standards should be con-
tinued. I recognize that the hearings held by your
subcommittee on auto emissions ended before our
studies were completed. I urge you to hold another
hearing on this matter so Aamlnlstratlon witnesses
can present the findings.

Sincerely, : S,
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The Honorable Jennings Randolph \\w~wﬁxf

Chairman

Public Works Committee
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 28, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: MAX FRIEDERSDORF
FROM: GLENN SCHLEEDE
SUBJECT: LEGISLATION AND HEARINGS ON

AUTO EMISSION STANDARDS

I have asked Bob Linder to get to you as soon as possible
copies of the signed Presidential letters (which are
dated July 26) to:

. The Speaker and President of the Senate, transmitting
the auto emissions bill.

. Chairmen of Senate Public Works and House Commerce
Committees asking for hearings.

John Carlson has the letters on stencils, as well as the
fact sheet, for release by the Press 0Office and I understand
he will coordinate with you and Bob Linder on the time

for release.

I have not given Bob Linder a list of members who should
get copies, assuming you would take care of that. May
I suggest that you include Senators McClure and Griffin
for special advance notice. Copies probably should go to
all minority members of the Senate Public Works and the
Rogers Subcommittee of House Commerce if there is time.

Please let me know if I can help.
Unsigned copies of the letters and the bill are enclosed.

cc: Véim Cavanaugh
Dick Dunham



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Mr. Speaker:

On June 27, 1975, I transmitted a special message to
the Congress which described the complex problem of
setting automobile emission standards which strike

the best possible balance among our air quality, public
health, energy, consumer cost and other economic
objectives.

As indicated in that message, I have concluded that
automobile emission standards should not be more rigid
than those applied to 1975 and 1976 model cars because
more rigid standards unnecessarily would increase- car
prices, reduce gasoline mileage, and increase energy
demands. There is also the potential that tighter
standards would require emission controls that result
in new pollutants with serious health impact.

I am enclosing a draft of a bill which would implement
‘the recommendations described in detail in my June 27th
message. I urge prompt passage of this bill.

Sincerely,

The Honorable

The Speaker

U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Mr. President:

On June 27, 1975, I transmitted a special message to
the Congress which described the complex problem of
setting automobile emission standards which strike 4
the best possible balance among our air quality, public
health, energy, consumer cost and other economic
objectives.

As indicated in that message, I have concluded that
automobile emission standards should not be more rigid
than those applied to 1975 and 1976 model cars because
more rigid standards unnecessarily would increase-car
prices, reduce gasoline mileage, and increase energy
demands. There is also the potential that tighter
standards would require emission controls that result
in new pollutants with serious health impact.

I am enclosing a draft of a bill which would implement
the recommendations described in detail in my June 27th
message. I urge prompt passage of this bill.

~

Sincerely,

The Honorable Nelson A. Rockefeller
President of the Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510



A BILL

To amend the Clean Air Act to continue 1975-76 Federal
automobile emission standards through the 1981
model year to permit a balance among the important
objectives of improving air quality, protecting
public health and safety, and avoiding unnecessary
increases in consumer costs for automcbiles,
decreases in gasoline mileage, and increases in
the Nation's dependence on imported oil.

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of

Representatives of the United States of America in

Congress assembled,

Sec. 2. The Clean Air Act,.aé amenaéa; is émended éé
follows: -

(a) Section 202(b) (1) (A) is amended to delete therefrom
"1977" and insert in lieun thereof "1982."

(b) Section 202(b) (1) (A) is further amended to delete
the last sentence therefrom and insert the following
sentence in lieu thereof: N

“The regqulations under subséction (a) applicabie to
gmissions of carbon monoxide and hydrocarboﬁs from light-
duty vehicles and engines manufactured during model years
1975 through 1981, inclusive, shall contain standards
which are iaentical to the interim standards which were
" prescribed (aé of December 1, 1973) under paragraph (5) (A)
of this subsection for light-duty vehicles and engines

manufactured during model yéar 1975.
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(c) Section 202 (b) (1) ({B) is amended to read as
follows:

"The regulations under subsection (a) applicable to
emission of oxides of nitrogen‘from light-duty vehicles
and engines manufactured duriﬁg model years 1975 through
1981 inclusive shall contain standards which are identical
to the standards preécribed {as of December 1, 1973} under
subsection (a) for light-duty vehicles and engines manu-
factured during model year 1975. The regulations under
subsection (a) applicable to oxides of nitrogen fiom‘
light~-duty vehicles and engines manufactured during or
aiter;model year 1982 shall be established at such level
as the Administrator determines is appropriate considering
air quality, energy efficiency, availability of technology,
cost, and other relevant faciors. The Administrator shall
publish for public comment no later than July 1, 1977,
proposed standards for 1982 model year light-duty vehicles
and engines and his tentative conclusions with respect to
the matters he is required to consider under this paragraph
and shall publish his final standards and his findings no
later than July 1, 1978. Such standards may be revised
after appropriate notice following such date based upon
substantial changes in any of the factors the Administrator

is required to consider under this paragraph.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On June 27th, I transmitted to the Congress a
special message which described the conclusions
from a detailed executive branch review of the
air guality, health, energy, and consumer cost
implications of alternative automobile emission
standards. I recommended that 1975-76 standards
for automobile emissions be extended by the
Congress through model year 1981.

I believe it important that the Congress and the
public have a full opportunity to hear in detail
the findings of our studies and the basis for my
conclusions that existing standards should be con-
tinued. I recognize that the hearings held by your
subcommittee on auto emissions ended before our
studies were completed. I urge you to hold another
hearing on this matter so Administration witnesses
can present the findings.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Jennings Randolph
Chairman ,

Public Works Committee

United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Mr. Chalrman:

On June 27th, I transmitted to the Congress a
special message which described the conclusions
from a detailed executive branch review of the
air quality, health, enerqgy, and consumer cost
implications of alternative automobile emission
standards. I recommended that 1975-76 standards
for auvtomcbile emissions be extended by the
Congress through model year 1981.

I believe it important that the Congress and the
public have a full opportunity to hear in detail
the findings of our studies and the basis for my
conclusions that existing standards should be con-
tinued. I recognize that the hearings held by your
subcommittee on auto emissions ended before our
studies were completed. I urge you to hold another
hearing on this matter so Administration witnesses
can present the findings.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Harley 0. Staggers

Chairman

Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee
House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515





