Comment 1 for Specially Constructed Vehicles (Kit Cars) (spcnll) - 45 Day.

This comment was posted then del eted because it was unrelated to the Board item or it was a
duplicate.



Comment 2 for Specially Constructed Vehicles (Kit Cars) (spcnll) - 45 Day.

First Name: Sara
Last Name: Rudy
Email Address: srudy@ford.com
Affiliation: Ford Motor Company

Subject: Ford Comments on Specially Constructed V ehicles Proposal
Comment:

Pl ease find attached Ford Mdtor Conpany coments on California
Certification Procedures for Light-Duty Engi ne Packages for Use in
Li ght-Duty Specially Constructed Vehicles for 2012 and Subsequent
Model Years.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-old/spcnll/3-
ford comments 2011 11 11.pdf’

Original File Name: Ford comments 2011 11 11.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2011-11-11 09:37:07

No Duplicates.



There are no comments posted to Specially Constructed Vehicles (Kit Cars)
(spcnll) that were presented during the Board Hearing at thistime.



Comment 1 for Specially Constructed Vehicles (Kit Cars) (spcnll) - 15-1.

First Name: Jm

Last Name: McFarland

Email Address: jmcfarl@aol.com
Affiliation: SEMA

Subject: Engine Packages for Light-Duty Specially Constructed Vehicles
Comment:

The Specialty Equi prent Market Association (SEMA) is pleased to
provi de conments relative to a newy anmended proposal to evaluate
and certify new engi ne packages intended for use in specially
constructed vehicles (SCV). It is inmportant for the California
Air Resources Board (ARB) to understand SEMA's role in this issue
for the past four-plus years. To that end, this docunent provides
a brief history of our involvenent, along with information dealing
with the registration of current and future-built specially
constructed vehicles in California, particularly as it concerns
enmi ssions-rel ated requirenments for these vehicles and the
certification of new engi ne packages for use in SCvs.

As you are aware, SEMA is a trade association headquartered in

Di anond Bar, California and nade up of nore than 6,500 nostly snal
busi nesses in California and around the country that manufacture,
rebuild, distribute and retail parts and accessories for notor
vehicl es. The products nanufactured by our nmenber conpanies

i nclude functional, restoration, perfornmance and styling
enhancenent products for use on passenger cars, trucks and speci al
i nterest vehicles of the type that would be affected by any
regul ati on governing the certification of new engi ne packages.

Backgr ound

“Specially Constructed Vehicle” (SCV) is the Departnment of Motor
Vehicles’ termfor what car enthusiasts know to be street rods, hot
rods, nuscle cars and all varieties of hobbyist vehicles, including
replicas and kits. These are vehicles constructed by individuals,
not vehicle manufacturers, for personal use and not for resale.
These vehicl es epitom ze American’s passion for autonobiles.

The California Attorney CGeneral’s office estimated that there are
approxi mately 70,000 inproperly titled vehicles of this type in the
state. To correct their titles, avoid prosecution and dramatically
reduce em ssions, legislation was enacted to i nplenent an amesty
pr ogram whi ch encour aged specially constructed vehicle owers to
re-register their vehicles and pay the appropriate fees. |In many

i nstances, existing vehicles were constructed to resenbl e vehicles
built before emnissions control devices were required. The

| egi sl ati on contenplated that alternative and reasonably achi evabl e
em ssi ons requirenents were necessary for this class of vehicles,

if an amesty programwas to succeed.

I nasnuch as these vehicles are rarely driven, only for short
di stances, for hobby-rel ated purposes and not typically for genera
transportation, their actual inpact on air quality is negligible,



especially with the installation of nore advanced emi ssions
controls. Through its Geen Rod project, which was designed
specifically to create reasonabl e enissions requirenents for
amesty vehicl es, SEMA devel oped an aftermarket retrofit kit
capabl e of bringing even 1960-era vehicles up to 2003 Federa

em ssions standards (with the exception of mssing HC |l evels by a
slight margin). Mre inportantly, the kit also enabled the G een
Rod to neet 2010 California | & (snbg-check) standards. As a
result, retrofitting these vehicles reduces eni ssions by an average
of 95% for the neasured pollutants.

| ssues Facing Specially Constructed Vehicle Owmers in California

The growt h of the autonotive hobby has al so fueled a market for al

| evel s of restoration conponents, from afternarket body, frame and
drivetrain replacenments to conpl ete vintage reproductions, usually
known as “kit cars.” There has been continued uncertainty with
respect to how these cars should be titled and registered. This
trend has led to a nunber of these vehicles being inmproperly titled
and registered.

One mmj or reason owners of these vehicles nay have been rel uctant
to declare the true value of their cars and pay the taxes due under
an ammesty programis that the vehicles would then, under
California Mtor Vehicle Code 4750.1(a), need to neet the emi ssions
requirenents for initial registration of the vehicle.

These classic cars were originally designed to neet enissions of a
much earlier era (if at all) and cannot reach the standards as
currently defined. The same problem applies to vehicles
constructed nore recently to replicate these classic cars. For
exanpl e, recently-constructed vintage reproductions are typically
built to the specification of the original vehicles for the purpose
of originality and enmissions testing. Consequently, though all of
the vehicle owners are able to correct their titles, they would
forfeit the use of the vehicles because of an inability to neet the
stringent current year em ssions requirenents in order to be

regi stered.

SEMA, as representative of the autonotive specialty aftermarket and
vari ous hobbyi st groups and individual car enthusiasts through its
SEMA Action Network, recognized the need for a solution and worked
with the Attorney General’s office as well as the Air Resources
Board (ARB), Bureau of Autonotive Repair (BAR), California H ghway
Patrol (CHP) and Departnent of Mtor Vehicles (DW). As previously
constructed, it is clear these vehicles cannot neet current nodel
year snmpg check emni ssions requirements. However, by using

em ssi ons-reduction technol ogi es and parts desi gned and

manuf actured in the specialty parts industry, a solution was

devel oped. Through the “GreenRod” project, a kit of retrofit parts
was functionally selected that enabl ed these vehicles to neet 2003
Tier 1 Federal standards and current year |/M standards.

Duplicates of the Green Rod kit, nodified fornms of otherw se
unregul ated SCV engi nes, can be configured in a variety of engine
brands and di spl acenents. This approach is only intended for

vol untary use by vehicle owners seeking amesty from prosecution to
neet snog check em ssions standards during the registration
process. SEMA provided a neasure of technical support to SCV
owners who chose to take the Green Rod kit approach

St eps Taken Toward Establishing an Amesty Program



SEMA spear headed the creati on and passage of the California

| egi sl ation that established a one-year amesty program for
currently existing specially constructed vehicles. It was the
intent of this legislation to provide the follow ng:

« Away for current SCV owners to obtain valid title and
registration and to allow re-registration to carry no risk of
prosecuti on,

» Em ssions standards for these vehicles that are reasonabl e and
attainable, and

« A net hod by which existing SCVs can achi eve the reasonabl e and
attai nabl e em ssi ons standards adopted by the CARB (via the
retrofit kit program.

Assenbly Bill 2461 (2010) and Assenbly Bill 619 (2008) provided the
necessary provisions in lawto create the ammesty program which
began on July 1, 2011 and ended on June 30, 2012.

Regi stering Current and Future Specially Constructed Vehicles

While the retrofit kit project was directed to previously-built
SCVs, there was concern about neeting enissions requirenments for
future-built vehicles. SEMA reached out to the Oiginal Equi pnent
Manuf acturers (OEMs) for a solution. Initially, General Mdtors
(GW entered the program by offering an LS-based engi ne package
froman already certified vehicle, the 2010 Chevrol et Camaro. This
package includes not only the engine but all related em ssions
controls, including OEM el ectronic control unit (ECU), catalytic
converters and el ectroni c harness. Evaporative enission control
consi sts of a vacuum port that allows the identification of a

“seal ed” fuel system This engine package currently carries an ARB
Executive Order (E.O) and represents an exanple of an

em ssions-controll ed engine froma previously certified vehicle.

An Option to Em ssions Testing Specially Constructed Vehicles

California Senate Bill 100 (2001) allows for the first 500
specially constructed vehicles for which registration is sought
(each year), to be inspected for the purposes of determning the
engi ne nodel -year used in the vehicle or the vehicle nodel -year
and the em ssion control systemapplication. Under the |law, the
owner has the option to choose whether the inspection is based on
t he engi ne nodel -year used in the vehicle or the vehicle

nodel -year, and the emi ssion control systemapplication. In
determ ning the vehicle nodel -year, the referee conpares the
vehicle to vehicles of the era that the vehicle nost closely
resenbles. The referee then only requires those enission control
systens that are applicable to the established nodel -year and that
t he vehi cl e reasonably acconmpdates in its present form These
speci al exenptions can be obtained at any California DW

As an alternative, although still being considered and concl uded by
ARB staff, it will be possible to use an CEM engi ne as an em ssi ons
certified engine not froma certified vehicle. This approach

i ncl udes stand-al one (crate) engines, conplete with all required

em ssi ons equi pnent, certified in a vehicle representative of the
speci al | y-constructed vehicle category in which it will be
installed and used. SEMA suggests that these engi nes be required
to neet California s new vehicle em ssion standards, using the
Federal Test Procedure (FTP) for the nodel year in which the SCV is
regi stered.

Previously, two representative SCVs equi pped with an engine froma



certified vehicle easily net current snpg test standards, as
nmeasured in a BAR referee station. G ven these results,
future-built SCVvs will have the ability to nmeet BAR snbg check

em ssi ons standards, even though those standards may periodically
be revised downward, as is current practice.

For snbg check purposes, the standards to which future-built SCVs
are tested will be those for the nbdel year (cal endar year) at the
time of vehicle registration and testing. These standards woul d
not be applicable to vehicles to which a Certificate of Sequence
nunber has been issued, as provided for in S.B. 100 (2001).

Engi ne Certification for Specially Constructed Vehicles

SEMA has been and will continue to be a strong supporter of the
provisions provided for in S.B. 100. SEMA al so understands the
necessity for having acceptable alternatives in place that enable
future additional SCV registrations in California. G ven the fact
future BAR snpg test enissions |levels nmight not be attainable with
t he previously-discussed retrofit kit, SEMA believes OEM engi nes
fromotherw se certified vehicles would be a viable option. It
appears this approach is acceptable to ARB, based on the E O it

i ssued for the GV LS engine froma production 2010 Chevrol et
Camar o.

Qur understanding is that GV al so wants to provi de engi nes for SCVs
not taken froma certified vehicle configuration. This appears to
i ncl ude engi nes presently populating their line of “crate” engines,
not otherw se em ssions certified. Wile this would expand GV s

of ferings for SCVs beyond the 2010 Canmaro engine, it will require
potentially a separate emni ssions certification program

In conparing the em ssions performance of engines froma certified
vehicle with engines not froma certified vehicle, SEMA believes
the latter will involve a much nore conplex and costly
certification process. CARB is currently concluding a process by
whi ch stand-al one engines may be certified that is nore difficult
and costly than approving engines fromcertified vehicles, largely
because of potential problens matching a range of SCVs to
conpar abl e OEM vehicl es. Enabling use of an engine froma any
previously certified vehicle bypasses this problem \Wile SEVA
does not oppose the possibility of certifying engines for purposes
of the SCV program we believe that the nost expedient way to nove
this programforward would be to first allow engines fromcertified
vehi cl es. Based on CARB' s currently-proposed nethod of engine
certification, allow ng engines fromcertified vehicles is clearly
a nore cost-effective approach that still addresses the issue of
reduced em ssions from SCV packages.

SEMA bel i eves that using engines fromany certified current node
year vehicle would provide options to the buil ders/owners of SCVs
that offer the potential for meeting enmi ssions requirenments on a
nore affordable and effective basis. |In addition, it would also
allow for a wider variety of engine brands, sonmething that the
current engi ne approval process excl udes.

SEMA has encouraged other CEMs to participate in this program
hopi ng to nake other brands of engines available to owners of
future-built SCVs. These invitations have been extended so that
future SVC owners will have a choice of engine brands that can
enabl e natchi ng engi ne brands with SCV brands; e.g., a Ford engine
in a Ford branded vehicle, a Chevrolet engine in a Chevrol et



branded vehicle, etc. Even though some SCV owners will not have a
preference, we're confident that nmost will.

Under the recently proposed amendnents to this program CARB has
elected to create an engine certification programaligned nore with
how the CEM certifies engines rather than what is econonically
feasible for snmall conpany engine builders. Specifically, such
requi renents as mandating em ssions |evels not to exceed LEVII and
LEVII1 for SCVs built both now and in the future [Attachnment 2,
15-Day Modifications, Section 2212(c)(1)(A] wll prevent existing
engi ne builders from providing powertrai n packages that do not

i ncl ude OEM conponents and systens geared to neeting these
standards. That fact al one suggests the benefit of using
previously certified OEM engines in future SCVs, not just certified
crate engines of the type for which GM has recently obtai ned CARB
conpl i ance.

It nust al so be enphasi zed, as SEMA believes and has pointed out on
numer ous occasi ons, SCVs are driven nmininmally when conpared daily
drivers, often less than 1000 mles/year. Their contribution to
the emissions inventory is negligible at best. A requirenent for
near-term SCV builds (2012 — 2014) to neet LEVII enissions |evels
seens unnecessarily strict for vehicles that are operated so

i nfrequently.

Further, SEMA believes that the inposition on future-built SCvs of
evaporative em ssions standards applicable to certified engines
will require OBD systens and rel ated conponents neither practica
or (in sone cases) possible with these vehicles. This problem has
already arisen with current SCV evaporative control systens, as
poi nted out during conpletion of the amesty retrofit kit program
Since GMrefused to include specifically-sized fuel tanks in their
E-rod package, evaporative control systens were reduced to neeting
OBDlI requirenents, the Iimt for these type vehicles. SEMA
recomends that a seal ed fuel system (OBDI) be acceptable for
future-built SCVs, as was previously approved by CARB in the

af orenmenti oned amesty program (G eenRod project).

SEMA al so believes that CARB s decision to include durability
testing for worst case SCVs strengthens SEMA's argunent that this
unnecessary burden should not apply to |imted-use vehicles and
provi des yet another financial burden on small conpany engi ne
builders. In fact, while it may not be in the spirit of the
current engine certification |anguage, the net effect of this
overall certification process will likely prevent many of these
busi nesses from participating in the programat all, thus enabling
the CEMto enjoy a nmonopoly in providing approved SCV engi nes and
rai sing costs to the vehicle owner.

Requi renents for OBD neasurenent of air-fuel inbalance, enabling
cold-start em ssions reductions, and providi ng conprehensive
conponent nmonitoring (Section 2212(5) (g) (5, 6, &7) is further
evi dence the new certification requirenents are geared to CEM
practice and technologies. It appears |likely that the anmended
regul ations run parallel with new OEM engi ne and vehicle
certifications and appear nore aggressive in areas that include
engi nes and engi ne conponent warranties, warranty periods, owner
responsibilities and how future SCvs will be evaluated in the
California snbg-check program

As pointed out earlier in these coments, two SCVs were fitted with
what becanme CARB E.O. conpliant engines fromthe GME-rod |ine



Bot h vehi cl es passed their respective snpg-check tests at BAR
referee stations and were w tnessed by nunerous BAR referees. The
nmeasured em ssions were sufficiently | ow to suggest these SCVs
woul d have passed not only current snog-check requirenments but
could be projected to do so for years to conme. Again, these
engines were certified in an CEM vehicle and represent the category
t hat SEMA has suggested should be permitted for use in current and
future SCvs

Agai n, SEMA believes that what CARB is currently proposing, because
it is a distinct departure fromtheir “Initial Statenent of
Reasons” docunent rel eased Cctober 4, 2011, closely parallels the
requi renents set forth for CEM engine certification. Wthout a
doubt, these requirenents are economcally prohibitive for SCV
engi ne builders of the type represented by SEMA. As anended by
CARB staff and currently fornmatted (Amendnent 2, 15-Day

Modi fications), the certification procedure essentially forecloses
an opportunity for these snall businesses to provide certified SCV
engi nes.

SEMA suggests that one alternative to building conplete

em ssi ons-conpl i ant engi nes would be to allow the current CARB E. O
programto apply to the installation of em ssions-certified parts
on certified OEM engi nes. SEMA believes there is nothing in the
current regul ations that would prevent products carrying a CARB
E. O from being used on these engines. These types of parts, when
E.O certified on an engine in a vehicle already CARB-certified by
the OEM should be acceptable for use on the sanme certified engi ne
for use in SCvs. This is the current E. O process by which
performance parts are certified for use in | ate-nodel vehicles. At
worst, this would at |east allow snmall business engine builders
sone |level of participation in the SCV engi ne nmarket, short of
providing certified engines on their own.

In concl usion, SEMA believes that the program now proposed by CARB
(Amendnent 2, 15-Day Modifications) is a clear departure from what
was proposed by CARB staff in Qctober 2011(CARB Staff Report:
Initial Statenent of Reasons) and pronoted through severa

wor kshops. W believe that this programwoul d be best served by
returning to the provisions provided for in the Cctober 2011
docunment. To that end, we stand ready to assist CARB staff in any
way that benefits the goals of all parties involved.

Thank you for your consideration. Please feel free to contact ne
at 901/377-1210 or by e-mail at jncfarl@ol.comif | can be of
addi ti onal assi stance.

Si ncerely,

Ji m McFar | and
SEMA Techni cal Consul t ant
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