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Years'to provide additioha1 time tO'addfess'conéerné~
over the.availability-of_the'low p:opeﬁe'LPG fuel and
avoid any disrupﬁion iﬁ the introduction and gro#th
of low_eﬁission LPG vehicles.' |
: At this point I'd'like.to.ask Mr. Boyd to’
introduce the'item and‘béginrthe staff’s preseﬁtation;
Mrﬂ'qua.
MR. BOYD: Thank.ydu, Chairwoman‘Schafer.
Good morning, board members, and goodkﬁorning to the
audience. As.thé_chairWOméﬁ has indiCated,‘wé have
three proposals for‘you‘t§ consider reiétiVe to this
item thistorning, ahd-she'gave_you a fairly'thorough
rundown. |
Again, the first -- regarding that first

proposal, the Engine Manufacturers Association, or EMA,

as I.will refer to them, has requested that we reexamine

the specifications for diesel engine certification

fuel. They were concerned that the specifications were

too broad, as the chairwoman indicated.

A "for instance’ would be that two different

manufacturers could use two very different fuels to

certify their engines, while at the same time the Air
Resources Bbard can . test these engines for compliance
with what they thought was yetla third fuel, and all
three fuels, ﬁhough, would be allowed under the current

. ‘ 12
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specifications for certification fuels.

2o to address this concern, we held a number

,of meetings with the association to gather information

on the issue and on the cert fuel spécs and to look to
seé how.perhaps'they could be hddified to fairiy aﬁd
reasonably‘féprésent commerciai fuels in ﬁsé. |

In May of this—year, we held a workéhop
with all the interested parfies to discuss.the.‘
s?ecificatiohs, and wé are propbsing ﬁoday modifications

to reflect the inputs that were received at the workshop

and at subseguent meetings with the affected folks.

Concerning'the.sedond'propbsal, réiative'to
compressed natural Qas, the suppliers indicated that
they could nct safely klend fuels to the oxygen
reguirements of our exiéting regulation, aﬁd becausge
of this situation, they said adeguate supplies of
compressed natural gas fuel may not énd frankly have not
beeﬁ‘available for auto manufacturers to certify the
engines.-

So as was done with diesel fuel, we again
investigated the concerns, held numerous'conversations
with the manufacturers and ﬁhe fuel suppliers to

evaluate the situation. 2And as a result of all these

discussions, we are indeed proposing modifications to

the oxygen specification for compressed natural gas cert

13
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fuel.

Angd thirdly, LPG, the Western-Propane.Gas
Associatibn, WPGA, as they’ré known. to us, has indicated
ﬁhat thef wQuld be.unable to provide an.adequéte‘supply.
of motor véhicie LPG statewidé‘that meets our 5 percent.

propene specification and reguested that‘we extend the

interim requirements for an additicnal two years until

Phasge 2 gasoline regulations are implemented, at‘whidh
time these folks antiéipate they would be able.to obtain
adeguate supplies, qompiying fuel that meets the |

5 percént propené spécifiéations as.well;

Again} based on these discussions and our

evaluation of both autoc manufacturers and fuel suppliers

concerns, we are tcday proposing indeed a two-year

extension of the interim propene specification for the

commercial liguefied petroleum gas.

I think with that, I’'1ll call now upon
Mr. Jose Gomez of the Stationary Scurce Division to give
you the detailed staff report.

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank vyou, very

much. Mr. Gome=z.

(Slide presented.)
MR. GOMEZ: Thank vou, Mr. Boyd.
Chairwoman Schafer, board members, good morning.

(Slide presented.)
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MR. GOMEZ: Today we are proposing three

amendments to regulations for you to consider. I will

~firet discuss the proposed specifidation.for diesel

engine certification-fuel; second, the proPQsed'

~amendment to the oxygen content requirement in natural

gas certification; finally, I will conclude with the

proposed amendmehts to the liquefied petroleum gae

regulations.
(slide presented.)
The-ARB establishes.certification fuels
to ensure that these fuels used to verlfy cempllance_
with the new motor vehlcle exhaust standards are
representative of eommercial fuels. The ARB-has a.leng
histcry of controlling motor vehicle emissions to
improve California’s air quallty
Over thelyears, the board has 1mplemented
programs which reguire motor vehicles to meet
increasingly stringent stendards. In conjunttion'
with these programs, the board has also adopted
specifications fof cemmercial gasoline and diesel fuels
tc reduce emissions further.. More recently, the board
adopted specifications for altefnative fuels to ensure
that these fuels have consistent properties.
(Sllde presented )
As the commercial fuels have changed, the

15
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board has‘adoptéd specificatidns.fér engine .
certification.fuels to.reflect these.changes? Here are
the adoption dates for.some of these fuels.

| | (Slidg.presénﬁed})

I wiil now discuss the specifié proposal for
éhe épecificatibns for diesel engine gertifiéation
fuel. |

(Slide ﬁresented;f

In 1988.the_boérd adopted regulatioﬁs.for

commerqial dieseltfuel which.require the use ofrlow

aromatic -- required low aromatic content -- excuse me.

To reflect the changes_in“the-cdmmercial fuel, the board

adopted regulétions in 1991, 1992, and again in 1983,

allowing the use of the lO-percént aromatic fuels to
cerfify certain diesel vehicles and engines.
N (Slide presented.)

Curréntly‘maﬁufacturers have two options for
certifying diesel vehicles. They can use fuels --

(Slide‘preSented.)
-- excuse me.
(slide presented.)

Cufrenﬁly manufacturefs have two options
for certifying diesel wvehicles. They can use fuels
meeting the federal specifications or California
specifications. Spécifiéally, manufacturers can use

16
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California’s 10 percent aromatic hydrocarbon diesel fuel

to certify 1995 and subsequent model vear medium-duty

and light-duty vehicles. . They can also use this fuel

to certify . 1996 and 1997Iurban bus engines. And

additiconally, 1995 and subsequent utility and lawn‘and
garden equipment.' |

These vehicles account for only about
6-percent‘of the diesel' NOx émisSion inventqry. The
heavy-duty engineé which account for the remaining
inventory currently don*t have éccess tc the 10 percent
arOmatiéAcerfification fuel. | |

(Slide presented.)

We are proposing new specificatibns
because the current fuel specifications do not
adequately define several key properties.. Also, the

present sgspecificaticons do not ensure that the emission

performance of the certification fuel would be

representative'of a 10 peréent aromatic‘in—use fuels.
The specificétions don’t include a wminimum l1imit on the
aromatic hydrocarbon content or thé sulfur conﬁent, and
they do not include a maximum limit on cetane number.
Consequently, fuels with wide varying properties can be
used to certify diesel engines and vehicles and
potentially uﬁderminelthe benefits of.thé mdre stringent
exhaust sténdards set by thetboérd;

17

GILLESPIE REPORTING SmRVICES




10

"12

13

14
15
16
17
18
19

20

21.

22

23

24

25

Engine manufacturers recognizelthis problem,
but with ordinarily defined certification fuel, engine

manufacturers would be'assufed that their test results

represent vehicle technology and not variations in the

fuels used to certify the engines.

(slide presented.)
The‘proposéd certification specificatioﬁs are

based on 10 percent aromatic hydrocarbon fuels. We are

proposiﬁg the following specifications: For aromatic

.content, we’'re proposed a range of 8 to 12 vqlumé

pefcént. Natural cgtane number,'47 to §5. Sulfﬁr;'
content of .01 to .05 weight percent. And nitrogen
content of 100 to 50O parté per million.

(Slide presented.)

We are not proposing changes to.distillatioﬂ
pfoperties, the API gravity, the polyarométicICOntent,
the viscosity, and the flash point of the fuel.

We are pfoposiﬁg that the-proposed
specifications be used not only for certification of new
engines and vehicles but also for in-use compliance
testing. Currently in-use testing is conducted using
any avaiiable -- commerciélly available diesel fue1. 

(slide presented.)

In establiShiﬁg the range for the natural

cetane. number, we incorporated the teét method

18
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reproducibility. - Manufacturers will likely-request

their fuels with a cetane number Sugh that they would -

they could not exceed the range when the reproducibility
is taken into consideration.
(slide presénted.)

In summary, we believe that the proposed

| specifications for diesel engine certification fuel

reasocnably represent the emission performance of

presently available 10 percent aromatic fuels. The cost

5of producing the.fuei should be similar to the cost of

éurrenfrlo pefdent aromatic-certifidation fuels.
| In devéloping_the SPecificétions, we worked
with all ﬁhe.interested parties. Some diesel fuel‘ 
producers have suggested that the cetane specification
should be lower to reflect the alternative formulationé
and the 20 percént aromatic diesel fuel that_will be
produced by small refineré. We considered this in our.
evaluation, and belieye‘thét this would bg incongistent
with a 10 perceﬁt éertification fuel adopted by the
board. |
(Siide presented,f

T will now discuss the proposed amendments
to the oxygen specification for compressed natural gas
certification fuel.

The board established the specifications fof

18
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certificatibn fuels to ensure that -- to ﬁrbvide
cbnsistent'test fuels. In March 1992 -~
(slide p:esented.)
-—_the board-adopted specifications for
comméréial c§ftifiéation compressed natural gas as part
of the alternative fuel régula;ions.' The compressed

natural gas certification fuel includes a specification

for an 0.5 oxygen ¢content -- excuse me -~ 0.5 mole

percent oxygen content. This was indluded because CNG

fuels can potentially have small amounts of oxygen in

the range of 0 to 1 percent.
| fslide‘presented.)

Industry répresentatives raised safety
concernsg with blending ﬁhe regquired oxygen level. They
indicated .that there is a poténtial risk of explosion
during the blending process.

"(8lide presented.)

We'proposéd to‘modify the cuirent oxygen
requirement of 0.5 plus or minus 0.1 mole percent to a
maximum oxygen requiremént of O.Slmole percent. This
will effectively eliminate the concern raised
about explosion during blending by allowing the fuel
producers to limit the oxygen content if they need to.

(8lide presented.)
The propoéed change will address the safety

20
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concern, and recent testing indicates that. the presence
of oxygen at this level has no significant impact on .
emissions. Xeeping the oxygen specification will

further ensure that a certification fuel remains

consistent with commercial fuels. Also, we will be

consistent with the United States'Environﬁental
Protection Agencffs regulation and thuslcohtiﬁue to
allow cne fuel.té be uséd for both California and
federal*emiséion.testings. |
(Slide presented.)
I wiil.ndw_discués the'proposea amendménﬁs to
the liquefied petroleuﬁ gas regulaficns.
| (Supervisor Wiedex éntered the héaring rbom;)
In 1992 the bpard adopted ﬁhe'specifications
for commercial motor vehiclé liguefied petroleum gas --
(Slide presented.)

-- as part éﬁ the alternative fuels
regulaﬁionsf- Among other propertiés, these
specifications limit the propene content to 5.voiume
percent starting January i, 1995, .

The board decided to limit the propené

because of its high reactivity; however, at the time the

board granted an interim 10 volume percent propene limit
through December 3ist, 1594. The two-year delay was
designed to address the uncertainty regarding the

21
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availability_of wa propene LPG fuel.
(8lide presented.)

When the board adopted the LPG regulations,

the board direcped staff to mbnitor the availability of

low propene LPG fuel.~ More recently, the Western
Propané Gas Association reguested ARB to reevaluate the

5 volumé percent prdpéne limit and to work with them to

‘address their concerns.

ABased dn our évéluation, we. have found that

up to 50 peféent of the LPG fuel produced at refineries

could not meet the 5 volume percent propene limit. We
‘also found that some LPG marketers may be forced out of -

‘the motor vehicle LPG market or be required to install

segregated storage and diétribution:facilities for motof
vehicle fuel. This would be needed because commercial
grade LPG for nonvehicle use does not specify a propene
cdntent. Currently LPG fuel issues in motor vehicles is
about 8 to 10 percent of the total LPG fuel market.
Additionally, we believe that the Phase 2
reformulated gascline regulations are expected to change
the guality of the LﬁG-in the near future. Propene’may
become a valuable component for the productiqn
of reformulatéd gasoline, and therefore the amount of
propene may be reduced -- the amocunt of propéne in LPG
could be reduced significantly.

22
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(slide présented.)

We propose to continue the current 10 volume

| percent propene content étandard for two additional

years, until January 1, 19575 The stéff would continue
to monitcf thé situation.
(Slide presented.)
.Alﬁhough difficult to quantifyf we believe
that continuing the current 10 pefcent propene standard

for an additional two years will not have a significant

‘impact on emissions.

Firstk the majority of the LPG vehicles will

use cpm?liant fuel because they are located in the

Los Angeles‘area where most Qf.the LPG already meets
the 5 volume percent propene standard. The alternative
to using LPG is 'to switch to conventional fuel; however,

conventional fuel vehicles would have higher reactivity.

adjusted emissions than LPG fuels using 10 volume

propene LPG fuel. -

Extending the current standard will encourage

the use of LPG fuel in dual-fueled vehiclés, ensuring
adegquate supplies. It will also ensﬁre that dedicated
LPG vehicles have adeguate compliant fuel, and it will
centinue to encourage conversion of conventional fueled
vehicles to LPG.

| {glide éresented.)

23
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"In summary, delaying the implementation until

- January --

fslide presented;)

In summary, delaying the implementation untii
Jaﬁuary 1;_1997; will provide the néceééaryltime for |
induétry to ensuié adequaﬁe supplies of low propene
motor;#ehiclé LPG fuéi are available. 'Changing the
implementatiocn date'wiil also a116w time to evaluate
how PhaSe 2 refiﬁery.mﬁdifications ﬁi}l.aﬁfect the
gquality bf‘fhe LPG. | |
- ' (slide presented.)

Iﬁ.é0nclusiqn,.ﬁe_fecommend that-the'board
adcpt the éfopoéed_Specifications'ﬁQr diesel engine
certificaticon fuel, the proposed amendments to the
oxygen specification for natﬁral gas certification fuel,
and the ﬁroposed amendments to the commercial motor
vehicle liquefied petroleum gas regulations.

| This cdncludes-my presentatiohs. Staff will
answer guestions af this time.
CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Do any members of the

board have guestions fér the staff at this time?

Supervisor Bilbray.

SUPERVISOR BILBRAY: Yes. The natural gas

that yoﬁ were identifying, the 50 percent of the
ekisting supply, could no; meet the oxygen.content;

24
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right?

.MR.:GOMEZ: I beliéve that waé in
feﬁérence to the liquefied.petfoleum-gas.

SUPERViSOR_BILBRAY: What is the
combérison, £heﬁkrwithlthe existing supply.of natural
gas? |

MR. SIMEROTH: Mr. --.Supérvisor’ﬁilbray;

the natural gas, as is commercially available, has

almost no oxygen in it. The provision for oxygen

* .

content was'originélly put in, in respohse'to comments
regarding the production of natural gas at landfills

where yOu'do'get-okygen entered into the -- into the

| natural gas. It’s turning out that wvery little of that

landfill preduction gasvis getting into commercial-

natural gas. It’s being used on-site. So it's a little .

"bit of an obsclete concept, but EPA has recognized that,

and they put a cap on their certification fuel for
oxygen content as well.
. SUPERVISOR BILBRAY: Being an owner of

many of those wmethane recovery systems, I relate to

that.

. So the bigrissue ig that ydu’re proposing
actﬁally the -- to modify the standards to reflect what
is really.out in thé real world and what’s in the pipes
right now?

25
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MR. szMERoTﬁ: That would be thereffest,
aﬁd it’Wouia aiso make us consistent with EPA. 'And-the
testing by the mobile sourcesgs division hss»showﬁ that
leﬁel of oxygen content feally does ﬁot affestﬁ
emissions. | | S | |

SUPERVISOR BILBRAY: My resi éoncern here
is'thst we want to make sure that, especiaily witﬁ the
natﬁrai_gas, that we-do_not have to hsve an e%slusive,
isolated source that has not already integratedrinto the
hatural'gas System_that is in slmost every major city in

the state. So this would modify the regs to reflect the

reality of what is in the ground now and what is being

provided to the communitieslnow. |

MR. SIMEROTH: Yes. And also this is a
certification fuel that’s blended up to the
specifications. It’s not something taken off the
pipelines. The_sommercial specification allows for 0 to
gslightly over 1 percent ongen content to take care of
what you were saving.

SUPERVISOR BILBRAY: And what is your

strategy about the difference? This is basically for

‘the testing so we set the standard, and then you -- then

at least you know the ballpark of where you’re
fund¢ticoning when you get into the real world and we
start drawing off the commercial pipes.

26
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MR . éIMEROTH; That’s correct.
_SUPERVISOR BILBRAY: Okay. Thank yoﬁ.
 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: ‘Yes,'Mr;‘Calhoun.
MR;.CALHOUN: i think Mr. Gomez menticned
sométhing td‘thé effect ﬁhat the speéification for.the
Cért ﬁuel would alsq be:-—'noﬁ the specification, buﬁ_
the new specificétipns proposed wouid.alsofbe used -- at
least’ the fuel would be used for certificaticn as well
as in-use; is that éorréct?
MR. GOMEZ: That is correct. That is what |-
wefré pfopoéiﬁg.

'MR. CALHOUN: Okay. How close does the

new fuel, at least the specifications, come to

commercially available fuel -- or that would be
available at that particular time?

MR. SIMEROTH: Mr. Calhoun, this would
only apply to ﬁhe diesel‘certifi;ation fuel and it’s
in-use testing. One majof supplier in the commexrcial
area prdduces‘a-lo percent fuel that has basicélly all
these characteristics. |

And how doces it compare to the_cbmmercial?

We have about 20 percent of the state’s dieselrcomplies'

~with the 10 percent standard without doing the

alternative formulation-type rocute. The average
properties of that 30.percent are about 10 pexcent

27
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aromatics. Basically, they are around the -- average

around the 10 percent, so they set real close to the

10 percent number. That’s in the range of-the
‘aromatics. Sulfur'iS'in'the_range of the sulfur to be:
propoéed.' The nitrogen content similarly.. Cetane

numbers range from the 10 percent fuels that are

.commercially produced, from 47 to -- I think it’s 57.

So again, we’re within the range of commercially.

"available 10 percent fuels.
‘MR . CATLHOUN: Well, I may want to ask you

another question after we hear some of7the testimony.

We may come back to that.

. CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Any more =-- are there

any other questions for -- from board members to the

staff at this point?

If not,lthen I would like to turn to the
public testimony that will be offered with réspeqt to
this board itém. And I would first like to.recognize
Melissa Chapman of  WSPA.

Are you here, Miss Chapman?

MS. CHAPMAN: I have an overhead slide.
Coes that need to be set up at all?

Good morning, Chairwoman Schafér and board
members. My name is Melisgsa Chapman, and I'm a fuéls
planning engineer with 76 Products Company, & member

28
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compahy of Unocal Corporatiqn. Tédéy, however, I?m
repfesenting‘the Western States Petroleum Association,
also known as WSPA. WSPA is a trade association whose
membgr companies engége %n theﬁexploration, proauction,

and refining of petroleum products and petroleum in

‘California and the western United States.

WSPA appreciates the opportunity to comment

‘on the California Air Resources Board’s specifications

for certification engine testing. We agree with staff -
that the current certification fuel spécifications set
forth 'in the low aromatic diesel fuel regulation are too

widely deéfined to accurately represént-commerdially

~available diesgl fuel. We believe, however, that

staff’s proposed certification fﬁei is also not
representative of commercial. fuel aﬁd will produce lowex
emiSsioné than average commercial fuel. Conseguently,
the use of this"fuel will permit certification of |
vehicles and engineé that'will fail to achieve desired
emission:reduction géals under real;life ocperating
conditicns.

The emissions performance of certification
fuel directly influences the ability of new vehicles and
engines to meet CARB's stringent emission staﬁdards. y:y
certification fuel that results in lower emissions than
the average commercial fuel wili fail to achieve desired
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emission reductionsﬂ Such failureé will eventually lead
to shortfalls in attainment of air quality gdalS'and 

increased pressure for additional emission controls.

The emissions characteristics of certification fuel must

therefore reflect the fuel commercially available in the
state of California.

We believe that the spedifiéatidns for

'Certificétion_erl'should match thbse of commercial fuel

as closely as possiblet_-Commércial fuel for motor

wvehicle use in California is distributed among three
categories. These are: 10 percent aromatic diesel

fuel, alternative formulations, and small-refinerx

fuels.
A certification fuel based on these

parametexrs would best reflect commercial diesel fuel and

would result in certification test results which are

represeﬁtativé of emissions produced by the in-use
fleet. Since CARB is the-onl? authérity with access to
these fuel paraﬁeters,_we urge CARB staff to determine
the actpal parameters of these in-use fuels and propose
a certificatiocn fuel ﬁased cn the determined

parameters. A certification fuél based on these
parameters would best represent commercial fuel and
resuit in certification of eﬁginés and vehicles £hat
will achieve desired emission reduction goals.
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We do understand, howevér, that this is a
complicated taékkand‘ﬁay not bé_realistic given CARB’é.
desiréd timetable. If a fdelgparameter'based proposal
is not.feasible;.we suggeSt_using-an_emissioﬁs" |
iéduction }j or“an.emissidns—baSed method to maich thé
emissions ex@ectéd from'comﬁercial'fuel; This method
would determine Ehe sPecifications of a certification
fﬁel which is estimated to produce emissiqns eqqivalent
to a:volumeIWEigﬂted average of.lq percent arémétic

fuel,.alternative ermulatibns,_and small refined diesel

" fuel . -

Based on oufies;imates,"this method would
resultlin a‘qertificatiOn fuel with a 10 percent
aromatics content and é cetane of 49.

Gb ahead and show the slide.

I ﬂave a slide that shows how we came up with
these specifications. I don’t have my glasses on, so --
I think I know the numbers anyway .

You can sée from this slide that the
10 péfcent aromatic diesel fuel --

(Slide presented.)
-~ is represented by a cetane of 52._ This
number was based on staff’s analysis of acfgal |
10 percent aromatic production.
The emissions produced from alternative
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formulation diesel fuels have been shown to be

equivalent toc those produced by a reférence fuel during
the alternative certification testing process. All

alternative formulations can,.therefore, be represented

by the referenced fuel spécifidations cf 10 percent

"aromatics and a cetane of 48.

' Small refiners will soon be producing a
20 percent aromatic fuel or an alternative formulsa,

which.has been shown to produce emissions equivalent to

those produced by a 20 percent aromatic reference fﬁel
during the.same aiternative'formﬁlation'certification

‘testing process.

It is therefore appropfiate to represent
or equate all small refiner diesel fuel with this |
20 percent aromatics reference fuel. Using available
equations that relate changes in aromatic content and
cetane number to changes in emissions, the emissions'of
the small refiner diesel fuel have been‘estimated to be
equivalent to those of a 10 percent aromatic fuel with =z
cetane of 45.

As you can see, relating all thfee categories
of fuel tc a corresponding emission-based 10 percent
aromatic fuel enables the calculation of a popled cetane
for a 10 percent aromatic fuel, which is the-
volume-weighted average of all three categories of
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‘commercial fuel.

‘As you can see, this methodolcgy results in

certification fuel with a 10 pércent aromatics and a

cetane of 49, fully two cetane numbérs below the 51

cetane midpoint of the currently proposed

specifications.

Finally, we beliéve that;CARB'shoﬁld ensure
that certificationffuel represent, to'théjgreatest

extent practicable, the emission characteristics of

the average commercial fuel sold in the state of

Califo?niat If there is td Ee an.error;,it shouid be_'
made:onlﬁhe bénservétive éide,'theréby minimizing any
loss ih eétimated gmission_reductioné.'

| This philosoph? is comnsistent with that
used in specifying CARB Phase 2 reformulated gasoline
certification fuel, which will be uséd to certify
low-emisgsion vehicles.

In COncluéion,:staff's.proposed certification
fuel is not representative of the pool of commercial
fuel but is actually cleaner burning. Ouf first
preference is that CARB staff base the specifications on
the propertiesg of commercial‘dieéel fuel. If CARB
insists on using a 10 percent aromatic fuel asrthe basis
for its specifications, then we recommend using the’
émissions equivalency approach outlined in this
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presentation, which takes into account all three

categories of diesel fuel to be produced in the state.

Thls approach 1nd1cates that the cetane

'number of a mrdpornt 10 percent aromatlc certlflcatlon

.fuel should be 49 rather than 51.

U31ng the methodOIOgy we have outllned will

lead to certification fuel spe01f1catlons that are more
'representative-of commercial‘fuel'and will result in.

vehicle certification that will beé more representative

of the in-use fleet. This process will better serve the

.alr quallty needs of Callfornla

I'd be happy to take any questions you mlght

“have.

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: 1I‘d like to ask the
staff a question.
| Did vou have the benefit of this z2lternative
approach as vou formulated the staff recommendation, or
is thie -- 1s this something you considered'previcusly?

MR. SIMEROTH: Chairwoman Schafer, this

‘concept came up, I believe, from WSPA about the time

that we released the 45-day package. Since that time,

we’'ve worked with the member companies of WSPA to

_evaluate their approach. We have done the calculations
that they’ve outlined. We have some differences between
our calculations and WSPA. Most of the differences
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result from the Air Resources Board staff having access

to all the certification data that the individual WSPA

members'don}t; We find that with the alternative

fbrmulatibns, instead of the 48 cetane number

equivalent, it would be 50.

' Then it comes down as -- to the point, what

was the basis for the certificatibn fuel that the board

originally adopted, and the board'originally adopted a
10 percent base certification fuel. So if you do not. -
include the small-refiner diesel, which is not to the

10 percenﬁ,fbrmula, you basically come out with a 51 -

.approximately'Sl cétane ﬁumber average between the

10 percent, and the alternative formulations, slightiy

over that. It will be rounded up -- well, in fact, as
our midpoint of 51.

So we’'re really not inconsistent when you
adjust for the small refiners, and yvou adjust the

alternative formulations for the actual properties of

the fuels uged in certifying.

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you very much.
Are there other questions for board
members -- from board members for this witnesé@
ME. CALHOUN: Yes, I have cne guestion.
CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes, Mr. Calhoun.
MR. CALHOUN: One of the points you make
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in your testimony is that the emissions from the in-use
vehicles would beISOmewhat-different_irom-the'emiSSions-

in the certification vehicles. Can you quahﬁify'the

difference? Do you have a-féel for what the difference .

woﬁld be?

MS. CHAPMAN: I believe -- I.don’t:have

‘the number off the top of my head; but I think it is

reflectédfin.our'written;comménts.

Am 1 ¢o:reCt?_
AUDIENCE'SPEAKER:"Yes;
| MS. CHAPMAN:  We?ve:a1s¢ submitted written

Cdmmeﬁts;tand'theré’é é quaﬂtifiéaﬁidn ih theré; |

| . 'Yes, it{s bn the.béttom'of pagelé. It says,

"This two—numbef aifference represents about 10 percent

of the NOx benefit of the low aromatic diesel rule aﬁd

about 15 percent of the particulate benefit."
| MR. CALHOUN:  One other guestion. How

many member compaﬁies are there in WSPA?

MS. CHAPMAN: I wouid say probably --

AUDIENCE SPEAKER: rhirﬁy.

'MS. CHAPMAN: Approximately 30.

MR. CALHOUN: Do.you represent WSPA here
todavy?

MS..CHAEMAN: Yes.

.MR. CALHOUN: Do they all feel thé same
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_way‘abdut What'YOu’re-proposing'here; or is this one-of

consensus before'we can~présent a pr0ppsaljwith WSPA

'_backiﬁg,

what_M?..Calhoun‘asked_étaffﬂ; What_Opinion-do‘you_have 5 i

lqualify_br would be similar to the certification

two'companies havé stronger,feelings'about this?

‘MS. CHAPMAN: No, we have to -- we reach a

MR.lCALHOﬁN¢ Thank'you.:

CHAIRWOMAN.SCHAFER: MiéshEdgeftbn.

MS.:EDGERTQN:' Thank:you_._fhéﬁk.yqu for
your_présentéfioﬁ.  :'.; i _ ' . , ' ~f;“ |

- I'd like to ask you;ajsimilar quéstion to
with respect to.how much of the Califofﬁia'fuel:Wdulﬁ- :,

gstandard? Eow much of the cqmmefcially available fuel
is substantially similar in your view?

Mé. CHAPMAN: Well, I would say that the
1¢C percent aromatic fuel that’s out on the market today,
aithough that could changé in the months to comé as
people make -- probably will go to.alternative
formulation -- but I would say that it would probably ke

similar to the 10 percent aromatic fuel, which right now

comprises about 30 percent of‘the market .
MS. EDGERTON: And what do you project. ;

over thé next -- did you make projections over the next

geveral vyears as fo what percentage would then be %oving
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‘into gimilar --

. MS. CHAPMAN: No, we really can’t do that,

because we_ﬁould basically bé_aéking companies_to-tEIIA

 us,what_ﬁhey'll-be'pfodudin§L and we’re mnot allowed to-

do.that._

~ MS. EDGERTON:  Excuse me. You’re not

‘what?

'MS. CHAPMAN: - We’'re not allowed to talk

'aboﬁt;supply'of actual fueléfthat”the;cbmpanies would be |

producing.

' MS. EDGERTON: So if I understand you -

‘right, your testimony today is.wholly restricted to

vour opinion with respedt to_the‘p;esént:commercially

available fuel and makes no comment whatsoéver about
the future projections because of'-- this is very
important -- because your fuels are going tec change asj
they come increasingly into compliance with our
regulations. So -- 1is thaﬁ correct? Ig that your
testimony, it ig only ‘limited to today?

MS. CHAPMAN: This table he:e shows what
we think is represéntative of the fuel that’s on the
market today. Our impréésion is that mcest companies
will probabiy be-moving to an_alternative formula,
and ~- which 1f the certification fuel is based on just
a'iO percent aromatic fuel, it won’'t be very accuraﬁe,
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so we think that this:is a more acourate view- beoauee”
it 1ncludes not only the 10 percent aromatlc fuel but
the alternatlve formulatlons and the small reflners w1th“

the best guess of what 8 belng produced today

If I had to progect I would say that the;:

10'percent -- the volume of 10 percent aromatlc fuel

will probably. decrease and alternatlve formulatlons will

incérease.

,_CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER ‘Would}the‘etaff like

to commez_*lt_'on_that'> ‘I am going back to_eémandul have a
-second'question. I'm g01ng back to Mr Calhoun’sh'
fquestionf"Our_Calculatlon'ls;that . based on the

'information_we.haVe, and that perhaps WSPA; as an_7.

institution doesn’'t have;_is_that the midpoint is in
fact five one, and not four nine, and thereforé, we
wOuld.not incur thisrreduction of the NOx benefit.
| Is that correct?
MS. CHAPMAN; Umm - -
CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: I'm askiné the staff
to comment on that;

"MR.'SIMaROTH: Our analysis indicates that
the miapoint would be approximately 51. And then you’'re
talking about the difference -- well, the midpoint of
the rahge that we propose is 51. And‘we’d.be virtually
the same.
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*And égain, it’s ——”if you look -at the

 §1terhatiﬁe.fofmulations, the balance point”qf thef

alte;native formulatioﬁs'for_cetéﬁe_number'is not 48;-:
itfs;5ﬁ_to'él;:fAnd.thath'the dif£eréncéﬁbeﬁWéenonf
aﬁalfSis and WSEAfé anélygisi And Qur-;; we'’'re the ones
ﬁho_havefthe acdess toxall thé'inforﬁatidn. :ft’s

unfortunate that most of it is confidential, so we can't

‘share it-With'WSPA;,‘

MR. SCEEIBLE: I also think it’'s -- it

-Would'be'uséful td review how you get that.alternatiﬁe 3'

formﬁlation,_ What-we'refproposing'is'thét when ySu

certify an éngiﬁeuﬁSe'baée.fuel at around 10 percent, -

that's fepreséntativé of loléefceﬁt-fueis’that_afé in .
the market. An alternative formulation is a fuel thét
has been tested against that same:baée, and in that test
it must perform with eguivalent emission-réduétions oxr
better for several different parameters.

So although thefe may be ﬁany different
alternative formulations out there, each and every one
of them has been tested back against the 10 percenf; So
in our view, going with the 10 percent standard for the
engiﬁes is the same aslgéing with.thello'percent
standard for the fuel. You either have fuel that'ﬁeets
10 percent or an alternative formulation that‘has been
tested against the 10 percént standard and shown to be
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Zequivalentgor bétter.

MR. BOYD: Madam Chair, thus I’m puzzled

if nbt troubled by'thé'withess{s testimony that only
_the 3Q percentifractioh of thé‘fuel out'thére.would_meet '

the criteria we’re following since_the,loipercént - - thé

aromatic fuelris the7behchmark -~ the emissions

‘performance of the fuel is the benchmark against which

‘alternative fueis-are certified.

I would think:one'would Say that roughiy!'

'S0 percent of the.fuel}-you know,'meets thefemissions

characteristics.weire looking at and only the_exception 

fof small refineré might:givé.you an- outliying

gsituation.

I'm puzzled in that there’s some feeling
on.the part of the industry that the alternative
formulation doesn’t meet the‘perfofmance criteria that
we’ve established. |

MS. CHAPMAN; May I speak to that?

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: fés; Miss dhépman,
you may comment. |

MS. CHAPMAN: T’m not saying that
alternéti?e formulations aren’t meeting the standards of

the referenced fuels, but the referenced fuel, as you

can see, is -- or, as you know, 1is at 10 percent, 48;
and I think the question was, is -- is the ccocmmercial
41
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“fuel representetiﬁe of the certification, and the

certification ig a 10 percent, 51. And so I think

that’s what we;re~sayiﬂg;
- .MR;'SIMEROTHf:.Madamtbhairwoman,.if i't
could -- B |
CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes.
MR. SIMEROTH;‘”-— the annual certlflcatlbn

fuels that are:uSedﬂfor a reference fuel iS-not-the 10,

I4g{ You can £ produce a fuel that preCLSely - Thet's_
‘“the minimum standards that the fuel has to meet ':What
they’'re ectually produc1ng to test agalﬁst ls.e.9 49,
and then when we certlfy the fuel, we establlsh the -

'speCLflcatlons that we have to produce against as mins

and maxes against. We have to do-better than the fuel
properties that we use certify, se they're doing better
than & 9 percent aromatic, 49 cetane. So it’'s more |
equivalent toc a 50 cetane that they’'re actually
producing'erls to. |

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank VOu,
Mr. Simeroth. .

Yes, Mr. Lagarias.

MR. LAGARIAS: 1I‘d like to ask the staff.
In your presentation yvou mentioned a natural cetane
number. Is this any significance or vis-a-vis just
cetane number?
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MR. SIMEROTH: Mr. Lagarias, the reason

why we.specified natural as a certification fuel was to

avold having variatioms due to the additives they've

_uséd to raisé_the Cetaneﬂ:‘ln the'certifiqatidn_testing,

additives were used to increase‘cetane in candidate

| fuels, and we don’t detect any differences in‘the

performance.
MR. LAGARTAS: But don’t most- of the

alternate‘formulatidns iﬂvolveAadditives'to‘réise the

~cetane number?

MR. SIMEROTH: It depends on the

properties of the crude (inCdmprehenéible word) that

‘they’'re producing the 10 percent from.‘-The-refiﬁeryfin

Northérn Caiifornia, in the Béy area, is pro&ucing-lo
percernt, has no need for cetane additives to --

MR. LAGARIAS: But it’s true that
alternative formulaticns. can be presented that involve
an additiva to‘it? |

MR. SIMEROTH: Yes, Mr. Lagarias. Most of
the aiternativelformulations cleariy ailow*the.use of‘
additives.

AAnother reason why we said'natural cetane is
that the certificgtion fuel will be manufactured and
provided basically by Phillips Petroleum and Cal
Chemical. In their production of the cerfification
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fuel, they haﬁe_no'need for additives to meet the cetane.

reguirements.

MR._LAGARIAS: 21l right. But in any case

the‘bertification fuel has to be,such_thatlit'Would, as -

Mr. Scheible said, produce the same reduction in

_eﬁiss;dns‘that our 10 percent aromatic fuel would?

MR. SIMEROTH: Yes, that’s correct.
MR. LAGARIAS: Thank you.

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Are there any other

‘questions from board members for this witness?

MS. CHAPMAN: Could I respond to --

 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes, Miss Chapman,

vou may.

MS., CHAPMAN: Excuse me?

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes, Miss Chaﬁman,
you may.

MS. CHAPMAN: The Statément about the
actual reference fuel that-is used in comparison to the
reference fuel specifications, I guess that leads back
to our criginal proposal which says that we feel that
the fuels should be based -- or the certificaticen fuels
should be based on the specifiaations of the actual
in-use fuél; and we think if you’re using the actual
reference fuel, it’s just half of the eguation.

We feel that the best -- the best propecsal
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here is to léok‘at-the fuels that are cut on the market,

the iO percent fuel, the.alternative'fofmulation, and

then the small refiners,  and propose a specification for

certificatibn fuel basedfbn those parameters.

 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes, I think I

‘understand your positiomn, aithough-that could be =a

constantly changing appréach to pursue.
. MR. LAGARIAS: May I ask --

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Mr. Lagarias.

MR. LAGARIAS: You reféren@ed:a 
reformﬁlatéd gascline éertificétioﬁ. .isﬁ’t --omy
UnderSﬁahding is.ﬁha£ thé.eertification-fuéi”for..
ref§rmﬁlaﬁed“gaéoliné is nqt what YOu’d call |
commercially available. Is this correct?

MS. CHAPMAN: -T think actually --

MR. LAGARIAS: Is that indoléne?

MS. CHAPMAN: No. 'You can certify
vehicles on California Phase 2 gasoline.. And our

feeling is that that was done on the conservative side.

The certification fuel specifications are less stringent

than the California Phase 2 reformulated gasoline --

where that’s not consistent with what we’'re seeing

here.
MR. LAGARTIAS: 211 right.
CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Any more -~ does the
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stéff waﬁt.tQ'comment_at all?
MR.‘vENyUR:NI: No.
.CﬁAiRWQMAN-SCHAEER; -All right.  Thank you
ﬁéryfmuéh‘foi your pieseﬁtation, Miﬁé Chaéman. |

- The next witness this morning is Mr. Warren

Slodowske with Navistar. Are you here?
MR.'SLODOWSKEf "Excuse me. I am here, but.

5cQﬁld.Glenanéller-go firét,'please?n

“ CHATRWOMAN SCHAFER;'Sure.:,Whatever you'd
1ikeé fThénk you. | | | -
| } Mr.,Keller with ﬁhe Eﬁgiﬁe'Maﬁufacturers' 
AsgéciétiOh.;féood_morning._ |

| | MR . KELLERQ Gbod”mbrnihgf'-My'néme is
Glenn Xeller, and I serve as the Executive Director
of the Engihe Manufacturers Association.’ I'm‘here today
on behalf of the members of EMA whe manufacture the
engineg which utilize the ﬁuels cqvered by today’s
proposed ceftificatioﬁ'fuels specifications.

In particular, we will address the board
today on the proposed new specifications for diesel
engine certification fuel.

When the ARB first adopted its
low sulfur/low aromatics diesel fuel regulations
specifying the qguality of diesel fuel required for use
in all'ﬁotor vehicles effective QOctober 1, 1993, we
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failed to establish a diesel certification fuel

specification.

EMA and its members were the first to éxpréSs

our concerns with regard to the regulations alldwance

-for certification fuels whose properties were too

broadly defined. Since that time we have worked with

- the ARB.staff to address these concerns by developing

‘appropriéte diesel'certification fuel specifications

thdt are representative of the California low sulfur

and low arométics diesel fuel'formulations found in

commerce .

”The ﬁroposed speci£icationé included a
natural cétaﬁe ﬁumber of 47 té 55-and an-aromatic
hydrocarbon content of 8 to 12 percent. The amendments
would also provide that the specifications applicable to
the diesel fuel - used for in-use compliance testing are
to be the same as the specifications applicable to the
diesel fuel used in certificatign testing.

EMA and its members. support staff’s
effdrts to sét the diesel engine certification fuel
spécification in accordanqe with industry’s
recommendations, and we agree with the proposal set
béfore the board for approval. In that spirit, we would
like to inform the béard of why ‘approving this set of
diesel certification fuel specifications is so important
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to our industry.

Fuel specifications intended for use as

certification test fuel has its properties défined among
-achnstrainéd set of parameters to assure consistent

‘résults when used in engine emissions testing for -

certification application'approval._ By that token, we

cannot_have a moving target. ~These fuels have to be set

‘at a certain range and stay that way to give aésurances‘
‘to- the manﬁfactu:ers during their development and the

certification process.

Certification-grade fuel is also used during

| emission testing for the various regulatory enforcement

progréms which CARB méy-ﬁtilize to aséure compliance
with ite regulatigns. Therefore, emission certification
fuel specifications muStrbe defined within a closged
range to assure consistency and repeatability, sorthat
the testiﬁg is a valid measure of the engine’s emissions
performance.and'not influénced by variables whiéh could
be introduced with the test fuel. it’s important to
note that there’s a great deal of data Which shows that
a diesel engine’s émissions.can respond to re;atively
small incremental changes in certain prdperties of the'
test fuel.

Moreovefg CARB has initiated three major
rulemakings over the past several years for which the
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standards ahd the feasibility have been predicated on
the use of lbw sﬁlfﬁr/lOw aromatics diesel.fuel for
certification. - The standards promﬁlgated in the 1995

Medium-Duty Vehicle Rule, the 1995 Utility Lawn & Garden

| Equipment Rule, and'thé.1996 through 197 Urban -Bus Rule

are all linked to the diesel certification fuel
specification being deliberated today.
These aforeméntioned regulatory standards

were all established with certain expectatioﬁs as to how

diesel certification fuel would be defined. The CARE.
_stéff has developed a_cértiiication fﬁel épécification_

 that'EMAfs members who @roduce produdts which are

ngerned‘by thése rulemakings can utilize to. comply with

the regulatory obligaticon. Given the fact that some of

these regulations will become effective in just over S0

days, it is too late in the certification process for

CARB to make any additional changes to the diesel

‘certification fuel specifications.

Of further importance to engine manufacturers
énd CARB staff is that the spécifications be seﬁ so that
there is an assured supply of diesel fuel available for
a reascnable price for manufactureré and staff to
perform emissions development exercises and compliance
testing. It is our sﬁanding that there are only two
suppiiers of diesel certification fuel that can
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cOhsistently supply fuel with the same properties.

One major supplier stated at a CARB fuels

workshop that the lowest cetane value they can obtain by
conventional means with exiSting resources for a 10

percent aromatic fuel is 52.

Further, the feprodﬁéibility.of_cetanei

measurement is over plus or minus 3 cetane numbers. In

‘accordance with ASTM methods D 613. Therefore, the

cetane range for specifying certification fuel must be-

sét_wide enough. to address both the problems of cetane

'meaSQrement_reprodﬁcibility and fuel blehding

variability. As such, the maximum cetane number limit

cénndt be_set lower than'SS.

While EMA and its‘members requestedrthat.a
maximum cetane number be set at 60, we'worked closely
with the staff to understand their concerns regarding
the establishment of a more appropriate éetane range.
We believe that CARB staff has écted resp&nsibly in
setting the c¢ritical properties of certification fuel

based upon their analysis of commercially available

10 percent'aromatic motor vehicle diesel fuel properties

surveyed throughout the state of California.

In conclusion, EMA and its members support
CARB staff’é findings and‘agree with the range of
certification fuel properties being proposed for
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_adoPtidn today. 'Engine hanufacturers affected by,

the 1995 regulations which utilize this fuel have had

no choice but to develop their product 1ines with the

'expeCtatiOn that:these.certification fuel specifications

will be adopted by the board.  If there'is any revision

to these_specifications'at‘this late_datefrit'would have!

a major impact on engine manufacturers’ ability to

certify fqr 1895 and_woﬁid thentially disrupt the

mafkétpléde.f

If you have any\@uestions, i_wiil ke pleased

to answer them at this time.

 cHAIRwoMAN_scHAFER: 'Thank-You.very.much;V

_Mr.-Kellér.

Do any board members have guestions for
Mr. Keller at this point?

MR. CALHOUN: Yes.

CHATRWOMAN SCHAFER: Mr.-Calhoun.

MR. CALEOUN: Mr. Kellex, if the board
were to adopt_the recommendations of WSPA, how would
that impact your members?

MR. XELLER: Mr. Calhoun, the-properties
of the certification reference fuel that are used for
certifying these products will change, and in éome
respects it would be -- it would tend to kﬁock down
these'p:opertieé and probébly we feel unrepresentative
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of what the commercial fuels are really -- and the

diesel engines ére'going to use, but to -- a short
| of these prbducts'tQ certify_ahd be ready for January!l,

‘various changes in fuel properties, and it ‘is hard to

answer to it, it could have an effeCt'on the abilities
1995. The engines all react somewhat differently to

tell which models would be affected.
- MR..CALHOUN: Thank-ydu.
CQAIRWOMAﬁ'SCHAFER:  Any other gquestiodns -
f%dm_bdafﬁ.membérs.for Mr;,Keller at this time?- -
| . fIanét, thank you very.mucﬁ.fﬁr yduff
téétimony,'éndeg ﬁay ha§e you baCk:inIdiscussion;'
'is.there any comment that the staff wantedftd
make in connection with Mr. Keller’s comments?
Okafi Thanklyou very mu&h.
MR. KELLER: Thank vou.
CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Warren Slodowske with
Navistar. Nice to seé you again, Mr. Siodowskeh
MR. SLODOWSKE: Goéd mofning. I stepped

forward this morning without any prepared comments.

Like other engine manufacturers, I am deeply concerned

about the health and well-being of the CARB proposal,
and what I would really like to present myself forward
to is if there are some additional questions or concerns

on the part of the board before voting, because I'd like
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to have that opportunity to défend:what has been donef'
I think I would like to just:maybe embellish

a little bit of what Glenn said with Mxr. Calhoun’s

question,‘heCause I think it is a question of

"significance, of importance, and deserves an answer.

We juét recently received a shipment of a

Californialike certification fuel from Hall (phonmetic)

HydrOCarbons.‘ That batch.hana_cetane of abbut 52,

which the.batch'preVibusly we had been doing developméﬁt

work'. If we're to listen what WSPA wourld havé us do, .

thaf Would”io@er that max numbexr to 53.

When you look at ASTM testrreprodUCibility Qf'

meaéufing cetane,.aﬁd you.have.a'plus or ﬁinus'threé
ﬂumbers, that if the Air Resources Board wanted to
confirm the legitimacy of our certification fuel, there
would be a reasonable chance that they would find it
unacceptable just because of the reproducibility of the
ways cetane -- the way cetane 1s measured, and that
certainly would create a hardship to Navistar, and I
feel I’ﬁ not just speakigg for Navistar, but other
member companies.

One thing I would like, asg you're ﬁondering
what additional questions you might have for me on this
issue that is vervy critical, not only to Navistér, but
to engine ﬁanufacturers; is tc make some cémment cf how
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the process works at this time.
I was~véry~pleased to. be a part of this

process, because there were ample -- there was ample

 opp¢rtunity;for engine manufacturers to present thelr

 perspectives to the Air Resources Board staff, and in

turn, we had ample oppdrtunity to understand where they

were ébming”from. And if I may just put this overhead .

up - - because one of the things -- I think the room is

small enough, and I’'ll try to Speak up.

(Cverhead presented,).‘

Oﬁe of thé thiﬁgs_thét Glenn had menticned is |

that our briginélipropdéal was a maximum of 60 cetane,
and just td_share,with the:board-that we just_hadnft
been out in the sun too much, but there was some

legitimacy for that request, is here 1s a graph plotting

aromatic content and cetane number against one another,

becausge those £wo properties are related.

However, you don’t get a perfect straight
line because ail-paraffins aren’'t created eqqal and all
aromatics arén’t_creéted equal, éo there are certain
anomalies. This was published in a paper written by
Chris Weaver, ana for those of you who have followed
CARB board hearinéé and workshops for =z nﬁmber of vears,
you’fe veryrfamiliar with' Chris. He works with rating.

But there’s not a lot of data in the
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10 percent aromatic area, because that is a new frontier

that California has Crossed._“But'we do have some, and’

if yvou were toc draw a best'straight ;ine through here,

'_an@ arlﬁvpercentﬁaromaticﬁat 6QL ﬁha£ does th séem like
faﬁ unréaSOnable ékpéétatioﬁ. And s0.in sdme of the ‘
‘negotiétionS'for thesé vafious-rules,.liké the‘ |
-médiﬁm—duty vehiclé.rule, this entered.oﬁrwmind as to

what & reaéonabie standard.Should be, as well as I think

the'mobile;Sburce:division; as to what a reasonable
standard should be.

So we present this information, and -- -to

show the wérking.back and'forth.ffbm_CARB‘staff.” They

indicated we have a SIightly_different-situation.here in

Califormnia.

The base stocks that you have in Southern
California tend to be maybe a little more anomalous,
lower cétane for lower aromatic, where Northern -
Califqrnia Fits a little closer to this typé of plot.

So in CARB’s opinion it was -- CARB staff
opinion -- 60 was too high and a lower number was moré
reasonabkle. And I agree. There was reasonableness in
this request. It wasn’t our wish. We were hoping for
more. But we understand where the specification haé
come from.

And so in closing of what I’d-like to say; is
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I:fééi{ engine manufaéturers.feel, that ﬁhe ?roposal is
faif_aﬁd just, énd_we strongly encou:age you td‘approve?
this ce:tification*specificationrés_préposed-from thé‘
béard._z' . | |
| wa, if ﬁﬁefe?s éome additionaliéueSﬁiQﬁs,

and'wé'veihéd a lgt.of debate here, I'd like'tb.fry to _
handle ﬁhem}.: | | | | |

\ | .' éHAiRWbMAN sdHAFER: "Thanks.véry muchL

' Are there gquestions from members of the board

- for Mr. Slqdo@éke?.-Or comments, yes.

;Mr.-LagarLasf 11ﬂ

' MR. LAGARIAS: Thank you for your

:suppgrt.__I agreél The ocutlier should be given less

weightl and we appreciate your response and your
willingness to work with the staff in this regard.’

MR. SLODOWSKE: Well, thank vyou, énd I
hope I can serve a model for future regulations'and
items. I think that some time ago things got to be
rather'combative and controversial, and that things seem
to.work better, I think, if we can work together. So I
appreciate your comments, and thank you for your time.

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you very much,

-Mr. Slodcwske. I have a feeiing we’ll have plenty of

oppertunity to lean on you again.
The next witness is Mr. Paul Wuebben of the
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Sbuth_Coast Air Qpality Managemént_DiétriCt! Gbéd
morning. | |
.MR;'WUEBBEN:_-Good}morningf
Maﬁam Cﬁairman_ana,members of the board;‘ My name}ié
Paﬁl'wuebbeﬁ;.and.l’m Ehe qleén fuels officer.with the
South Coast Air Quality Managément District. ‘Ifm.here‘

to address two important issues this morning, one

:rEIated”tdithe diesel fuelispedificatioh and- the other
| with respect to LPG fuel specification. If you’d'liké;

I can take guestions aftér'my.diesel'comments.__Théy’re_.

rélativély short.

‘But we first would like to compliment the

‘staff for deélinglwith a very .important component of

your emission control program, namely, a careful
gspecification of these fueis, and we fully agree with
thei; objectives to fully align those in-use -- those
test specifications with the in-use characteristics.

I think that‘yhat we’ve-heard this morning
certainly coﬁfirms cur understanding of diesel fuel
specification, which is namely that the average midpoint
for a 10 percent certified fuel is roughly one to two
cetane leveis - - péinté higher than an alternatively
formulatéd fuel. And I think there is a comment, a
récdgnition also that all else being-equal,‘é-fuel that
has higher cetane, it is a iittle easier.to certify

L
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ﬁhose fﬁels; .Andliltﬁihk'wé all sharé the common goéi
of:having.és much comparabiiityiand'aligﬁmgnt between
thé‘éerf fuel,aﬁd the actual iﬁ~usé ﬁue1. 

.  I_think £or that_#eésoﬁl-Wé_wdﬁld~éertainly,

take some of the information that was suggested by

Mr. Glenn Kellexr, namely that a maximum 55 cetane fuel

wduld‘be,fgasible. - Understand the current
recomméndation_is to set a maximum of 57. It might be a
‘little .-- from our standpoint, it would probably be most

prudent to make sure’ that Ehe maximum cetane level not

exdeedeS'in the interest of ‘one trying hb aligniyour

-inéﬁSéféverage_midpoint'fuel_poiﬁtZWithIWhét is a¢£ﬁally:"ﬂ

ocecurring in-the‘field. :I think that would tend to

ensure that the assumptions that you make about
equivalency are actually reflected in your.
certification. _

And we certainly agree with Mr. Bo}d that
there is a strong eqguivalency. But of course those

equivalency tests, as you know, are limited to two

engine families, and for that reason, certainly the

engine manufacturers have a lot of need for certainty on

the specifications. I think that it is c¢lear that the&
need a definite certification -- or i should say
specification, and they also need scme attention to the
timeline, because clearly you can’t chénge those --
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those specifications, and they would affect the ’95

-model year;‘.Perhaps if-you'went'to a maximum 55, you

could do so effective -for the 1996_engine_yeaf.

- 'So.that pretty-much completes my comments on

your diesel fuel specification. If you’d like to have
me -- if you have any questions, I could stop now or

‘proceed to the LPG issue.

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: I'd like to ask. 1In

contrast to the position that WSPA took, you're not
recommending.a reduction in the average; you're |
recdmmending a lower cap?__Is_thét_j~'am}I.underStanding

‘that?.

MR. WUEBBEN: Well, it will probably

‘achieve a gimilar result. We haven’t had time to

evaluate the methodology.

CHATRWOMAN SCHAFER: I was about to ésk,,
what then -- how then that compared with the WSPA
proposal and whether the staff had considered this
variation.

MR. SIMEROTH: Chairwoman Schafer, the
staff proposal is for a cap of 55 and with a minimum
of 47.

MR. WUEBBEN: Oh.

MR. SIMEROTH: I think it’s consistent
with what Paul is proposing.
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MR. WUEBBEN: Excuse me. I thought that
there was an original --

 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Okay. I am just

'ﬁrYihg to figﬁre.oqt_which-propdsal:ydu were aligﬁing '

yourself with or whether yours was something different.

MR. STIMERQTH : The_original workshop

' pfopdsal‘Was a wider rangéj then the 45-day notice went

| out with the more narrow range.

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Okay.

higher --

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: This is the

conseguence, then, of that'procéssr. Okay;.'And'the

cother point.

A MR. WUEBBEN: Yes. On the LPG
gpecification, our con;erﬁ is, 'I think, similar tec the
staff, that a clear signal be sent to_the_LPé producers
and marketers that the lower-propene specification be
achieved within a two-year time frame; that we
appreciate that ﬁhere is a good reasgn at. this point to
amend aﬁd provide a little bit more time to go from |
10 percent to 5 percent propene, but there is & ver?
significant reactivity impact of propene relative to
propane. And that certainly there is going to be
additional complying propane that will resulﬁlfrom the

; o 60
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introduction of Phase 2 gasoline. But that I think it
is'very_important‘for'your board to eeﬁd a very Clear
signal that this'is a'special oneatime:extensibn_and

that there were spe01al czrcumstances,'bUt not to

1ndlcate to the 1ndustry that they can expect further"

relaxatlons of that tlme‘frame. Because as we -- we- are

encouraging additional LPG and gaseous fuel vehicle .

eintrodﬂction, working on many joint projects with Orange

County'Tfansit Authority and other users. And we

_recognize that there is going to‘be-an increase in

~

propane use ae an alternatlve vehlcle fuel Se'fOr'that

reaSOH 1t =3 1mportant to establlsh a clear guldance sof'

that that extenSLOn is a one - tlme type cf matter.

CHATIRWOMAN SCHAFER:‘ Yegs, Mr. Calhoun.

MR. CALHOUN: My understanding is
that the reason for the'extension-is to ensure the
availability of the fuel. I agree with you that propane
is certainly reactive, and hopefully in a couple of
yvears maybe more propane -- Or propene would_be
available at that particular time. I'm not so sure that
we ought to go on record, the staff, that this is.a
one-time -- ene—tiﬁe ehange.

I share your concern, but what we are really

dealing with here is an availability issue. I think the
industry recognizes the fact that the board has already

- 61
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adopted ﬁhésé :egulations;_that We eipect théﬁ.to qoﬁplj
with-fhem; | | |
| | '_CHAIRWOMANESCHAFER: Thank ygu,very much;
: Aﬁy dtherquestioﬁsjfor'Mr. Wuebben'énd“from
members of.tﬁe:boa?d? o | o

‘Would the-staff_liké to comment in any

respect to ‘this part of the testimony?

“All fight; ‘Thank you very. much.
Are there any other witnesses who would like
to_speak_about any of the three parts of the staff__

recommendation with respect to these certification’

‘fuels?

M:ifBOYd;.doeslthé.4;‘havéVWe receiyedhﬁny
written comments that need to be summarized at‘this
point in time?

MR. BOYD: Yes, Madam Chair.

CHAIﬁWOMAN SCHAFER: Please, go ahead.

MR. SIMEROTH: Madam Chairwoman, we’ve
received a letter from the American Autdmobile
Manufacturers Associatioq. They support the proposed
certification of the diesel fuel proposal. They support
the natural gas certification fuel proposal to change
oxygen content; however, they did recommend a makimum'
oxygenlcontgnt of 0.3 mole percent. But for the
liguefied petroleum gas proposal to allow two additional
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'years;‘they‘support that, but they ask that the Air

Resources-Boar@letaff.make auailable for review and
comment a'proposal-from the Western Propane Gas
Association to conduct a testlng program to evaluate the
em1581one.of.propane and other ozone precursors from.

LPG. Staff is prepared to do that and'share that

‘information.

Chevron U.S.A. Submltted a letter.

.Ba31cally, thelr letter was the same comments . as made by
Jthe Western States Petroleum Assoc1atlon They ask that

the ARantaff,glve_consrderatron to revrewxng_dlesel

fuel properties in'the'future{analtakelthat‘intof
consideratioh at tuture.adoptiona of'the_dieselh
certification fuels; |

Staff will be monitoring‘the properties of
diesel fuel as we go through and use that information.

Mesa Environmental sent a letter .supporting

the CNG proposal and also the propene proposal for LPG.

That is the three letters that we received
that people did not testify today on.
CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Very good.
Are there any additicnal comments that the
staff might have on testimony or anything else the board
needs to be aware of prior to consideriné the item?

MR. BOYD: ©No further comments,
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| Madam Chair. We recommend your adoption of the staff’s

‘proposal.

CHATRWOMAN SCHAFER: Very well. Since all

testimony and written submissions and staff comments for

'_thiSﬁitém"have been entered into the record, the anfd

is -- if this is true -- not'granﬁingra'—— this is not a

15-day; is that right? There’s no reason to make

‘this -- -

Z:MR, JENNINGS:‘ The staff pfoposal is_hot

.a. 15-day item:

;fCHAiRWOMAN SCHAFER:_ Very good. The board_..f

3Iﬁm'bffi¢iéliy'closing~thé.recorduon'this particular .

agency item for 94-9-1. Written and o;al comments
received after the comment period has been closed will
not ke accepted as part of the official record on this
agenda item.

At this point just a reminder to
board members of cur policy concerning ex parte
communications. While we may communicate off the record
with outside persons regarding board rulemaking, we must
disclose the names of our contacts and the nature of the
contents on the record. |

Are there any?

Hearing none, we will take a moment now to
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read the resolution that’s been prepared.

. The board has-béfore:it Resolution No. 94-53

which contains the staff‘récommeﬁdations that we’ve

 heaid.thisimo£ning. _Db I'havé a mbtidn and:sécdnd?i

"SupervisOr Vagim.

- SUPERVISOR VAGIM: I’lx move adoption.df

Resolution No. 94-53.

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: I do héve-a'second. _

. MS. EDGERTON: = Second.

CHATRWOMAN SCHAFER : -Miss_Edgerton,_

‘seconding.. -

VIs.theré'any;bdard diébuséidn on thisg item’

| this morning?

Very well. 1I'd like to ask the secretary to

call the roll on Resclution No. (94-53.
MS. HUTCHENS: Bilbray. Calhoun.
MR. CALHOUN: Ave.
MS. HUTCHENS: Edgertén.
MS. EDGERTON: Avye.
MS. HUTCHENS: Hilligoss.
MAYCR HILLIGOSS: Ave.
ME. HUTCHENS: .Lagarias.
MR. LAGARIAS; Aye.,
MS. HUTCHENS: Parnell. Riordan.
SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: Avye.
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