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Good morning. As President of the Service Station & Automotive
Repair Association of Pennsylvania Delaware, I want to thank you for giving
me the opportunity to express my concerns over the pending changes in the
emissions program. As I express my concerns, please keep in mind that I am
speaking to you not only as the President of my organization, but also as a
vocational school automotive instructor, ASE certified automotive technician,
and as a member of the Society of Automotive Engineers. Additionally, my

automotive retail business has been part of the current emission program since

its inception.

The de-centralized program to this date has been, in my opinion,
successful in spite of the controversy over the present fee cap and the limited
geographical coverage of the present system. The quality of the air across the
state has been improved over the past few years thanks to efforts by industry
and small businesses; the major oil companies took the initiative to lower
Reid vapor pressures in gasolines while the emissions program did its job in
policing the emissions standards set up by the EPA in the most severely affected
areas, although I cannot understand why the standards for the 1981 cars are
the same as those for the 1992 cars. As a trained technician I can only guess
that the EPA dropped the ball on this one. Of much more concern is the growing
amount of evidence that the EPA has been less than truthful to the citizens
of Pennsylvania as to the true air standards that exist today. In fact, the
National Academy of Sciences has recently charged the EPA with using 1988 air
standards instead of 1991 air standards as mandated by Congress. Additionally,
the EPA has deliberately ignored another Congressional mandate to issue the
on-board vehicle cannister data due last November, nearly 3 months past. My
sources in Washington have reported tome the deep divisions within the EPA

itself concerninag centralized vs. de-centralized inspections.
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Obviously, the credibility of the EPA is on the line in Washington
as I speak. My question to you is how can this agency, with all its credibility
problems and internal chaos, be allowed to influence changes in our present
system until it proves itself credible once again. This credibility not only
addresses the possible cover-up of true data but also how we are going about
dealing with the photo-chemical smog problem. Everything that has been regulated
in the way of control to date addresses the reduction of HCs. The NO, problem
has been ignored as the real way to address the problem. Due to this credibility
gap, I feel that the existing program (de-centralized) should remain intact in
the foreseeable future. The cost to industry and to the consumer will once
again skyrocket simply to satisfy a regulatory agency's whims of change. (A
copy of the article addressing the National Academy's indictment of the EPA is

inclosed in my testimony.)

It is my understanding that PennDot is in favor, at this point, of a
centralized system. I have previously expressed my concerns with this type of
program with PennDot personnel. To my surprise, when discussing the possible
scenarios, the reaction that I received was one of "we never thought of that".
Unfortunately, if we flashback to the beginning of the present program, it was
the lack of input by the industry that caused many of the problems that exist
today. A few years ago, my association took the initiative to develop a
dialogue with PennDot where we could communicate our concerns about the emissions
program. An Ad Hoc Emissions Advisory Committee was formed, bringing in repre-
sentatives from our Association, ASA, the Delaware County Inspection Association,
and the New Car Dealers. I am proud to say that through dialogue much was
accomplished. It seemed that we were on the right track, so to speak. Un-
fortunately, much to my dismay, the Emission Advisory Committee has never been

invited to meet with the EPA and PennDot about the possibility of changes in
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the program. I strongly feel that this has been a major mistake leaving out
the expertise of the techs in the field. Obviously, my first concern is that
of the past repeating itself by ignoring the input of technicians who are

doing the tests on a daily basis.

My second concern is that of the possibility of the independent shop
losing safety inspection to a centralized, watered down inspection. Our de-
centralized safety inspection is the envy of many across the country; it has
worked very well in that the Pennsylvania car is very safe to operate and in
that competition between independents has kept the costs consumer friendly.
However, the customer is not going to appreciate having to take his(her) car
to their trusted garage for safety inspection one day, then to a centralized
emission testing center a second day. The existing program is very convenient
to the consumer in that he(she) has both the emissions and safety inspection
done at the same trusted shop on the same day. Why would we want to eliminate
such an efficient program for the sake of bureaucratic whims? I am sure that
the consumer is not going to be happy about this type of unprecidented and
unnecessary inconvenience. I am sure there will be some type of pressure on
the legislature to alleviate such a problem. Unfortunately, it would be very
easy to quench this outcry by centralizing the safety test. However, by doing
so, the integrity of the present test would have to be greatly compromised in

order to accommodate the vast number of cars that would bottle up the system.

My third concern is that of who will repair the failed vehicle and
'who will re-certify it? If the above scenario wasn't bad enough, look what

would happen to the car owner if his car fails the emissions test:
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- 1st. Day: Vehicle goes to private shop for safety inspection.

- 2nd. Day: Vehicle goes to centralized emissions center for

test. (Car fails.)

- Owner must then contact private shop to make appointment for
emissions repair (most shops work oﬁ a two day advanced appoint-
ment schedule).

- Two days (average) later: Owner takes car to private shop for
repair.

- The following day the owner takes the car back to centralized
emissions test center for re-test - and hopes it passes. (If it
doesn't pass, who is right? Who is wrong? - Where does the

consumer turn now?)

In reviewing the above scenario, I would strongly urge the state to
implement a hybrid type of emissions testing program if, due to political
pressure, the present de-centralized program is doomed to extinction. In such
a program, the vehicle would be initially emissions tested at a centralized
site. If the vehicle passes the certification (sticker) would naturally be
issued immediately. However, if the vehicle fails, the privately owned repair
facility would make the repair, document it, and then issue the certification
(sticker). This procedure would be much more consumer friendly in terms of
cost and time. I might suggest to add even more credibility to the program,
especially in the eyes of the consumer, all emissions technicians who either
repair or re-test the car would be required to pass an up-dated state course
or be ASE certified in Engine Tune-Up & Emissions Control. This testing and
certification could be handled by the local vocational schools throughout the
state. I am presently the emissions training instructor at the Center for Arts

and Technology and upon polling three successive classes have found this concept
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to be very popular with the technicians who are now going through the emissions
certification classes. However, it is my understanding that presently schools
in areas of the state where the program is anticipated to spread are now con-
ducting or are planning to hold the present state emissions certification
course. I feel this should be stopped immediately, in all fairness to thousands
of techs who are paying fees out of their pocket, until the program and its new

certification criteria, if any, is promulgated.

In summary, let me repeat that I sincerely feel a state-wide de-
centralized program, as is the safety program, would be the most efficient and
consumer friendly program to build upon, while assuring the continued improvement
of the air quality which has occurred under the existing program. There are
few states that have Pennsylvania's expertise in handling de-centralized inspection,
either emissions or safety. This is a very important point in that Pennsylvania
has been looking to other states which have little or no expertise in the opera-
tion of a de-centralized program, be it safety or emissions. Why change a |
system that we have excelled in (de-centralized testing) other than because of
pressure by the EPA? This is, in my opinion, a classic case of a Federal
bureaucracy trying to interfere with a successful state-run program. In any
event, I strongly urge the Commonwealth to decide on a program as expeditiously
as possible, that all planned and on-going certification of techs in areas not
presently under the program be halted, monies already collected to be refunded
immediately, and that if a centralized system is forced upon us a prohibition
be enacted to prevent the centralization of both safety and emissions inspections
together and it be one of a hybrid type which would be, under the circumstances,
the fairest to the consumer and to the auto tech, who will be investing time

and money in the new programs.
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Thank you for allowing me to present the concerns of my membership

and my customers. I will be glad to answer any questions.

Peter Laviola, President
S.S.A.R.A.P.D.
February 25, 1992
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NAS trashes Clean Air Act

ha cenwerplece of George
Bush's ’accompllahx?clg;
Hu”™ iy the Hge o

I firad

1950 Clean Amend-
feats, Bul over the last yeor, all
three sections of that bill have besa
refuted by serious wcien<z as clther
Udcless or counterproductive.

The latest attack comes from the
Natfonal Academy of Sclomees,
which concluded, in the words of tho
New York Thnes, that “smog s #0
poorly understood that much of the
ration’s ceffort o contrdl it may bo
nrhadirectod” Thats more than $30
hllien 1 yer, with $12 bitkon more
& year under the new CAA,

The otatral thrust of the NAS e,
port ix that ot of the &fforts &
coatrol have focusod o the
wlatllo organie compounds (YOCs)
from suto and ttatonary emisglons
aurces, while o conz nle
trogen oxided (NOX). As the Times
reported i “The study ratsex the

possibility that bilions of dollars tn.

vested ot reflnaries and gasoling soa«
Yong and In the hardwars of cars @
roduce orgonie emisslons (VOCa)
Srve been misdirectod because &f.
focts ¥ reduce nitrogon axddes bave
bocn neglocked®

Acm.my,l the pmblﬁn 1] mﬁ .
moce complex, There Iy strong ¢vie
éence, for eample, that at certaly
ratios & YOO o NOX, the NOX ac
wolly opeeates o redics e2ons fore
matoc, and a0 al-out NOX redug:
thog atrategy could actually increase
$m0g in me aationt.

On tho other hand, in many arear
e naturd] hydrocar producad
by trees and vogetation, which are

sensitive b lempcraturs &ad
NOX, are the main procursers w
#nog formatioe.

Atlants, for ¢éxample, ¢pent *
nearly §1 bhlion cutting Jtx VOC4 18
Baif, only 1 have levels vise
somewht, Goorgla A0
.chemist William Chameddet
ot than two-thirda of alt

In Adanta were |

Cutzlng VOCs alonc does nothing.
In Sclenco magaalng edito-
rializod, “Lack of puccess of the
{o=une] program and evidenco of the

Dr. Jones shows that
the EPA deliberately
withheld the 1?89 and
1990 datg until after
the final passage of
the 1990 Act.

ikl

o0

. 1 viclatlon of the »

SRECATIVE COST-REDUCTION DUET0 44
[PROFLR CLASCIHICATION OF OZONEY
il e of P RSN oo B

role of blogenk hydrocarbors i

producing 2ona are FT]

goophysicisis 1 questpn whathar &

eontinoation of ourrent policies by

%@AWmMmtmlofm
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In 1989, ozone researcher Grog
MacRoz of Camegle Mellon coa-
tndad ina pecrrevicwed mody that
“our present strategy doply Bl
working, Wo [oind that the really
¢ritical need was for much more ré-
duction fnnitrogen oxide, ., . Rvealf

doubled tha reductions an YOC

those arcas whero satural hydre-
qsrbons are kigher 1t dots no good.”

ot most of the 1590 CAA 731
of stil further reductions in VOCK

What is really ironic, howovee, ¢
that the NAS reports main coedy.
ot {3 wrong, bocaude ft was.
tha rest of ns) deliberately
Drmed by the EPAL

Acoording to the NAS, *Despits |
the r regulitory and pollutica.
con Lgmcmm of mg&ﬁ £
years, efforty to attain the Natons!
Ambients Alp Standard o
aone have lrgely » adding:
*In 1990, 99

Yet, from 3989 through 1991, ZPA
sation datx show that snly 27 ¢ities
ware [4 violsuon of smog of cxone
sandards, & sharp redoction from
the 82 clties in the 1987-1989 pariod.’

in x paper for the Catd
nstjhrte in mm Pr. %
o2 formetly a ashior sciontisnt
with the President's Councfl on Eavi-
rormeatal Quality wider three ad-
ministrations, shows that the EPA
deliberately withheld the 1889 and
1990 dota until after the final s:t-
5356 of the 1990 Act. Yot that data
trend continued into 1991, showing a
60 pereent median reduction ta ¢x-
ceedances natonwids (300 Table).

Tnstcad of tho 88 non-California
clties in nongtisinment used a3 2 bas
st for the CAA, Ma. Jones ound an
avrdge of only 27 in the last throe
years. Instcad of the 807 excewd:
ancus in non-Callfornla cities, she
found only 125 u vear in 1989-91,

M3, Jonos directly accuscs the
LPA of deliberntely blaslag this
debate by rushing out the 1938 daty
In Scptember 1988 “soma 10 months
{n advance of their normal dats ¢ol
lection ¢ycla,” and then sltting on the
improvement data since 1989.
“When [inquired a3 10 why EPA suy-
pressed the good news about the low
czong impacts In 1989, the answer
was, 'Noone asked ui for thedgra !

M1, Jones' report concludes In
harsh words for a good sclantist:
*The EPA chornde [3 ovar. Current
EPA officials responsidle hor this
charado should be held necountnble

%m- such blatant publio misinforms.

{o. o Ny
When Con 3 passod the Clean
A'Ir ﬁu gx‘ 1 mtdni:‘cc kod sircady
clearly shown the xiain campsnents
of that bl — tighter tallpipes, evap
orative on-board canistari and even

P

Last summer, EPA
began to admit what

sclentists have been

saying for some time,

[ —

alernative fuels — wero nelther
Beccasary nor affoctive.
Yot both EPA and Congreds

noted this evidencs, just s they did °

cr\';c:ﬁgm!fsm}!a mml#dd?ro-
ton Asseasmiént Progra

wgzch showed acld raln was m:n.,
erisia and conld be dealt with &ra
tiny fraction of the cost of tha draco-

alan erash program that was sctu-
ally pagsed, 3 program that tiself
burts the environment more than
helps it

Then Jast summer, ZPA began o
edmit what sclontists have basn say:
Ing for somo tUme: The rizk modcly
that pradict the dongars of tha 197
"wxics” regulated In the alr todas
sectionof the Clean Alr A ¢t dramatd-
cally overstato thoao dangers, aug-
gesting that tho scetlon i massiw

ruguxntsc_g Gverkill, oo
Len © $20 Yliion to aver
few dozen cancor risks,

With alf three socon:
now trashed — and Gen
apparsntly In o dowsar
doom, devpting largs &
Umited captial 00 CAA o
htistme for Housa Boer;
neres Chalrmaa Joh
Michignn Demxxral, o
ingt L detacraing how €
the sdmintstution wer
this path 1o coatly disas:
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