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The Honorable Russell B. Long July 1S, 1977
Chairman
Committee on Finance
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in reference to your letter of May 20, 1977, requesting
the United States International Trade Commission to conduct a
study on the impact of the Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax Proposal,
sections 1201-1204 of the proposed National Energy Act, on the
future of the U.S. passenger automobile industry and its competi-
tiveness in the United States with foreign passenger automobile
industries.

Attached please find the Commission's report analyzing the impact
of this proposal, which includes the Fuel Inefficiency Tax and
Fuel Efficiency Rebate, on consumption and sales of U.S. and
foreign automobiles, employment in the U.S. automobile industry,
and U.S. consumers of passenger automobiles. The Commission's
analysis, which is for the period 1978 through 198S, is based
upon three different assumptions: (1)-the U.S. market under ex-
isting laws and regulations; (2) the U.S. market with the imple-
mentation of both the Fuel Inefficiency Tax and the Fuel Efficiency
Rebate; and (3) the U.S. market with the implementation of the
Fuel Inefficiency Tax only.

Please continue to call upon us whenever we can be of assistance
to you.

I hope you have a nice day.

Yours sincerely,

Daniel Minchew
Chairman

Attachment
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PREFACE

In response to a request dated Hay 20, 1977, by the Senate Com-

mittee on Finance, the United States International Trade Commission

reports herein the results of investigation No. 332-86, instituted on

Hay 31, 1977, under section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.

1332(g)) 1/, on the impact of the Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax proposal,

as transmitted by the President to the Congress, upon the future of the

U.S. passenger automobile industry and its competitiveness in the United

States with foreign passenger automobile industries.

The full text of the request is as follows:

The Senate Committee on Finance requests that the U.S.
International Trade Commission undertake a study of the
Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax proposal, Subpart I of
Part B of Title II of the proposed National Energy Act,
as transmitted to the Congress by the President of the
United States. This request is made pursuant to sec-
tion 332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930, and, under the
present calendar for consideration of the President's
proposed legislation, the study should be submitted to
the Committee on Finance no later than July 15, 1977.

The Committee is interested in an analysis of the
impact of the Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax proposal,
which includes the Fuel Inefficiency Tax and the Fuel
Efficiency Rebate, on the future of the U.S. passenger
automobile industry and its competitiveness in the
United States with foreign passenger automobile indus-
tries. We are particularly interested in the Commis-
sion's view of the impact of this proposal on consump-
tion and sales of U.S. and foreign automobiles,
employment in the U.S. automobile industry, and U.S.
consumers of passenger automobiles.

The Commission, in its efforts to fully comply with the request of

the Committee on Finance, explored and used various avenues of data

gathering and analysis.

1/ See Notice of Investigation published on June 22, 1977, 42 F.R. 31661.
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A public hearing was held in connection with the investigation

on July 6, 1977, in Washington, D.C. The information contained in

this report was obtained from the public hearing, from briefs and

other submissions filed by interested parties, from responses to the

Commission's questionnaires, from information published in Automotive

News and Ward's, from published and unpublished studies by U.S. Govern-

ment agencies and other sources, from material supplied by the Motor

Vehicle Manufacturers Association (United States and Canada), and

from the Commission's files.

The Commission has examined several well-known and respected

econometric automobile demand forecasting models. The Wharton Econo-

metric Forecasting Associates Automobile Demand Model (hereafter

referred to as the Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model) was used as

an analytical took in making projections of automobile sales, pro-

duct mix, employment in the U.S. industry, and retail prices.

Except as noted, none of the observations or projections presented

in this report should be attributed to any interested party.
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SUMMARY AND OBSERVATIONS

The Commission has projected the impact of the Fuel Efficiency

Incentive Tax proposal (secs. 1201-1204 of the proposed National

Energy Act), which includes the Fuel Inefficiency Tax (FIT) and the

Fuel Efficiency Rebate (FER), on the future of the U.S. passenger

automobile industry and its competitiveness in the U.S. market with

foreign passenger automobile industries. These projections were made

within the framework of three hypotheses: (1) the Base Case under

existing laws and regulations; (2) the Fuel Inefficiency Tax and the

Fuel Efficiency Rebate proposal (FIT/FER); and (3) the FIT proposal

(without the FER). The projections assume equal treatment for imported

and United States/Canadian automobiles under the proposals.

The tax and rebate system embodied in the President's National

Energy Act proposal is essentially a pricing mechanism aimed at the

U.S. consumer of new passenger automobiles and has as its overt pur-

pose the promotion of the demand for more fuel-efficient automo-

biles and the discouragement of the demand for less fuel-efficient ones.

Under the Base Case hypothesis, sales of United States/Canadian

new passenger automobiles per year are generally projected to increase

during the'period 1978-85, while sales of imported new passenger auto-

mobiles are projected to decline. Under the FIT/FER proposal and under

the FIT proposal, it is projected that manufacturers located in the

United States would make fewer sales of new passenger automobiles per

year than under the Base Case projections. The U.S. consumer would

4
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switch, at least initially, some purchases to imported new passenger

automobiles. Further, it is projected that the bulk of the increase in

sales of imported new passenger automobiles would be of passenger auto-

mobiles manufactured in Japan, both under the FIT/FER and FIT proposals.

The lost sales of United States/Canadian automobiles registered

in the United States projected under all proposals except the Base Case

are expected to be primarily the result of declining demand for full-

sized new passenger automobiles, in which the U.S. industry predominates.

Further, U.S. sales of imported and United States/Canadian passenger auto-

mobiles combined are expected to decline under the FIT/FER or the FIT

proposal as compared with the Base Case.

Thus, under the Base Case, annual sales of new passenger auto-

mobiles in the United States would be expected to reach 14 million

units by 1985, i.e., sales of 12.5 million United States/Canadian

new passenger automobiles and 1.5 million imports. Under the FIT/FER

proposal, a loss in total annual sales of new passenger automobiles

of 30,000 units is projected for 1985; under the FIT proposal, a

similar loss of 40,000 units is projected. Under the FIT/FER proposal,

sales of United States/Canadian new passenger automobiles in 1985 are

~ projected to drop below the Base Case level of 12.5 million units by

330,000 units; under the FIT proposal, such sales would drop by 140,000

units. Sales of imported new passenger automobiles in 1985 are pro-

jected to increase above the Base Case level of 1.5 million units by

300,000 units under the FIT/FER proposal and by 100,000 units undei

the FIT proposal.
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Employment in the, United States engaged in the production of new

passenger automobiles is projected to increase under the Base Case

during 1978-85, but under the FIT/FER proposal and the FIT proposal

employment will be below the Base Case. Under the Base Case, employment

is projected to increase from 826,000 employees in 1978 to 1.1 million

employees in 1985. In contrast, 23,000 employees would be displaced

under the FIT/FER proposal during 1985 while 9,000 employees would

be displaced under the FIT proposal during the same year.

Prices of United States/Canadian mid-size, full-size, and luxury

new passenger automobiles within each class are projected to increase

above Base Case levels by the same amounts under either the FIT/FER

proposal or the FIT proposal during the 1978-85 period. Prices of

domestically produced subcompact and compact new passenger automobiles

will be below Base Case levels under the FIT/FER proposal, but will

be identical to Base Case levels under the FIT proposal.

Prices of imported subcompact and compact new passenger automo-

biles will be below Base Case levels during the 1978-85 period under

the FIT/FER proposal, but will be identical to Base Case price levels

under the FIT proposal. Prices of imported luxury new passenger auto-

mobiles will generally increase above Base Case levels by identical

amounts under either the FIT/FER or FIT proposal during the period.

Since there are presently no passenger automobiles imported into the

United States (except from Canada) in either the mid-size or full-size

class which are not also luxury automobiles, no prnoiftions were made

with respect to these classes,
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Of major significance in assessing the impact of the FIT/FER

proposal is to what extent the proposal, if enacted, would cause a

reduction in the amount of gasoline consumed by passenger automo-

biles. Automobile manufacturers are required under present law

to meet average annual fuel economy standards for the model years

1978-85, reaching 27.5 mpg for their production of passenger auto-

mobiles in the model year 1985. On the basis of the projections in

this report, the U.S. industry as a whole may not meet this standard

by model year 1985. While passenger automobiles exceeding the 1985

standard are presently being manufactured, the ability of each manu-

facturer to meet the required fuel economy standards for its entire

product line will depend to a significant extent on the nature of the

emission standards manufacturers will be required to meet during

these years and, to a lesser extent, new safety features which may

be required. Further, the development of new technology will play

an important role in this respect. Substantial penalties are pro-

vided by present law for a manufacturer which does not meet the

average fuel economy standard for a model year. Thus, the economic

consequences of such a failure would be prohibitive unless it

becomes more profitable to sell inefficient automobiles and incur

the penalty than to comply with present law.

It is projected that the FIT/FER proposal would not contribute

meaningfully to the domestic industry's ability to meet the fuel

economy standards required by present law. The proposal substitutes

public price regulation for private action and may duplicate action,



such as promotional rebates, already available to individual manu-

facturers. To the extent tax rebates would be payable on sales of

imported automobiles, the proposal would tend to impair the natural

competitive advantage the U.S. manufacturers could otherwise have

in the small-car market by using revenue from their own sales of

larger, less efficient cars to hold down or even discount their

prices of smaller, more efficient models. In so doing, the pro-

posal could impair the ability of individual U.S. manufacturers to

meet the average fuel economy standards under present law. To the

extent the proposal would have an adverse impact on the volume of

new automobile sales, it could tend to discourage conversion from

older, less efficient, and more polluting full-size automobiles.

The Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax proposal provides that rebates

would be payable with respect to sales of imported automobiles manu-

factured in foreign countries other than Canada only to the extent pro-

vided in executive agreements entered into with such foreign country.

This would be done in an attempt to control the amount and nature of

competition between U.S. and foreign producers in the U.S. market so

that U.S. producers would not be disadvantaged by the proposal. While

the terms of any such agreements are not known, they would necessarily

raise potential conflicts with the international obligations of the

United States.

7
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INTRODUCTION

The National Energy Act, as proposed by the President of the

United States and transmitted to the Congress, is intended to es-

tablish an overall national energy policy. The subject of this study

is the Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax proposal, which is incorporated

as subpart I of part B of title II (secs. 1201-1204) of the proposed

act, and its impact upon (1) the future of the U.S. passenger auto-

mobile industry and (2) the competitiveness of such industry with

foreign passenger automobile industries in the U.S. market. The

projections made in this report are for the period 1977-85.

The Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax proposal provides for a system

of manufacturers' excise taxes and rebates designed to increase the

retail prices of fuel-inefficient automobiles and decrease the prices

of fuel-efficient automobiles sold in the U.S. market. This system

of taxes and rebates would constitute an addition to a number of laws

regulating the U.S. automobile industry in the public interest.

Assumptions

Mandatory average fuel economy standards are required of U.S.

manufacturers and importers of automobiles, beginning with the 1978

model year ;nd increasing thereafter. I/ The projections in this

report were made on the assumption that in the administrative

establishment of these standards for the model years 1981-84

I/ The Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act, as amended
by-the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (15 USC 2002 et seq.).
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the standards would have been set at the levels at which no tax or

rebate would be payable under the Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax

proposal.

Automobile exhaust emission standards are prescribed under pres-

ent law. 1/ While the standards will become more stringent for

future model years, the uncertainty of administrative implementation,

coupled with the pendency of legislation which would amend the future

standards, makes the future impact of this law particularly difficult

to assess. Thus, the projections in this report were made on the

assumption that the standards in effect for the model year 1977 will

continue in effect. To the extent that these standards become more

stringent for- future model years, they will necessarily tend to have

a negative impact on fuel economy.

Similarly, automobile safety standards are prescribed under pres-

ent law 2/. The projections in this report were made on the assump-

tion that no new safety standards which would cause additional weight

to be added to new passenger automobiles would be implemented through

1985. Any increase in curb weight caused by increased safety standards

would necessarily tend to have an adverse effect on fuel economy.

The Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax proposal provides that rebates

would be payable with respect to imports of automobiles manufactured

in foreign countries other than Canada only to the extent provided

in executive agreements entered into with such countries. 3/ The

l/ Clean Air Act of 1963, as amended (42 USC 1857 et seq.).
2/ Motor Vehicles Safety Act of 1966, as amended (15 USC 1391).
S/ Sec. 1202 of the proposal.

08.118 0 .It * a
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nature and content of any such agreements, which would raise complex

international trade issues, are not known. Thus, the projections in

this report were made on the assumption that such rebates would be

payable on sales of such foreign automobiles on an identical basis

with those of United States/Canadian automobiles.

The projections in this report are based primarily upon the

Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model, the basic economic assumptions

of which were modified in the following respects:

Average annual growth rates
(percent)

1977-80 1980-85 1977-85

GNP (real) -------------------------- 3.5 3.3 3.4
Disposable personal income (real)--- 3.8 3.4 3.6
Inflation --------------------------- 5.0 4.0 4.5
Price of gasoline ------------------- 10.0 10.0 10.0
Unemployment ------------------------ Falling toward 4.5 percent

by 1985

The projections in this report were made primarily with respect to

passenger automobiles in use in the United States, U.S. registrations of

United States/Canadian and imported new passenger automobiles, U.S.

employment in the automobile industry, retail prices of automobiles,

and the impact of retail prices on U.S. consumers. Projections for

the period 1977-85 with respect to registrations, retail prices, and

import shares are by size classes, i.e., subcompact, compact, mid-

size, full-size, and luxury class (irrespective of size). However,

the definition of these classes for the period 1977-85 i-, uncertain,

and is made subject to the reservations described later in this report.
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The projections in this report are made within the framework of

three different hypotheses: (1) The Base Case; (2) the Fuel Efficiency

Incentive Tax proposal, which includes the Fuel Inefficiency Tax (FIT)0

and the Fuel Efficiency Rebate (FER); and (3) the FIT proposal (with-

out the FER). The conclusions and observations in this report were

based upon a comparison of the projections made under these three

different hypotheses.

Nature of Statistical Data Used To Determine the Impact
of the President's Proposed National Energy Act

Unless otherwise oted, all annual data are presented on a calendar-

year rather than a model-year basis. Calendar-year data are used pri-

marily because comparable foreign registrations (sales) and data relat-

ing to domestic registrations (sales) are only published on a calendar-

year basis. Likewise, the automobile demand models used by the Commis-

sion use calendar-year data for historical purposes and forecasts.

Model years for domestic automobiles and lightweight trucks, when used,

cover the period August I of the preceding year to July 31 of the

year indicated.

U.S. registrations of new passenger automobiles refer to the total

number of new passenger automobiles registered, domestic and imported,

for use during each calendar year. Domestic registration, unless noted

otherwise, refers to U.S. registrations of new passenger automobiles

manufactured in the United States and Canada. Foreign registrations,

or U.S. registrations of imported few passenger automobiles, do not
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include vehicles made in Canada. For purposes of this report, the

terms "registrations" and "sales" may be used interchangeably for the

1977-85 period. Automobile sales data used throughout this report

for earlier periods refer to actual sales from dealers to the

ultimate automobile consumer.
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Definitions of the Terms and Concepts Used in this Report

I. The following terms are as defined in the Motor Vehicle

Information and Cost Savings Act, as amended by the Energy Policy

and Conservation Act (15 USC 2001):

a. Passenger automobile
b. Automobile
c. Fuel economy
d. Average fuel economy standard
e. Manufacturer
f. Mode type
g. Model year

See appendix B of this report for the text of this act, and pages 34-39

for an explanation of its provisions.

2. President's Fuel Inefficiency Tax (FIT) is as provided in

section 1201 of the proposed National Energy Act, as transmitted to

the Congress by the President.

3. President's Fuel Efficiency Rebate (FER) is as provided in

the Congress by the President.

4. Prices of new passenger automobiles consist of the summation

of the following charges: (I) average base list prices for automobiles

with no "extras", (2) the value of an installed options package (3) state

and local taxes, and (4) transportation charges. Prices include the

FIT and the FER where appropriate. .

5. For the 1972-77 period, the classes subcompact, compact,

mid-size, full-size, and luxury are defined as follows:
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A. Subcompact: All passenger automobiles with a wheel-

base of not over 100 inches (excluding luxury cars).

B. : All passenger automobiles with a wheel-

base over 100 inches and not over III inches (excluding luxury

cars).

C. Mid-size: All passenger automobiles with a wheel-

base over III inches and not over 118 inches (excluding luxury

cars).

f D. Full-size: All passenger automobiles with a wheel-

base over 118 inches (excluding luxury cars).

E. Luxury: Since the basis for this category is the

manufacturer's suggested retail price, the actual cutoff is some-

what arbitrary. However, the lowest priced model types in this class

are generally (for domestic automobiles) the Buick Electra 225, the

Oldsmobile 98, and the Chrysler New Yorker. Imported automobiles with

a price greater than or equal to the lowest priced of these automobiles

are included in this class.

After 1977, the size classifications listed above for passenger

automobiles will no longer be applicable owing.t6 the downsizing of

each manufacturer's model types. Thus, classifications based upon

the traditional method of determining size (wheelbase) will not be

valid for the 1978-85 period. Instead, all size classifications

used in this report are a function of wheelbase, engine size,

interior space, weight, price, and other related factors. For the

purpose of this study, whenever subcompact is mentioned, it is
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assumed that this is the smallest classification for that particular

year, but it is not necessarily directly comparable in actual weight,

wheelbase, and so forth, with a subcompact of any previous year. This

relationship also holds true for all other size classifications (i.e.,

compact, mid-size, and full-size). In other words, all size classifica-

tions are relative to the specific year in question and are not to be con-

strued as absolutes or constants over the 1977-85 period. Furthermore,

for purposes of the projections in this report, each size class is

assumed to be downsized by about 30 percent in terms of curb weight and

by about 40 percent in terms of engine displacement over the period

1977-1985.

6. United States/Canadian automobiles consist of automobiles

produced in the United States and/or Canada by firms headquartered in

the United States or Canada. It does not include United States- or

Canadian-made automobiles produced by such firms as Volvo or Renault

which are headquartered in third countries, nor does it include

vehicles such as the Chevy Luv or Ford Courier which are assembled in

the United States from mostly third-country components. Also excluded

from the definition are "captive imports" as defined in item number 7.

7. Imported automobile is any new passenger automobile assembled

in any country other than the United States or Canada (those under

the purview of the Automotive Products Trade Act (APTA)) and imported

into the United States. A captive import is an imported vehicle

assembled in any country other than the United States or Canada by a
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subsidiary of a domestic manufacturer or assembled by a domestic manu-

facturer in a joint effort with a foreign manufacturer.

8. Employment refers to all persons employed at facilities of the

four major domestic automobile manufacturers in which complete pas-

senger automobiles and automotive parts are produced in the United

States.
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THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSED NATIONAL ENERGY ACT

General Te.rms and Objectives

On April 29, 1977, the President of the United States transmitted

to the Congress the National Energy Act, a draft of proposed legislation

to establish a comprehensive national energy policy. This transmittal

was preceded on April 18, 1977, by an address of the President to the

people of the United States concerning the national energy situation and by

a speech on April 20, 1977, before a Joint Session of the Congress, out-

lining the President's recommendations for dealing with the nation's ener-

gy problems.

The objective of the National Energy Act is to provide a comprehen-

sive national energy policy in response to the increasing demand for ener-

gy and its decreasing supply, particularly of oil and natural gas. This

policy is intended to stem the increasing dependency of the United States

on foreign oil markets and the vulnerability of the United States to in-

terruptions of foreign oil supply, to conserve the existing oil and natural

gas resources of the United States, and to enhance the efficiency of the

use of the Nation's energy resources.

In section 3 of the National Energy Act, six goals of the national

energy policy to be attained by 1985 are specified as follows:

•(I) Reduction of annual growth of United States energy
demand to less than 2 percent.

(2) Reduction of the level of oil imports to less than
6 million barrels per day.

(3) Achievement of a 10-percent reduction in gasoline
consumption from the 1977 level.
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(4) Insulation of 90 percent of all American homes
and all new buildings.

(5) An increase in annual coal production by at least
400 million tons over 1976 production.

(6) Use of solar energy in more than two and a half

million homes.

The provisions of the National Energy Act, which are intended to assure

that these goals are met, are divided into two titles. Title I consists

of the National Energy Act's nontax provisions, and title II consists of

tax measures.

The nontax provisions in title I of the National Energy Act are

divided into seven parts. Part A provides for energy conservation pro-

grams for residential buildings. Part B provides for energy efficiency

standards for consumer products other than automobiles, and energy effi-

ciency disclosure requirements for consumer products. Part C provides

for an energy conservation program for schools and hospitals. Part D

provides for a pricing program for natural gas intended to reduce the

demand for natural gas and increase its supply, and for an extension of

the allocation provisions of the Emergency National Gas Act of 1977.

Part E provides for a national public utility regulatory policy. Part F

provides for amendments to the Energy Supply and Environmental Coordina-

tion Act of 1974 to encourage conversion to coal and other fuels for the

generation of electricity and other purposes. Finally, Part G provides

for certain energy initiatives on the part of the Federal Government,

including the public demonstration of solar heating and cooling technology.
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The tax measures contained in title II are divided into six parts.

Part A provides for a temporary tax credit allowable against individual

income taxes based upon a portion of expenditures for energy conservation

equipment and solar energy equipment in the taxpayer's principal residence.

Part B contains tax measures intended to encourage energy conservation

in transportation. Included in this part is the Fuel Efficiency Incentive

Tax proposal, the standby gasoline tax and rebate proposal, a proposal

to rescind the credit or refund of the tax paid on fuel used in motorboats,

a proposal to increase the taxes on noncommercial aviation fuel, and

a proposal to exempt all buses from the l0-percent excise tax imposed

under present law. Part C provides for a temporary investment tax credit

of generally 20 percent for property which is business energy property

as defined in the proposal and which otherwise qualifies for the invest-

ment tax credit. Part D provides for a crude oil equalization tax. Part E

provides for oil and gas consumption taxes and rebates intended to make

the cost of commercial use of natural gas equivalent per Btu to the cost

of commercial use of Number 2 distillate oil. Part F provides for. cer-

tain energy development tax incentives, including geothermal steam devel-

opment incentives.

The Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax proposal which is the subject of this

study, is contained in sections 1201-1204 of the proposed National Energy

Act. Section 1201, which provides for a fuel inefficiency tax, would

create a new section 4064 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (26 USC 4064).
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Section 1202, which provides for a fuel efficiency rebate, would create

a new section 6429 of the Code (26 USC 6429). Section 1203 provides for

recording of receipts and payments under the proposal, and authorizes the

appropriation of such amounts. Section 1204 provides that the amendments

of sections 1201 and 1202 shall apply to sales by the manufacturer after

the date of enactment of the act, except as otherwise specified therein.
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Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax Proposal, Subpart 1
of Part B of Title II of the National Energy Act

While the Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax proposal is a tax measure,

it is not intended to provide a net revenue; it is rather a system of manu-

facturers excise taxes and rebates designed to manipulate the retail prices

of automobiles to influence buying patterns in the U.S. market. 1/

Technical analysis

A graduated excise tax (the Fuel Inefficiency Tax) would be imposed on the

sale 2/ of new passenger automobiles and other new light-duty vehicles whose

fuel economy, by model type, fails to meet the average fuel economy standard

required for each manufacturer under the Motor Vehicles Information and

Cost Savings Act, as amended by the Energy Policy and Conservation Act

(EPCA) (15 USC 2001 et seq.). In addition, an amount equal to the tax collected

each year would be rebated (the Fuel Efficiency Rebate) from the General

Fund to manufacturers and then paid to purchasers of passenger automobiles

and other light-duty vehicles which exceed the average fuel economy stand-

ard for that year, pursuant to a graduated schedule established for the

industry as a whole.

-1-/ No manufacturers excise tax is imposed under present law upon the sale
of passenger automobiles or light-duty trucks or buses. SecrAon 401 of
the Revenue Act of 1971 amended 26 USC 4061 to repeal the 7 percent manufacturers
excise tax on chassis and bodies for passenger automobiles and the 10
percent manufacturers excise tax on chassis and bodies for light-duty
trucks and buses (those having a GVW of 10,000 pounds or less). The
Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1974 (EPCA) amended the Motor Vehicle
Information.and Cost Savings Act (15 USC 2002) by establishing mandatory
average fuel economy standards effective with model year 1978 for passenger
automobiles and with model year 1979 for other four-wheeled light-duty
highway vehicles. This act, which provides for civil penalties if a manu-
facturer fails to comply with these standards, is described in more detail
in the section on present law affecting fuel economy.

2_/ ConsumLrs may avoid the impact of the tax by importing automobiles
purchased outside the United States. Further, if a U.S./Canadian type
automobile is purchased in Canada, it is entitled to duty-free treatment
ui6@n imported-into the United States. See p. 45 of this report.
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Fuel Ine fftciency Tax (I 1201o--The Fuel Inefficiency Tax proposal

provides for a new graduated excise tax on sales of automobiles whose

fuel economy, by model type, fails to meet the average fuel economy stand-

ard required for each manufacturer for the applicable class of automobiles

1/ under the EPCA. The tax would apply to passenger automobiles for the

model year 1978 and thereafter, and to classes of nonpassenger automobiles

for the model year 1979 and thereafter. A tax schedule and an alternative

tax are provided to accomplish this end.

The proposed tax schedule would establish a fuel economy standard

at which no tax would be imposed as follows:

Fue, Egnogm Standard
Model year (miles per gallon)

197 . . . . . .-.- 18
1979 . .. ... . ... . . 19
1980--.........----------- 20
1981 ........- ,-- 2195
1982 . .. . . ... . -- =.... 23
1983G. ............ 24.5
1984-... . ..-..... 26
1985 and thereafter-......---- 27.5

Ui under the EPCA the Secretary of Transportation is authorized to deter-
mine classes of nonpassenner automobiles (15 USC 2002(b)). Nonpassenger
automobiles essentially include four-wheeled vans, trucks and jeep type ve-
hicles weighing less than 6,000 pounds, and those vehicles over 6,000
pounds but less than 10,000 pounds which the Secretary of Transportation

~ determines (1) are the types of vehicles for which average fuel economy
standards would be feasible and (2) either such standards would result
in significant energy conservation or such vehicles are the types of ve-
hicles which are used substantially for the same purposes as vehicles
weighing 6,000 pounds or less.
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These standards are identical to the average fuel economy standards required

by the EPCA for the model years 1978, 1979, 1980, 1985, and thereafter,

but would differ for the model years 1981-1984. 1/

The amount of tax would increase geometrically for each mile-per-gallon

decrease in fuel efficiency below the fuel economy standard. 2/ For

example, for the 1980 model year no tax would be imposed at 20 mpg or

better while a tax of $111 would be imposed at 18 mpg and a tax of $249

would be imposed at 16 mpg. The maximum tax for the 1980 model year
/

would be $666, to be imposed at 13 mpg or less. The schedules are set

out at page 29.

The alternate tax would apply if the average fuel economy standard

required under the EPCA for a class of automobiles 3/

j- The average fuel economy standards required by the EPCA for model
years 1981 to 1984 were admnlitratively determined by the Secretary of
Transportation; at the time the President submitted the proposed National
Energy Act to the Congress, they had not been determined. On June 26, 1977,
standards for these interim model years were announced as follows:

Average Fuel Economy Standard
Model year (miles per gallon)

1981-. .......- .... 22.0
1982-- ............. 24.0

r81983.. 26.0
S1984-. . .. .. 27*0

2/ Essentially, the tax is computed by multiplying a specified-tax correc-
tion factor by the number of additional gallons of gasoline an automobile
failing to meet the fuel economy standard would consume for 100,000
miles traveled over that which an automobile meeting that standard would
consume. The specified "tax correction factor" set forth in the proposal
(section 1201(a)) is as follows:

Cents

1978- --..-....-. ... 16.16
1979-..... . ....- 18.04
1980 .20.00
1981-..... -.......... 23.10
1982-... ........ ... ---.. 29.08
1983 - - -......- 33.00
1984---. .-- -...... . - 40.55
1985 and thereafter---------- 49.14

3/ While classes of nonpassenger automobiles are determined by the Secre-
tary of Transportation under the EPCA (15 USC 2002(b)), classes of automo-
biles are not specified.
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to a model year differed from the fuel economy standard described in the

schedule. I/ The Secretary of the Treasury would issue a table modifying

the tax on the basis of the average fuel economy standard set by the Sec-

retary of Transportation for a class of automobiles, so that no tax would

be imposed at that level. The alternative tax would increase with each

mile per gallon decrease in fuel efficiency in a manner similar to that

provided in the base tax, even though beginning at the alternate, or EPCA

level. Nevertheless, the modified maximum tax under the alternate proposal

would not exceed the maximum tax for the year in question provided in the

base tax. It simply would be reached at a different level.

The proposal also would provide for the payment of the fuel ineffi-

ciency tax in cases where an automobile is leased rather than sold. In

general, the tax would be paid pro rata in accordance with the receipt

of payments under the lease. Where the total tax was not paid at the time

a leased automobile was sold or otherwise disposed of, the balance of the

tax would then be payable.

Unlike present law with respect to the manufacturers excise tax,

the sale of automobiles to State or local Governments and to nonprofit

educational institutions would not be exempt from. the fuel inefficiency tax.

1/ This will apparently be the case for the model years 1981-1984,
since the Secretary of Transportation has set average fuel economy
standards for those years under the EPCA higher than the fuel economy
standard described in the tax proposal. For the model year 1978,

- when the tax applies only to passenger automobiles, the alternative tax
appears to be superfluous, since the average fuel economy standard that
year under the EPCA is specified by law as 18 mpg (15 USC 2002(a)),
and the alternative tax apparently does not conteplate a modification of
the average fuel economy standard for a model year obtained by a particular manu-
facturer under 15 USC 2002(d). If a manufacturer obtained a modifica-
tion of the average fuel economy standard under 15 USC 2002(d), he
could be put in the position of having a tax imposed on automobiles which
meet the modified average fuel economy standard applicable to him under
the EPCA.
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Fuel Efficiency Rebate ( R1202 .- The Fuel Efficiency Rebate proposal

would establish a graduated rebate from the General Fund to be paid or

credited to manufacturers on the basis of their sales of fuel-efficient

automobiles, i.e., those automobiles exceeding the applicable fuel effi-

ciency standard under the proposal. The rebate would be paid or credited

to the manufacturer only if he has evidence (as required by the Secretary

of the Treasury by regulation) of payment of the rebate to the ultimate

purchaser of the automobile upon which the rebate is calculated.

The proposal would apply to sales of passenger automobiles produced

in the United States and Canada after May 1, 1977 (which includes part

of the 1977 model year), and to classes of nonpassenger automobiles pro-

duced in the United States and Canada in the model year 1979 and thereafter.

With respect to automobiles manufactured in other countries, rebates would

be available only on the basis of executive agreements entered into between

those countries and the United States. Such an executive agreement would

be designed to assure that U.S. manufacturers are not disadvantaged on

a competitive basis with foreign manufacturers by the Fuel Efficiency In-

centive Tax proposal. The proposal would establish a set of base rebates

for each model year and an alternative base rebate for passenger automo-

biles.

The base rebates increase geometrically for each mile-per-gallon

increase in fuel efficiency over the applicable fuel efficiency standard

for a model.year on the basis of a formula similar to that used for the

1!-1n 0 11 I.
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calculation of the fuel inefficiency tax. 1/ Nevertheless, the amount

of the rebate which would be payable on an automobile exceeding the appli-

cable fuel efficiency standard by/a certain number of miles per gallon

is less than the amount of tax payable on a comparably inefficient auto-

mobile. The amounts of the tax and rebate are calculated in proppr:"tn

to the amount of fuel wasted or saved by an automobile over 100,000

miles traveled in comparison with the amount consumed by an automobile

meeting the applicable standard, and the fuel savings for each mpg in-

crease in fuel efficiency decreases geometrically as the fuel efficiency

of the automobile increases. 2/ As with the fuel inefficiency tax, the

Secretary of the Treasury would prescribe alternate base rebate tables

1/ The base rebates are computed on the basis of the number of gallons
of gasoline saved (as opposed to wasted under the fuel inefficiency tax)
by an automobile exceeding the fuel economy standard for model year, as
opposed to an automobile meeting that standard, for 100,000 miles
traveled, multiplied by a specified "base rebate correction factor", which
is the same ,.s the "tax correction factor". See p. 23 , n. 2 . Pur-
chasers of electric motor vehicles would be entitled to the highest appli-
cable rebate. An electric automobile would be defined as an automobile
powered primarily by an electric motor drawing current from rechargeable
storage batteries or other portable sources of electric current.

2/ For example, assume 100,000 miles traveled. If the fuel economy
of an automobile were increased from 10 mpg to 20 mpg, an increase of
10 mpg, the fuel consumed would be halved, with a savings of 5,000
gallons. However, if the fuel economy of an automobile were increased
from 20 mpg to 30 mpg, an increase of 10 mpg, the fuel consumed would be
reduced by one third, with a savings of 1,667 gallons.
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if the Secretary of Transportation prescribed an average fuel economy

standard for passenger automobiles of a model year under the EPCA which

differs from the fuel economy standard provided in the bill. While sec-

tion 1202(f) of the bill, which provides for the alternate base rebate

schedule, refers to "any class of passenger automobiles" it is not ined-

lately apparent that the Secretary of Transportation is authorized to desig-

nate classes of passenger automobi1es under the EPCA. He is authorized

to designate classes of nonpass,.,iger automobiles under the EPCA (15 USC

2002(b)), and has done so for nonpassenger automobiles weighing less than.

6,000 pounds. 1/

With respect to any class of nonpassenger automobiles, 2/ the rebate

would apply somewhat differently. If the average fuel economy standard set

for any class of nonpassenger automobiles under the FPCA for a model year 3/differs

from the average fuel economy prescribed for passenger automobiles under

the EPCA for a model year, then the alternate base rebate schedule for

nonpassenger automobiles will be established on the basis of the higher

average fuel economy standard. 4/

1/ See 42 F.R. 13807.
i/ Section 1202(a) of the proposal would add a new section 6429(f) of

the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 which correctly refers to nonpassenger
automobiles. However, new section 6429(g) refers to automobiles, which
under the EPCA, include passenger automobiles (15 USC 2001).

3_/ The average fuel economy standard for any class of nonpassenger auto-
mobiles is to be administratively set by the Secretary of Transportation
on the basis of his deter#Lnation of the maximum average fuel economy level
attainable for that class of automobiles in model years 1979 and thereafter
(15 USC 2002(b)).
,_/ The Secretary of Transportation has determined average fuel economy

standards for nonpassenger autemsbiles .weighing not more than 6,000 pounds
for the model year 1979 as follows: The standard for four-wheel drive
nonpassenger automobiles which are Jeep-type vehicles% is 15.8 mpg. The
standard for all other nonpassenger automobiles (including pickup trucks
and vans) weighing not more than 6,000 pounds is 17.2 mpg. The standard
for passenger automobiles is 19.0 mpg for the model year 1979.
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The proposal provides that the estimated amount of the rebates pay-

able in a model year would approximate as closely as possible the esti-

mated tax receipts in that model year under the fuel inefficiency tax.

Thus, the amount in the rebate schedules (or the alternate base rebate

schedules as the case may be) would be multiplied by a rebate coefficient,

determined for the model year by the Secretary of the Treasury, to deter-

mine the amounts of the rebates actually payable or creditable to the manu-

facturer on the basis of his sales of fuel-efficient vehicles. In no

event would the amount of the rebate exceed $500. The proposal would

authorize the appropriation of funds necessary for the payment of the

fuel efficiency rebates.

The bill would also amend the Motor Vehicle Information and Cost

Savings Act (as previously modified by EPCA) to require that the label

required by such act to be affixed to each automobile state that the

automobile was subject to the tax or rebate and the amount of the tax

or rebate.
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Ta: and rtbate sehiduke for new car salW

Milr4 per gnllots Tax or rulatn

.'41 609t But rkn. than 1078 1079 1980 1931 1932 lgS3 1934 1985

13.0
13.5
14.0
14.5
15.0
15.5
16.0
16.5
17.0
17.5
18.0
18.5
19.0
19.5
20.0
20.5
21.0
21.5
22.0
22.5
23.0
23.5
24.0
24.5
25.0
25.5
26.0
28.5

26.0 27.0 -276 -255 -230 ........- 145 ...... - 67
26.5 27.5 .................- 202........-101 . 7.
27.0 28.0 -299 -281 -259 ........ -187 ........ -- 57 ,.
27.5 28. 5 .............. . -234 ....... -147 .......
28.0 29.0 -321 -305 -285 ........ -- 225 ....... --
28.5 29.5 ...................... -264 ....... -189 ........ -62
29.0 80.0 -341 -327 -310 ........- 21 ....... -161 ........
29.5 30. .. ....................... -291 ........ -228 ........ -121
30. 0 31.0 -359 -348 -- 33 ....... -295 ........ -207 ........
30.5 31.5 ........................ -317 ........ -265 ........ -- 176
31.0 32.0 -377 -367 -354 ........ -326 ........ -251. .....
31.5 32.5 0....................... ..-- 340 ........ -299 ........ -227
32.0 38.0 -393 -385 -374 ........ -355 ........ -292 .......
32.8 8.5. . ..................... -363 ........ --331 ........ -275
83.0 34.0 -408 -402 -393 ........- ...... -330 ........
33.5 34.5 ................ .....- 385........ -361 ........ -302
34.0 3. 0 -423 -416 -411 ........ -409 ........ -366 .......
34.5 85.5. ...................... -405 ........ -390 ........- 820
35.0 36.0 -436 -433 -428 ......... -433 ........ -400 ........
35.5 36.K5 ...................... -423 .......- 417 ........ -403
36.0 37.0 -449 -448 -444 ........ -456 ........ -433 .......
36.5 87.5 ................... . -- 441 ........ -442 ........ -440
37.0 38. 0 -461 -461 -459 ........ -478 ........ -463 ........
37.5 38. 5 ........... ........... -458 ........ -467 ........ -476
3S. 0 - 39.0 -473 -474 -- 473 ........ -499 ........ -492 ........
3S.5. 39.5 ....................... -474 ........ -490 ........ -493
39.0 .................... -473 -474 -473 ........ -499 ........ -492 ........

Electric cers ............................ -473 -474 -473 -474 -499 -490 -492 -493

N .ertive amouats are the proposed rebates.
Norv.- -Amounts below the diagonal (te suros) are rebates (-)

and tb e - hbove are tax. The amount between the dashed Laes
aPPlI t, tat whole dollar brackets until 1981 when the tax begas
to appV . the half-mile brackets. ThU brackets move up one-alU

mile per year through 1985 (the dashed lines move toward the
rlShthaad comer) so that In 1982 the tax applies to the whole-mile
brackets, In 1983, to the hatf.mil brackets again, In 1984 to the
whole-mile brackett, and In 1983 to the half-mile bracket,%.

IEST WYAVMDE

12.0
12.5
13.0
13.5
14.0
14.5
15.0
15.5
16.0
16.5
17.017.5
18.0.. 18.5
19.0
19.5
20.0
20.5
21.0
21.5
22.0
22.5
23.0
23.5
24.0
24.5
25.0
25.5

........................ $935 ........ $1,524 ........ $2,488
$449 8553 $066 ........ $1,159 ........ $1,819 .......

774 ........ 1,294 ........ 2, 146
345 436 538 ........ 972 ........ 1,559 ........

637 ........ 1,0 98 ........ 1,854
"250 339 438. ........ 812 ........ 1,336 ........

........--............. 519 ........ 929 ........ 1,603
179 258 333 ........ 674 ........ 1,143 ........

........................ 416 ........ 782 ........ 1,381
112 176 249 ........ 553 ........ 974 ........
...................... 325 ........ 653 ........ 1,102
.52 .111 176 ........ 446 ....... 825 .......

S..... 351 ........ 693 ........
.. ...... - 74 ........ 437 ........ 86952 ......... 266 ........ 574 ........

.. 110 ........ 345. ........ 733
-89 -47 0........ 189 ........ 467 ........

..... o........_. . 52 ......... * 262 ........ 610
-128 -90 -- .. 120 ........ 371 ......

"-i ' ........ 0........"."".. ...... 188 ........ 409
-13 ........ 283 ........S........................ -- 4 119 ........ 307

-195 -165 -130 ........ 203 ........S...................*..... .... 5 ' ........ 304
-224 -197 -168 .........- 52 . 129 ........S.................-o..... -131 ........ 21
-251 -227 -199 ........ -10. ....... ...6.......

..ft..................... -168 ........ -52 -... . 140
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Executive agreements and GATT considerations

Under the Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax proposal, the rebates payable

or creditable to manufacturers on the basis of their sales of fuel-efiicient

automobiles are to approximate the total receipts collected from the impo-

sition of the fuel inefficiency tax on sales of fuel-inefficient automobiles.

The amount of rebates creditable or payable to each manufacturer is not

limited to the fuel inefficiency tax receipts collected on sales by that manu-

facturer. Thus, manufacturers whose automobiles have high average fuel

economies would be afforded, under the proposal, the benefit of a com-

petitive average price advantage against those manufacturers which have

lower average fuel economies. Since the average fuel economy of the auto-

mobiles manufactured by most foreign producers is significantly higher

than that of the U.S. automobile manufacturers, 1/ the unqualified partici-

pation of these manufacturers in the Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax pro-

posal could cause serious competitive harm to the U.S. producers of auto-

mobiles. Accordingly, the proposal provides that rebates would be avail-

able with respect to the sale of automobiles manufactured in countries

other than Canada only to the extent provided in executive agreements

entered into with such foreign countries, as a measure to control the amount

and nature of competition between U.S. and foreign producers in the U.S.

market. Section 1202(a) of the proposed act provides that:

Any executive agreement entered into with any country
to provide for a payment or credit under this section shall
be designed to assure that manufacturers of domestically
manufactured automobiles are not disadvantaged by the system
of taxes under section 4064 (The Fuel Inefficiency Tax) and
this section.

1/ For example, the sales-weighted average fuel economy figures for several
major manufacturers and importers in the model year 1977 are as follows:
Nissan 27.1, Toyota 28.1, VW (excluding Prosche and Audi) 30.4, G.M. 18.4, Ford
17.1, and Chrysler 16.6.
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These agreements raise several matters which warrant consideration in light

of the obligations of the United States under the General Agreement on

Tariffs and Trade (GATT).

As is required by the most-favored-nation obligations of the United

States under article I of the GATT, the agreements would apparently have to

conform to a single, standard agreement uniformly applicable to all the

countries involved, and a waiver from those obligations would have to be

obtained under article XXV(5), 1/ with respect to imports from Canada. It

is also conceivable that the waiver obtained by the United States to its

most-favored-nation obligations under the GATT with respect to automo-

biles imported from Canada under the Automotive Products Trade Act of

1965 might be jeopardized by any agreements negotiated pursuant to the

Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax proposal. That waiver was granted under

1/ Under the Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax proposal, U.S./Canadian type
automobiles (having a U.S./Canadian value added content of at least 75 per-
cent) imported from Canada are treated as domestic automobiles, and rebates
are payable on sales of such automobiles without the execution of any such
executive agreement. This treatment differs from that to be accorded im-
ports from third countries.
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the condition that there be no significant diversion of international

trade as a result of the operation of the act.

While the proposal would make rebates available to foreign manu-

facturers only to the extent provided for in executive agreements with

the foreign countries involved, the sale by these manufacturers of fuel-

inefficient vehicles would nonetheless be unconditionally subject to

the imposition of the fuel inefficiency tax. Article III, paragraphs 1

and 2,of the GATT provide that--

1. The contracting parties recognize that internal taxes
-- and other internal charges, and laws, regulations and require-

ments affecting the internal sale, offering for sale, purchase,
transportation, distribution or use of products, and internal
quantitative regulations requiring the mixture, processing or
use of products in specified amounts or proportions, should not
be applied to imported or domestic products so as to afford
protection to domestic production.

2. The products of the territory of any contracting party
imported into the territory of any other contracting party
shall not be subject, directly or indirectly, to internal taxes
or other internal charges of any kind in excess of those applied,
directly or indirectly, to like domestic products. Moreover, no
contracting party shall otherwise apply internal taxes or other
internal charges to imported or domestic products in a manner
contrary to the principles set forth in paragraph 1.

While the obligations of the United States under article III do not pre-

vent the payment of subsidies, including those derived from the the pro-

ceeds of uniformly applied internal taxes to domestic producers, the pro-

posal's excise taxes and rebates are applied to products and not manufacturers,

and the obligations of the United States under article III might be brought.

up in opposition to any executive agreement limiting the extent to which

the rebate would be applicable to sales
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of foreign automobiles. In any event, the issue of our obligation under

article XVI for notification could be raised to the extent the proposal

operated directly or indirectly to reduce imports of automobiles from the

countries involved.

Further, the issue of possible suspension of prior tariff concessions

by our trading partners under article XXIII of the GATT may be raised on

the grounds that the proposal and its implementing agreements impair tariff

concessions already granted by the United States.

Under the Treaties of Friendship, Commerce and Navigation signed

by the United States with Italy, Japan, and West Germany, the United States

is obligated, pursuant to article XIV, to afford imported products of the

contracting party most-favored-nation treatment, and pursuant to article

XVI, to afford to imported products treatment "no less favorable" than

the treatment afforded domestic products. Thus, the treaty obligations

of the United States would also raise matters to be considered in the nego-

tiation of any executive agreements under the proposal.
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PRESENT LAW AFFECTING FUEL ECONOMY

Over the past several years the U.S. automotive industry has become

increasingly regulated. The laws and regulations which affect the

automotive industry are the result of the ever-growing awareness of the

effect of this sector of the economy on the U.S. economy as a whole

and on the general well-being of the Nation. Their impact on the

structure of the U.S. automotive industry and their influence on the type

of automobile the American public drives have become significant. One

of the major areas of regulation is designed to decrease the amount of

gasoline consumed by the automobile fleet by requiring new vehicles to

meet minimum fuel economy standards. Other laws regulating different

aspects of the automotive industry tend to have a negative impact on fuel

economy.

The Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act,

as amended by the Energy Policy and Conservation Act

The Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act (15 USC 1901 et

seq.) 1/ (hereafter referred to as "the Act"), as amended by the Energy

Policy and Conservation Act (15 USC 2001-2012, 2/, imposes mandatory

fuel economy standards for automobiles ma-aufactured in or imported into the

United States beginning with the 1978 model year.

1/ Pub. L. No. 92-513; 86 Stat. 947 (1972).
2/ Pub. L. No. 94-163; 89 Stat. 901 (1975) (see appendix E for full

text).
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The average fuel economy standard for passenger automobiles for each

manufacturer, as established by I 502(a)(1) of the Act (15 USC 2002(a)(1))

shall be as follows:

For model year Average fuel economy
standard

1978 -.-- ... ---. .18.0 mpg
1979- -.. . ... . 19.0 mpg
1980- --- 20.0 mpg
1981 .......--- 22.0 mpg 1/
1982 - 24.0 mpg 1/
1983 -- - 26.0 mpg 1-/
1984- ,27.0 mpg _

1985 and thereafter------------27.5 mpg

Under I 502(b) of the Act (15 USC 2002(b)) the Secretary of Trans-

portation was required to prescribe standards for nonpassenger automobiles

for model year 1979 and thereafter. As defined by 1 502 of the Act (15

USC 2002) a nonpassenger automobile is any four-wheeled highway vehicle

rated at not more than 6,000 pounds gross vehicle weight (GVW) and not

primarily designed for use in transportation of 10 Individuals or less,

and any vehicles rated at more than 6,000 pounds GVU but less than 10,000

pounds CVW which the Secretary determines by rule to be a type of vehicle

for which average fuel economy would be feasible, and that either such

standards would result in significant energy conservation or that such

a vehicle is a type substantially used for the sae purposes as the above-

mentioned vehicles weighing 6,000 pounds GVW or less. On March 8, 1977,

the Secretary ruled (42 F.R. 13807 (March 14, 1977)) that for nonpassenger

automobiles which are rated at not more than 6,000 pounds GVW, the fuel

economy standard for model year 1979 shall be (1) 15.8 up$ for four-wheel

drive nonpassenger automobiles which are jeep-type vehicles and (2) 17.2

1_ Pursuant to S 302(a) (3) of the Act (13 USC 2002(a) (3)), or June 26,
1977, the Secretary prescribed interim standards for model years 1981-84
(42 F.R. 33534-33470 (June 30, 1977)). These standards were established
at a level considered by the Secretary to be the maximum feasible fuel
economy level for the model years in question and, at the same time, to
result in steady progress in meeting the 1975 standard. When determining
the maximum feasible average fuel economies the Secretary did so upon
consideration of their (1) technological feasibility; (2) economic fea-
sibility; (3) the effect of other Federal motor vehicle standards on fuel
economy; and (4) the need of the Nation to conserve energy (see 1 502(e)
of the Act (15 USC 2002(e)).
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mpg for all other nonpassenger automobiles (including pickup trucks and

vans). For any vehicle rated at over 6,000 but less than 10,000 pounds

GVW, the Secretary decided that, at the time of the

proposed rulemaking, the establishment of fuel economy standards for

those vehicles was not feasible owing to the lack of adequate data on

which such a decision should be made (41 F.R. 52087-52088 (Nov. 26,

1976)). Since the Secretary's March decision, President Carter has

directed him to promulgate regulations, setting forth, pursuant to § 502

(1)(b) of the Act (15 USC 2001(1)(b)), those vehicles weighing between

6,000 and 10,000 GVW which also will be subject to prescribed average fuel

economy standards.

Under 6 502(f)(1) of the Act (15 USC 2002(f)(1)) those standards

established by the Secretary for passenger automobiles manufactured dur-

ing model years 1981-84 and those standards set for nonpassenger auto-

mobiles manufactured after model year 1979 may be amended by the Secre-

tary as he deems necessary. Under I 502(a)(4) of the Act (15 USC 2002(a)(4))

the Secretary may also amend the standard for the model year 1985

and subsequent model years to a level which he determines to be the maximum

feasible average fuel economy level for the model year. However, he may

not set the standard below 26.0 mpg or above 27.5 mpg without congress-

ional approval. As stated in 1 502(f)(2) of the Act (15 USC 2002(f)(2)),

if the Secretary amends any standard so atr, render it more stringent,

he must promulgate the order at least 18 months in advance of the model

year in which it is to take effect.
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Within 24 months of the model year in question, a manufacturer may,

in accordance with I 502(d) of the Act (15 USC 2002(d)), apply for a modi-

fication of the average fuel economy standard as it pertains to him for

model years 1978, 1979, or 1980. The Secretary may reduce the fuel econ-

omy standard for the manufacturer if (1) the manufacturer demonstrates

that it "applied a reasonably selected technology" in attempting to meet

the standard and (2) a Federal standards fuel economy reduction, as de-

fined in the sections likely to exist for such manufacturer fir the model

year to which the application relates.

The average fuel economy standard for passenger automobiles as calcu-

lated under § 503 of the Act (15 USC 2003) is a production-weighted average

of the fuel economy of a manufacturer's entire production of passenger

automobiles in a model year. This average is arrived at by calculating

a harmonic mean. l/ Under the act the harmonic mean is arrived at by divid-

ing (a) a manufacturer's total production of passenger automobiles for a given

model year by (b) a sum of terms, each term being a fraction arrived at

by dividing (1) a manufacturer's total model-year production of a given

model of passenger automobiles by (2) the fuel economy measured for such

model as established by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Those

domestically produced passenger automobiles which a manufacturer exports

are excluded from its total production. While imports must also meet

l/ When averaging miles per gallon across a series of autos, the harmonic.
mean or average is the inverse or reciprocal of the average gallons per
mile of the cars. The reciprocal of a number equals one divided by that
number. For example, if there are two cars, one with mileage rating of 10
and the other with a mileage rating' of 20, the harmonic mean is 13 1/3 mpg,
as contrasted with the arithemetic mean of 15 mpg. (The average of 1 over
10 and 1 over 20 is 1 over 13 1/3.) Generally, average of gas mileage are
computed harmonically.
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the standards, a domestic manufacturer may not average in its imports from

countries'other than Canada when calculating its fleet's fuel economy aver-

age; the domestically produced and the imported fleets are considered sep-

arately when establishing this average. An automobile is considered to

be domestically manufactured if " . . . at least 75 percent of the cost

to the manufacturer of such automobile is attributable to value added in
0

the United States or Canada . . ." (0 503(b) (2) (E) of the Act (15 USC

2003(b) (2) (E)).

For the 1978 and 1979 model years a domestic manufacturer may include

a certain number of imported automobiles in its total production figure,

the number to be the lesser of (a) the manufacturer's base import volume

or (b) the number arrived at by multiplying the quotient obtained by divi-

ding the manufacturer's base import volume by its base production volume

times its total production for the particular model year. "Base import

volume" is defined as one-half the sum of a manufacturer's total 1974 imports

plus 133 percent of the manufacturer's total imports during the first 9

months of model year 1975. "Base production volume" is equal to one-half the

manufacturer's total 1974 production plus 133 percent of its total pro-

duction for the first 9 months of model year 1975. 1/

1/ Volkswagen Manufacturing of America, Inc., which will shortly be pro-

ducing in the United States, is faced with a unique situation due to the
division of fleets into domestically produced and imported categories for

purposes of calculating fuel economy averages. Once Volkswagen's produc-

tion at its New Stanton, Pa., plant reaches 75 percent American or Canadian

value added, their fleet will be divided, putting their most fuel-efficient

automobiles into one category (those domestically produced) and their most

fuel- inefficient in the other (those imported). Volkswagen does not believe
that the intent of Congress was to make it difficult for a former importer

to manufacture in the United States. Rather, it is Volkswagen's opinion

that Congress wished to avoid the situation where a domestic manufacturer

would "offset the lower fuel economy average of cars imported from •ts

foreign subsidiaries." ("Statement of Volkswagen of America, Inc., Before
the Department of Transportation Regarding Automobile Fuel Economy," March

22, 1977, p. 4.) For this reason Volkswagen does not believe that its

fleet should be divided for calculating fuel economy averages.
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The average fuel economy standard is weighted in such a manner that

a manufacturer which produces a certain number of fuel-inefficient vehicles

must produce a larger number of, comparably more fuel-efficient vehicles

to offset the "gas-guzzlers". The calculation is made on the assumption

that all vehicles travel the same number of miles and, thus, given a cer-

tain fuel consumption standard, a larger number of fuel-efficient cars

are needed to outweigh the consumption of the more fuel-inefficient cars.

For example, assume that a manufacturer produced 10 automobiles rated at

20 mpg during a year when the mandated standard was 25 mpg. To meet the

25 mpg standard for its fleet this manufacturer must produce 15 automobiles

having a fuel economy of 30 mpg.

Those manufacturers which fail to meet the required average fuel econ-

omy standards for their fleets are subject to a civil penalty of $5 for

each 0.1 mpg by which they fail to meet the standard, multiplied by their

volume of production. If a manufacturer were to fall short of the fuel

economy standard by as little as 1.0 mpg the penalty due would be very

substantial. For example, if General Motors Corporation were to miss the

fuel economy average by 1.0 mpg on a 5 million unit production volume,

it would incur a penalty of $250 million in before-tax dollars. Ford esti-

mates its penalty for falling short of the fuel economy average by 1.0

mpg to be approximately $150 million. I/ If the manufacturer should exceed

the standard for a given year the excess may be carried over to the next

model year or may be credited to the previous model year for any fines

it was or shall be liable.

l/ "Statement by Ford Motor Company to Public Hearing Held by the U.S.
International Trade Commission", p. 2-(July 6, 1977).
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Other Laws Affecting Fuel Economy

Several other laws affecting the automotive industry have been enacted,

the two most important being the Clean Air Act of 1963, as amended (42

USC 1857 et seq.), I/ and the Motor Vehicles Safety Act of 1966, as amended

(15 USC 1391), 2/ Although they were passed with the intent of regulating

other aspects of the automotive industry, these laws also have a direct

effect on fuel economy.

The first laws requiring specific reductions in the noxious emissions

of passenger automobiles and setting compliance dates by which ultimate

standards are to be reached (1975 for hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide emis-

sions, and 1976 for emissions of oxides of nitrogen) were passed as part

of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970. 3/ These required reductions

came after years of research into and limited regulatory authority over

auto emissions. The first major side effect of these new regulations was

a drastic reduction in fuel economy; for 1974 models there was a fuel econ-

omy penalty of about 12 percent in comparison with those vehicles with

no emission controls. Owing to the introduction of the catalytic converter

this loss has been reduced, but the negative effect remains significant.

Since 1970 the dates of compliance with the ultimate emission stand-

ards, as well as the interim standards set by the Administrator of the

Environmental Protection Agency (in view of achieving the reductions)

have been continually deferred. For the most part, this has been due to

the inability of the manufacturers to meet the required levels with

l/ Pub. L. No. 86-206; 77 Stat. 392 (1963), amending the Public Law No.
159 of July 14, 1955, c. 360.
2/ Pub. L. No. 89-563; 80 Stat. 718 (1966).
3/ Pub. L. No. 91-604; 84 Stat. 1676 (1970).
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available technology., However, since the establishment of fuel economy

standards, further deferrals are now being demanded on the basis of the

inability of the manufacturers to meet the fuel economy standards while

attempting to meet the automotive emissions standards at the same time.

There is currently legislation pending before the Congress (S. 252 and

H.R. 6161) which calls for further deferrals of compliance for ultimate

emission standards and, for certain types of emissions, a relaxation of

those ultimate standards. The automakers contend that new emission stand-

ards are a necessity if they are to meet the fuel economy standards. How-

ever, several Government agencies, as well as the administration, believe

that both standards can be met by the compliance dates as they presently

stand. The laws establishing these emission standards, the proposed stand-

ards pending before Congress, and the effect of various emission standards

on fuel economy are included in a more detailed discussion of this subject,

found in appendix C, pp. C-2 through C-18 of this report.

The safety features which have been added to new cars, pursuant to

the Motor Vehicles Safety Act of 1966, as amended, have also had a detri-

mental effect on fuel consrvation. While they have made the U.S. automo-

bile among the safest in the world, they have also added additional weight

to new vehicles, thereby lowering the fuel economy of those vehicles.

Estimates of the fuel penalty suffered because of new safety standards

introduced up to the end of 1975 is estimated to be about 4 percent.

63011S 0 " •-4
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According to the material used in and the design of proposed new safety stand.

ards the fuel penalty will be increased somewhat in the future. The laws

establishing these standards and a more detailed discussion of their effect

on fuel economy are also contained in appendix C, pp. C-19 through C-23

of this report.



CUSTOMS TREATMENT

Tariff Treatment

On-the-highway, four-wheeled passenger automobiles imported from those

countries receiving most-favored-nation treatment (except for Canada) are

entered into the United States under item 692.10 of the Tariff Schedules

of the United States (TSUS) at a rate of duty of 3-percent ad valorem.

Prior to January 1, 1968, the rate of duty was 6.5 ad valo-

reim. Therefore, the current rate reflects the maximum legal concession

which could have been granted by the United States pursuant to the Kennedy

Round of trade-agreement negotiations. The history of the tariff treatment

for passenger automobiles from 1930 to the present is summarized by the

following table.

Changes in U.S. rates of duty applicable to passenger
automobiles: 1930 to the present

(Percent ad valorem)

Effective date of rate change : Most-favored-nation
rate of duty

June 18, 1930--..................: 10
June 30, 1956-----.---- ..--- ..- : 9.5
June 30, 19587----------...--.-. .: 8.5
July 1, 1962-. . . . . .. 7,5
July 1, 1963 -----------....... -- : 6.5
January 1, 1968 8............. ---:-5.5
January 1, 1969 -...-.....- ..-- : 5.0
January 1, 1970--------.-.---.-...-: 4.5
January 1, 1971--...-...........-.--: 3.5 l/
January 1, 1972-................-: 3 2/

1/ From Aug. 16 to Dec. 19, 1971, U.S. imports of passenger automobiles
from most-favored nations were subject to a temporary surcharge of 6.5
percent, resulting in an effective rate of duty of 10 percent ad valorem.

2/ This rate still in effect.

43
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Those passenger automobiles imported from Canada falling within the guide-

lines of the Automotive Products Trade Act of 1965 (see following section)

are entered under TSUS item 692.11. These imports currently enter free of duty.

Passenger automobiles imported from certain designated Communist-dominated

countries are dutiable at 10 percent ad valorem. 1/

Imports of light-duty trucks from most-favored nations (other than

Canada) valued at $1,000 or more are entered under TSUS item 692.02 at an

ad valorem rate of 8.5 percent. Motor buses brought into the United States

from these nations are entered under TSUS item 692.04 at a rate of duty of 4

percent ad valorem. For those imports of light-duty trucks and motor

buses which are within the purview of the Automotive Products Trade Act

there is currently no duty assessed.

The Automotive Products Trade Act 2/

The Automotive Products Trade Act was enacted basically to authorize

the President to implement the "Agreement-eoncerning Automotive Products

Between the Government of the United States and the Government of Canada,"

signed January 16, 1965. Fundamentally, the agreement obligates both of the

contracting parties (the United States and Canada) to accord duty-free

treatment to imports from the other party of specified motor vehicles and

parts for use as original equipment in the manufacture of such motor

1/ Neither imports from designated Communist-dominated countries nor
Canadian imports were affected by the 1971 surcharge.

2/ Pub. L. No. 89-283,\79 Stat. 1016 (1965).
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vehicles. I/ The obligation of the United States to accord duty-free treatment to

imports from Canada applies to specified automotive products. First,

duty-free treatment applies to motor vehicles, with the exception of cer-

tain "special purpose" vehicles, such as electric trolley buses, three-

wheeled vehiclest trailers accompanying truck tractors, and motor vehicles

specially constructed and equipped for special services and functions

(e.g., fire engines). Second, duty-free treatment applies to parts

(fabricated components) for use as original equipment in the manufacture

of the specified motor vehicles but does not apply to replacement parts.

In addition, trailers, tires, and tubes are specifically excluded. Third,

the products of Canada specified in the agreement must meet a requirement

that they contain no more than a certain percentage of "foreign" content

to qualify for duty-free treatment under the agreement. This "foreign"

content is the content of materials produced in third countries other

-- _/ At the time of the signing of this agreement and the enactment
of the bill implementing it, it was generally admitted that the duty-
free treatment limited to automotive products from Canada was i n consistent
with the obligation of the United States, under article I of the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), i.e., to accord unconditional
most-favored-nation treatment in respect to customs duties on the
products of contracting parties to the agreement. However, under
article XXV(5), the Contracting Parties of the GATT may grant a waiver
of this principle if there are exceptional circumstances to warrant
such an action. Such a waiver was sought by the United States and
upon consideration of (1) the exceptionally high degree of integration
of the two markets, and (2) the opportunities of increased rationalization
of production given the "close similarity of market conditions in
the two countries and the close relationship which exists and could
be further developed in their production facilities of automotive
products," (Basic Instruments and Selected Documents, 14th Supp.,
Genevap. 37, (July 1966)), a waiver was granted by the Contracting
Parties on December 20, 1965.



46

than the United States and Canada. For any article, the measure of such

"foreign" content will be the percentage of the appraised customs value

of the article upon entry into the United States accounted for by the

aggregate value of such imported materials contained in the article.

The maximum permitted "foreign" content for specified articles is as

follows:

Motor vehicles-.. - .mNN...O. 50Z1/
(from January 18, 1965, to'

January 1, 1968, this fig-
ure was 60%)

Chassis and parts------..---. 50% 1/

This requirement in effect guarantees that at least half of the content

of any article imported duty free under the agreement will be produced

in either the United States or Canada. The rest of the content may come

from third countries and the article will still be entitled to duty-free

treatment when imported into the United States. Consequently, original-

equipment parts manufactured in third countries may be assembled into com-

pleted vehicles in Canada and imported into the United States, and no duty

will be payable on said components, either to Canada (as will be seen)

or to the United States, as long as the maximum permissible "foreign"

content (50 percent) is not-exceeded. However, original-equipment parts

imported into the United States from third countries are not entitled to

duty-free entry.

Like the obligation of the United States, the obligation of Canada

under the agreement to accord duty-free treatment to imports from the

United States applies to specified motor vehicles and original-equipment

1_/ Under the Motor Vehicles Information and Cost Savings Act, as amended
by the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, a vehicle must be 75 percent Cana-
dian-American value added to be considered domestically produced (5 503(b)
(2)(E) of the Act (15 USC(b)(2)(E)).
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parts therefor, which excludes "special purpose" motor vehicles, replace-

ment parts, tires, and tubes. While annex A of the agreement does not

contain specific content requirements that motor vehicles or original-

equipment parts would have to meet to qualify for duty-free entry into

Canada, it does restrict duty-free entry to motor vehicles and original-

equipment parts imported into Canada by qualified manufacturers of motor

vehicles in Canada.

In order to qualify for the right of duty-free entry into Canada

for a given class of motor vehicles and original-equipment parts there-

for, a Canadian manufacturer of motor vehicles of that class must meet

three criteria set forth in annex A of the agreement:

1) The Canadian manufacturer must have produced motor
vehicles of that class 1/ in each "quarter" of the
base year 2/ and in any subsequent model year;

2) the ratio of the net sales value of the vehicles of
that class produced by the manufacturer in Canada 3/
to the net sales value of all vehicles of that
class sold by the manufacturer for consumption in
Canada must be at least equal to its corresponding
ratio for the base year (but no less than 75 to 100);
and

3) the "Canadian value added" in the production of ve-
hicles of that class in Canada must be at least equal
to its level for the base year.

The Canadian Government did reserve the right to designate "non-

qualified" manufacturers of a class of motor vehicles as entitled to the

right to duty-free entry under the agreement. However in order to be

entitled to duty-free entry under the agreement, otherwise "non-qualifled"

manufacturers must generally establish production of motor vehicles.

of that class in Canada and meet conditions similar to those in (2) and (3)

17 There are three classes of motor-passenger automobiles, buses, and
special commercial vehicles.

2/ The "base year" is the 1964 model year, August 1, 1963-July 31, ,1964,
.V Including vehicles destined for exportation.
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above determined for each individual "non-qualified" manufacturer of a

class of motor vehicles. Consequently, under annex A of the agreement

a manufacturer must qualify as entitled to duty-free treatment for each class

of motor vehicles the manufacturer intends to import into Canada under the

agreement, and if he fails to qualify for any given class of motor vehicles,

the manufacturer must obtain a special designation of entitlement to duty-

free treatment in the importation of motor vehicles of that class or origi-

nal-equipment parts therefor.

Additionally, collateral commitments were made by the Canadian motor-

vehicle manufacturers to the Government of Canada in the so-called "letters

of undertaking." These "letters of undertaking" involve essentially two

different commitments made to the Government of Canada by Canadian motor-

vehicle manufacturers to increase the production .*.. %.anada of motor vehicles

and original-equipment parts, whether for consumption in Canada or for export

to the United States. Each Canadian manufacturer committed its corporation

to the following:

(1) To increase in each current model year the "Canadian
value added" in its production in Canada of motor
vehicles and original-equipment parts over the amount
achieved in the base year by a certain percentage l/
of the growth in the market for the current model
year for each class of vehicles sold by the manu-
facturer for consumption in Canada. Growth in the
market is measured by the difference between the cost
to the Canadian manufacturer of vehicles sold in Cana-
da during the model year and the cost to the manu-
facturer of vehicles sold in Canada during the base
year, and

1/ For automobiles the percentage was 60 percent, for commercial vehicles
(trucks) and buses, 50 percent.
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(2) to increase the dollar value of "Canadian value
added" in the production of vehicles and original-
equipment parts over and above both the amount
achieved in the base year and the amount of the in-
crease achieved pursuant to (1) above by a certain
stated amount l/ during the 1968 model year, and to
maintain that amount in each model year thereafter.

These commitments made to the Government of Canada by the Canadian

motor-vehicle manufacturers in their "letters of undertaking" are still bind-

ing according to the terms of the letters themselves, which continue in full

force and effect.

l/ For the Canadian affiliates of the Big Four motor-vehicle manufacturers,
the combined figure was U.S. $222 million.
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RECENT TRENDS IN THE U.S. PASSENGER AUTOMOBILE INDUSTRY

The U.S. automobile industry was adversely affected by many differ-

ent factors during 1974. Total registrations of domestically produced

and imported automobiles plummeted from a record 11.4 million units in

1973 to 8.7 million units in 1974, representing almost a 24 percent

decline from the previous year. Registration of domestic automobiles

decreased from 9.6 million units in 1973 to 7.3 million units in 1974

while registration of imports declined from 1.7 million units in 1973

to 1.4 million in 1974.

One of the primary causes of this decline was the beginning of an

economic downturn in the United States which lasted well into 1975.

Coupled with the recessionary impact were second-and third-quarter

strikes in 1975 in the automobile industry that tended to decrease the

supply of many automobile models. Added to these two economic depres-

sants was inflationary pressure in the form of substantial price increases

averaging $426 or 8.5 percent for General Motors, $391 or 7.7 percent

for Ford, $400 or 8.5 percent for Chrysler, and $284 or 9.9 percent for

American Motors. Still another major cause of the decline in automobile

sales was the energy crisis of 1973-74.

The 1973-74 period marked the beginning of a new era in the

future of the domestic automobile industry. The oil embargo, which

lasted approximately 3 months, made the average U.S. automobile consumer'

acutely aware of his dependence upon imported gasoline from the oil-

producing and oil-exporting countries. As gasoline prices increased
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froc an average of 35 cents per gallon to 55 cents per gallon in a

very short time, and the lines at the service stations lengthened

because of the gasoline shortage, new car buyers began to seriously

consider more fuel-efficient automobiles.

Even though the embargo and long service station lines were

short-lived and soon forgotten by many, this period signaled the

beginning of the transition from the large, standard-size automo-

biles to the more fuel-efficient, smaller-size automobiles of the

future.

a



52

Industry Description

In terms of quantity, four major producers accounted for over

99.9 percent of the total reported domestic output of new passenger

automobiles for the 1976 model year and 94.1 percent of the trucks

and buses produced in the United States. The four major companies are

General Motors Corp., Ford Motor Co., Chrysler Corp., and American

Motors Corp. All of these companies are headquartered in the Detroit,

Mich. area; and all except the smallest, American Motors, have pro-

duction and assembly plants in more than one location.

In 1976 there were 45 major assembly plants located in 16 differ-

ent States. Passenger-automobile-producing States and their shares

of 1976 U.S. production in'terms of quantity were: Michigan (34.1

percent), Ohio (9.5 percent), Missouri (9.3 percent), California

(7.7 percent),. Georgia (7.3 percent), New Jersey (6.2 percent), Wis-

consin (5.3 percent), Delaware (4.8 percent), Maryland (3.3 percent),

Texas (3.1 percent), Kansas (2.7 percent), New York (1.7 percent),

Illinois (1.7 percent), Massachusetts (1.2 percent), Kentucky (1.1

percent), and Minnesota (1.0 percent). Virginia averaged almost I

percent from 1970 to 1974 whev ?ord ceased assembly at the Norfolk,

Va. plant. Also, one small plant located in Florida producing about

500 electric automobiles annually terminated production in late

1976 due to financial difficulties. Other than these two changes,

there have not been any appreciable changes in assembly locations

during the 1970-76 period.

I
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Volkswagen Manufacturing of America, Inc., a wholly owned sub-

sidiary of Volkswagenwerk AG headquartered in Wolfsburg, West Germany,

will begin assembly of a subcompact automobile in the United States

sometime during 1978. Volkswagen will be the first major foreign

manufacturer to ever produce automobiles witnin the United States. It

has purchased a partially completed Chrysler assembly plant located

near New Stanton, Pennsylvania, and plans initially to import most of

the major components from West Germany. Eventually, almost all of the

parts for assembly of the automobile will be produced domestically, but

Volkswagen is unsure as to when this will take place. Another foreign

producer, the Volvo Group headquartered in Goteborg, Sweden, planned to

begin assembly of a Volvo passenger automobile in Norfolk, Va., sometime

during 1978, but has currently postponed the opening of the plant.

Total production of new passenger automobiles by domestic manu-

facturers for the 1976 model year was approximately 8 million units.

Of this total, General Motors accounted for 56.8 percent, Ford pro-

duced 26.1 percent, Chrysler produced 13.5 percent, American Motors

produced 3.5 percent, and the remaining 0.1 percent was produced

by small companies such as Checker Motors (primarily taxicabs) and

Citicar (small electric autos).

All major U.S. producers of passenger automobiles are multi-

national firms that import automobiles from their Canadian assembly

plants free of duty under the Automotive Products Trade Act. The

three largest U.S. manufacturers also have plants or affiliated firms

in Western Europe or Japan or both where they produce passenger
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automobiles for the world market. Many of these automobiles are

imported into the Urited States for sale to U.S. consumers by the

parent companies or their distributing agents. In addition, all of

the U.S. producers have manufacturing plants in many of the less-

developed countries where automobiles are manufactured for the local

market to overcome various tariff and transportation costs.
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Factors Affecting Supply and Demand

A number of demographic, economic, and technological variables

influence both the supply and the demand for passenger automobiles in

the United States. Government policies and consumer prefPrences also

are important determinants of such supply and demand. It should be recog-

nized that these variables do not always act in concert but may conflict.

Absent assumptions about the state of the economy, the factors

most likely to influence the supply of new passenger automobiles in

the United States include: (1) capacity available within the

industry, (2) technology available within the industry, (3) costs

of production and (4) labor and material requirements.

Capacity considerations become increasingly important when

forecasting automobile sales. If the U.S. automotive industry is

operating at peak production levels and demand (or sales) for such

vehicles exceeds the U.S. capacity constraint, such demand gaps

can be filled only by imported automobiles. Annual U.S. capacity

to produce new passenger automobiles is estimated at 10.5 million

units. Combined U.S./Canadian capacity is estimated at 12 million

units. As indicated below, annual U.S. production, as a percent of

domestic capacity, has ranged between 63 an. 92 percent since 1972.
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New passenger automobiles: United States and Canadian
production and capacity utilization, 1972-77

Year United States Canada Total

Production (million units)

1972 ------------------ : 8.8 : 1.2 : 10.0
1973 ---------------------: 9.7 : 1.2 : 10.9
1974 ---------------------: 7.3 : 1.1 : 8.4
1975 ---------------------: 6.7 : 1.1 : 7.8
1976 ---------------------: 8.5 : 1.1 : 9.6
1977 --------------------- 1/ 9.1 : . . 1.2 : I 10.3

Percent

1972 -------------------- : 83.0 : 80.0 : 83.0
1973 -------------------- : 92.0 : 80.0 : 90.0
1974 ---------------------: 69.0 : 73.0 : 70.0
1975 --------------------- :63.0 : 73.0 : 65.0
1976 ---------------------: 80.0 : 73.0 : 80.0
1977------------------ : 1/ 86.0 : 1/ 80.0 : 1/ 85.0

I/ Estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commis-
sion.

Source: Compiled from various annual issues of Automotive News,
1973 through 1976. Data for 1977 estimated by the staff of the U.S.
International Trade Commission.

Technology available within the automotive industry is another

important variable influencing the supply of new passenger automobiles

in the United States. Technology, as used here, is most directly

concerned with applications designed to achieve (1) emission standards

and (2) fuel efficiency. Generally, although (1) and (2) tend to be

somewhat in opposition since automobiles designed to meet more restric-

tive emissions regulations frequently sacrifice some fuel efficiency,

existing technology available within the automotive industry can

achieve a balance by improving engines and transmissions (and other
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internal parts) and by reducing weight. Dependent upon the extent

of improvement vs. weight reduction (and size) marketability may

or may not be adversely affected.

Costs of production are important to automobile manufacturers

since increased costs directly and adversely affect each firm's pro-

fitability and operating performance. In, addition, increased costs

of production will very likely affect the U.S. consumer in the form

of higher automobile prices. Presently, increased regulation of the

auto industry by the Federal Government with respect to emissions

standards, safety requirements, and fuel efficiency will very likely

continue to influence the type, price, and volume of new passenger

automobiles to be produced and sold in the United States.

Labor and material requirements present another constraint

upon the supply of new passenger automobiles to be produced in the

United States. Generally labor constraints are not a significant

hurdle for the automobile producer to overcome; a large supply of

ready and able workers is available to the industry and, except for

periods of labor unrest or strikes, U.S. automobile producers can

most likely continue to balance automated and manual operations with-

in the industry. To meet the more restrictive emissions, safety, and

fuel-efficiency standards (existing and proposed) U.S. automobile

producers are constantly striving to substitute new materials in

passenger automobiles. Plastic and aluminum, for instance, are two

materials that are presently being utilized to a greater extent

by automobile producers. Dependent upon the material's purpose

ga-11 30 -?1 o I
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(decorative or protective) and its peculiar characteristics, material

costs and their effect on the weight of the automobile have become

prime areas of concern for individual manufacturers.

On the demand side of the economic equation, again laying aside

any assumptions about the state of the economy, the factors most likely

to influence the demand for new passenger automobiles include: (1) the

perceived need for personal transportation vs. mass transportation,

(2) the need for passenger automobiles due to increased scrappage (obso-

lescence, etc.), (3) personal incomes, (4) the costs of purchasing and

operating an automobile, (5) demographic factors.(size of families

and number of licensed drivers, etc.), and (6) consumer preferences

regarding appearance, style, and technology.

Competing influences may confound the projected outcome of any

of the above six factors relevant to their individual effect upon the

demand for new passenger automobiles. While increased fuel-efficiency

in an automobile would most likely increase the demand for such a

vehicle (assuming gasoline and other directly related operating costs

will increase over time) consumer perception may conflict if the

materials and technology utilized to achieve the required average fuel

economy standards are not in concert with consumer preferences.

Historically, the perceived need for personal travel might best

be assessed in terms of vehicle miles traveled during each year, as

shown below. The energy crisis and nationally enforced speed limits

of 55 miles per hour generally discouraged the vehicle miles traveled

during 1974 and marked the nation's first decline in year-to-year
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vehicle miles traveled during 1975 and 1976 registered increases of

3.3 and 4.1 percent, respectively.

Passenger automobiles: Vehicle miles traveled
per year, 1971-76

Year Quantity : Percentage increase C7
or decrease (-)

. Billion miles

1971 ------------------- : 939.1 : +5.4
1972 --------------------: 986.4 : +5.0
1973 ------------------- : 1,016.9 : +3.1
1974 ----------------- 995.5 : -2.1
1975 ------------------- : 1,028.1 : +3.3
1976 ------------------- : 1,070.0 : +4.1

Source: U.S. Federal Highway Administration, Highway Staistics,.
Annual and Traffic Volume Trends, various issues.

Another variable influencing the demand for new passenger automo-

biles is the rate of scrappage and/or general obsolesence of older

automobiles. Obviously an eventual replacement is necessary for each

automobile that is retired from the existing stock of passenger auto-

mobiles in the United States. The replacement, or new passenger auto-

mobile, may be domestic or foreign in origin. As indicated below,

scrappage as a percent of new passenger cars registered has ranged

"between 68 and 72 percent since 1970. Thus, while the total stock of

U.S. passenger automobiles is eventually replenished through the pro-

duction of new automobiles, the overall stock grows by only about 30.0

percent of each year's new passenger registrations, due to the retirement

of older automobiles.
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Passenger automobiles: Scrappage as a percentage of new passenger
automobiles registered during the period June 30 of the pre-
ceding year and July 1 of the following year, 1971-75

( In percent,)... . . ...

Item : 1971 1972 : 1973 : 1974 : 175 : year
:average

. • . . S

Scrappage as a per- : :
centage of new :
passenger auto- : :
mobiles regis- :
tered----...--- -: 693 : 70.4 : 72.0 : 68.3 : 72.3 : 70.5

ource: Auomotive News, i977 Market Data Book Issue'.

Personal income as a variable influencing the demand for new

passenger automobiles has two observable effects upon sales: (1) as

income increases relative to prices of new passenger automobiles, the

share of larger-size automobiles tends to increase relative to the

share held by smaller size automobiles, and (2) as income reaches

$15,000 or more per family (in 1970 constant dollars) the share of

larger size automobiles declines relative to smaller size auto-

mobiles as two-car families become prominent (adding a smaller

automobile as a second means of transportation) while also-

increasing the number of more luxuriously appointed automobiles,

large and small.

The initial purchase price and later the operating expenses

associated with automobile ownership are other important variables

influencing the demand for new passenger automobiles in the United

States. Generally, as automobile prices and expenses increase rela-

tive to personal disposable income, demand shifts among classes

46
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of passenger automobiles with consumers favoring those classes that

are less expensive to purchase and operate.

Demographic factors also play an important role as a deter-

minant of demand for passenger automobiles, new and used. In general,

the demand for passenger automobiles is enhanced with a growing popu-

lation. The larger a family of licensed drivers, the more likely is

increased demand for a passenger automobile; the higher the family

income the greater the likelihood that a new (or used) automobile will

be purchased.

Consumer preference could be the single most important factor

affecting the demand for passenger automobiles in the United States.

They are treated in detail in the later section of this report on

Consumer Impact.
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U.S. Passenger Automobiles in Use and Registrations/(sales)

The number of passenger automobiles in use, or yearend stock

(the total number of passenger automobiles in use at yearend, domestic

and imported, new and used), rose every year during the 1972-76 period.

The increase, as shown in the following table, averaged about 2.9

million units per year, while the rate of increase for the 5-year

period averaged about 3.1 percent a year.

Passenger automobiles: Actual yearend stock
of passenger automobiles, 1972-76

(In millions of units)
Year-: Actual U.S.

Y:ryearend stock

1972 ------------------------------------------- 86.4
1973 ----------------.-------------------- -.- 89.8
1974 ------------------------------------------- 92.6
1975 ---------------------..-..----.....----------- -95.2
1976 -------------------------------------: 97.8

Source: Automotive News.

The following table shows actual U.S. consumption of new passen-

ger automobiles for the 1970-76 period. Total consumption increased

each year during the 1970-73 period, but because of previously dis-

cussed economic and related factors, fell almost 2.3 million units

or about 20.0 percent in 1974. As can be seen from the table, U.S.

consumption had not recovered to the 1973 level by the end of 1976.

With the exception of 1970 and 1975, imports from Canada and all

other countries have been fairly constant, averaging about 2.4 mil-

lion units per year.
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New passenger automobiles: U.S. factory sales, imports for
consumption, exports of domestic passenger automobiles, and
apparent consumption, 1970-76

(In thousands of units)

Year :U.S. factory: Imports:i: E ApparentYea :Ipors 1_/IExports .S sales .. :consumptio..n-

1970 ------------- : 6,547 : 2,013 : 285 : 8,275
1971 ------------- : 8,585 : 2,587 : 387 : 10,785
1972 ------------- : 8,824 : 2,486 : 411 : lO1899
1973 ------------- : 9,658 : 2,437 : 509 : 11,586
1974 --------------: 7,311 : 2,572 : 601 : 9,282
1975 --------------: 6,713 : 2,075 : 642 : 8,146
1976 ------------- 8,498 : 2,537 : 681 : 10,354

fT Includes imports from Canada and all other countries.

Source: U.S. factory sales compiled from data published by
the Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Association, Inc; all other data
compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Commerce.

New passenger automobiles are classified by size or type; the

standard classifications presently in use are subcompact, compact,

mid-size, full-size, and luxury. During the 1972-76 period, almost

90 percent of all imported new passenger automobiles fell under the

subcompact classification, while the remaining 10 percent was almost

evenly divided between compact and luxury automobiles.

U.S./Canadian-produced automobiles, as shown in the following

table, have exhibited a pattern quite different from imports. Sub-

compact sales remained fairly constant over the 1972-76 period,

ranging from a low of 9.3 percent of the market in 1972 to a high of

11.6 percent in 1976. Jointly, compact and mid-size automobiles, on

the other hand, increased their share of the market during the 1972-76
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period from 39.7 percent in 1972 to 61.4 percent in 1976. This

increase was primarily at the expense of the full-size automobile;

the full-size share dropped from 45.7 percent in 1972 to 22.1 per-

cent in 1976. In terms of market share, sales of luxury models

tended to remain almost the same due to the introduction of a few

smaller size automobiles in that class during the period. Even

though these newer models were smaller, they were classified as

luxury models because this class is based primarily upon manufac-

turer's suggested price, not necessarily size.

New passenger automobiles: Total sales of U.S./Canadian assembled
automobiles and their share of total sales, by types, 1972-76 1/

:Total sales of: :
Year :U.S./Canadian : Sub- : Com- : Mid- : Full- :Luxury

assembled :compact: pact : size : size
: automobiles : :
: 1,000 units :Percent:Percent:Percent:Percent:Percent

1972 -------------- : 9,322 : 9.31 : 17.90 : 21.77 : 45.68 : 5.34
1973 -------------- : 9,670 : 11.09 : 21.43 : 27.62 : 35.22 : 4.64
1974 -------------- : 7,449 : 10.63 : 29.06 : 29.03 : 26.54 : 4.74
1975 -------------- : 7,050 : 9.93 : 33.13 : 29.57 : 21.95 : 5.42
1976 ------------ : 8,607 : 11.61 : 28.31 : 33.06 : 22.06 : 4.96

i/ Size classifications are based on standards used by Automotive News.

Source: Automotive News.

During the 1972-76 period, registrations of U.S./Canadian-produced

automobiles reached a peak in 1973 when 9.6 million U.S./Canadian new

passenger automobiles were registered in the United States. These auto-

mobiles held the highest percentage of total U.S. registrations in
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1972 when they comprised 85.4 percent of the total U.S. registrations,

while 1975 marked the lowest share for U.S./Canadian registrations

when they held only 81-8- percent of the market. As the following

table shows, U.S./Canadian automobile registrations comprised about

85 percent of the total except for 1975 when domestic registrations

decreased sharply from the preceding year and import registrations

remained almost constant.

New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations, domestic
and total, 1972-76

.' : . Domest c regis---

Year Domestic I/ : Total U.S. : trations as a
registrations: registrations: share of total

:U.S. registrations
1,000 units 1,000 units : Percent

1972 --------------- : 8,958 : 10,487 : 85.4
1973 ------------- : 9,631 : 11,351 : 84.8
1974 --------------- : 7,331 : 8,701 : 84.3
1975 --------------- : 6,761 : 8,262 : 81.8
1976 ------------- : 8,305 : 9,752 : 85.1

I/ Domestic registrations include passenger automobfes assembled
in the United States and those assembled in Canada and imported into
the United States under the Automotive Products Trade Act.

Source: Automotive News.
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U.S. Imports

Imported automobiles first became a factor in the U.S. market

in 1948 when 16,133 foreign automobiles (mostly Volkswagens from

West Germany and MG's from England) were registered for use in the

United States. The first year that I million imports were registered

was 1969, while the greatest number of registrations was recorded in

1973, when there were 1.7 million. The following table lists the

total number of imported automobile registrations for each year for

the period 1969-76.

New passenger U.S. automobiles: Import registrations and their

share of total U.S. registrations, 1969-76

: Registrations of

Year U.S. registrations: imports as a
of imports 1/ : percent of total

: U.S. registrations
1,000 units : Percent

1969 ------------------------ : 1,060 : 11.2
1970 -------------------------: 1,231 : 14.7
1971 ------------------------ : 1,465 : 14.9
1972 ------------------------. : 1,529 : 14.6
1973 --------------------- : 1,720 : 15.2
1974 ------------------------- : 1,369 : 15.7
1975 -------------------------- 1,501 : 18.2
1976 -----------------------: 1,447 : 14.9

1/ Does not include new passenger automobiles imported from
"Canada.

Source: Automotive News.

As can also be seen in the preceding table, the share of the U.S.

automobile market held by imported automobiles has averaged about

14.9 percent since 1969, ranging from a low of 11.2 percent in 1969
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to a high Qf 18.2 in 1975. With the exception of 1975, the import

share of the U.S. automobile market has been relatively stable since

1970. The high share of 18.2 percent for 1975 was the result of a

relatively small increase in registrations of imported automobiles

while domestic registrations declined sharply.

Canada

Imports of new passenger automobiles from Canada during 1972-76

averaged about 8.5 percent of the total new passenger automobiles

registered in the United States. As the following table shows, 1973

marked the peak year, in terms of units, for Canadian automobile

imports into the United States for the 1972-76 period, while it marked

the lowest year, on a percentage basis, for the same period.

New passenger automobiles: Imports from Canada and their share
of total U.S. registrations, 1972-76

Imports from
Year Imports from : Canada as a share

Canada : of total U.S.
registrations

Units : Percent

1972 ------------------------ : 842,300 : 8.0
1973 ---------------- : 871,557 : 7.7
1974 ------------------------ : 817,559 : 9.4
1975 ------------------------ : 733,766 : 8.9
1976 ---------------------- : 825,590 : 8.5

Source: Compiled from officaf statistics of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce and Automotive News.
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Japan

In terms of retail sales, new passenger automobiles from Japan

during 1972-76 averaged about 7.5 percent of the total U.S. market.

The following table shows that imported automobiles from Japan have

steadily gained a larger share of the total U.S. market in terms of

unit sales since 1972. The lowest market share of Japanese imports,

5.7 percent, was recorded at the beginning of the 1972-76 period,

while the highest share, 9.3 percent, was reached during the last

2 years of this period. Actual unit sales have increased every year

since 1972, with the exception of 1974 when the automobile industry

experienced an exceptionally poor year because of the oil embargo,

a general worldwide recession, and large price increases of new

automobiles.

New passenger automobiles: Sales of imports from Japan and
their share of total U.S. sales, 1972-76

Sales of imports :Japanese imports
Year from Japan : as a share offm p :total U.S. sales

Units : Percent

1972 -----------------------. : 625,085 : 5.7
1973 --------------------- : 756,077 : 6.6
1974 -----------------------. : 597,375 : 6.7
1975 -----------------------. : 806,778 : 9.3
1976 ---------------------. : 937,661 : 9.3

Source: Automotive News and Wards.



69

All other countries

Retail sales for imported automobiles originating from all

countries except Canada and Japan (primarily England, Italy, Belgium,'

France, West Germany, and Sweden) averaged about 9 percent of the total

U.S. market from 1972 to 1975, then dropped to 5.5 percent in 1976.

New passenger automobiles imported into the U.S. from the preceding

countries are generally categorized as luxury-type automobiles or as

compacts and subcompacts. In most instances, automobiles imported

from these countries do not compete to a significant degree in the

U.S. market place within the mid-size or full-size automobile segments.

This relationship holds true of each of the following three scenarios

detailed later in this report. During this 5-year period, the highest

year for sales, in units, was 1973, when approximately I million units

were sold in the United States while the lowest year for sales was

1976, when 0.5 million were sold. The following table shows the number

of units sold for 1972-76 and the imports from these countries as a

share of total U.S. sales.
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New passenger automobiles: Sales of imports from all countries
except Japan and Canada and their share of total U.S. sales,
1972-76

__.... .. _(2uantity in units)

SSales of imports: Imports from all
:from all countries : countries except

Year " ex c counties : Japan and Canada
except Japan as a share of
and Canada : total U.S. sales

: Units : Percent

1972 --------------------- 972,363 : 8.9
1973 --------------------- 1,004,333 : 8.8
1974 ---------------------- -805,660 : 9.1
1975 --------------------- 762,433 : 8.9
1976 --------------------- 554,249 : 5.5

Source: Automotive News and Wards.
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U.S. Employment

As shown in the following table, average annual employment of

all employees in establishments primarily engaged in manufacturing

motor vehicles, passenger car bodies, truck and bus bodies, motor

vehicle parts and accessories, and truck trailers during the 1971-76

period ranged from a high of 955,300 employees in 1973 to a low of

774,100 employees in 1975. For production and related workers, shown

separately, the peak year was also 1973, when the average annual

employment reached 743,400 thousand, while the lowest year was 1975.

Separate official data are not available concerning average annual

employment for new passenger automobiles.

Average annual employment in the U.S. motor-vehicle industry, all
employees and production and related employees, 1971-76

(In thousands of employees)
Production and

Year : All employees related employees
: : only

1971 ------------------- : 842.6 : 651.3
1972 ------------------- : 862.8 : 668.6
1973 ---------.------- : 955.3 : 743.4
1974 ------.-- ....----- : 890.8 : 682.3
1975 ----------------- : 774.1 : 593.4
1976 ------------------- : 850.6 : 661.8

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

The best sales year the domestic automobile manufacturers

experienced was 1973, when sales reached over 9.6 million units.

Because of various adverse conditions which affected the automobile
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industry and the U.S. economy, unit sales declined to 7 million in

1975 and increased to 8.6 million in 1976. Employment of automotive

employees is directly related to unit sales, and the figures in the

preceding table clearly reflect this linkage; average annual employ-

ment in the U.S. motor-vehicle industry reached a peak of 955,000

employees in 1973, and by 1976 had returned to an average of only

850,000.



THE FUTURE OF THE U.S. PASSENGER AUTOMOBILE INDUSTRY

The Base Case

Economic and other assumptions

F~r""purposes' oiftis report the Base .Case .1is assumed to be a

hypothetical scenario projecting the future of the U.S. automobile

industry and the market during the 1977-85 period under all currently

existing laws and regulations (as outlined in earlier sections). Pr)-

jections are made with respect to U.S. passenger automobiles in use,

U.S. registrations of new passenger automobiles, U.S. imports and U.S.

employment. A separate analysis entitled Consumer Impact details con-

sumer preferences and prices of new passenger automobiles.

Economic assumptions underlying the Base Case projections (and

subsequent hypothetical scenarios described later in this report) are

as follows:

General Economic Assumptions

Unless otherwise indicated, a period of relatively stable

economic growth between 1977-85 was assumed. The following guide-

lines were used (in percent):

Average annualfrowth rates

1977-80 1980-85 1977-85

GNP (real) ------------------------ 3.5 3.3 3.4
Disposable personal income (real)- 3.8 3.4 3.6
Inflation ------------------------- 5.0 4.0 4.5
Price of gasoline ----------------- 10.0 10.0 10.0
Unemployment ----------------------- falling toward 4.5 percent by 1985

935-18 0 - " - &
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In addition, for purposes of our projections, it is also assumed

that the domestic automobile industry will be comprised of four major

manufacturers--GM, Ford, Chrysler, and American Motors--during the

1977-85 period. Volkswagen and Volvo (assuming Volvo begins U.S.

production) will likely be too small to be considered, major manufac-

turers by 1985.
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U.S. passenger automobiles in use and registrations/(sales).--

Given the preceding assumptions about the U.S. regulatory climate and

the state of the economy, the number of U.S. passenger automobiles

in use, 1/ is projected to increase during 1977-85 from 102.1 to

117.7 million units. As shown in the following table, the U.S. pas-

senger automobile stock is further categorized by type--subcompact,

compact, mid-size, full-size, and luxury. Note particularly that

the full-size automobile is projected to decline from about 30 per-

cent of the U.S. stock to slightly less than 24 percent during

Passenger automobiles: Actual U.S. yearend stock of passenger automo-
biles and their share of total stock, by types, under the Base Case,
estimated for 1977-85

Base Case

Year U : SculU.S. : Sub- .: Compact Mid-size:Full-size: Luxury
yearend : compact:

: stock :
:Million :

units : Percent : Percent : Percent : Percent : Percent

1977 -------- : 102.1 : 19.0 : 17.9 : 24.0 : 30.1 : 9.0
1978--------: 105.0 : 19.8 : 17.9 : 24.4 : 28.8 : 9.0
1979 -------- :o 107.1 : 20.4 : 18.1 : 24.8 : 27.6 : 9.1
1980 --------- : 108.5 : 20.8 : 18.3 : 25.2 : 26.5 : 9.2
1981 --------- : 109.6 : 21.0: 18.7 : 25.6: 25.5: 9.2
1982 ------ -: 110.8 : 20.9 : 19.2 : 25.9 : 24.7 : 9.3
1983 --------- : 112.3 : 20.7 : 19.6 : 26.2 : 24.1 : 9.4
1984 ------- : 114.9 : 20.3 : 20.0 : 26.4 : 23.8 : 9o5
1985 -------- : 117.7: 19.8: 20.4: 26.5: 23.7: 9.6

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the
basis of Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.

1/ Previously defined as 'the total number of passenger automobiles in
use at yearend, domestic and imported, new and used; also referred to
as actual U.S. yearend stock or stock.

I----
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the 1977-85 period while the mid-size and compact automobiles are

expected to increase in relative importance.

U.S. registrations (a proxy for retail sales) are projected to

reach 11.1 million units in 1978, increase to 12 million units in

1981 and peak at about 14 million units by 1985. Of the total new

passenger automobiles registered in the United States, United States/

Canadian-type automobiles are expected to maintain a share well above

85 percent of the market.

New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations, domestic and total,
under- Exis ting.-Laws.and -Regulat-ions-ase-Case-, estimated-for..t...
1977-85

"". Domestc :. T l U.S. : :Domestic regis-
Year Domestic Total U.S. : traction as a

Year :registrations :registrations : share of total

_ _ _ _ _ _:U.S. registrations
1,000 units : 1,000 units : Percent

1977 ------------------- : 9,410 : 10,950 : 85.9
1978 ------------------- : 9,580 : 11,110 : 86.2
1979 ------------------- : 9,900 : 11,350 : 87.2
1980 ------------.. .. : 10,340 : 11,790 : 87.7
1981 -------.----------- : 10,620 : 12,000 : 88.5
1982 ------------------- : 10,810 : 12,210 : 88.5
1983 ------------------- : 119130 : 12,550 : - 88.7
1984 ------------------- : 12,100 : 13,600 : 89.0
1985 ------------------- : 12,490 : 14,000 : 89.2

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the
basis of Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.

The domestic share of total new passenger automobile registrations,

by types, is projected below. Since there are virtually no U.S. imports

of mid-size and full-size automobiles, the domestic share of U.S. new
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passenger automobile registrations is 100 percent for automobiles clas-

sified as mid-size and full-size.

New passenger automobiles: U.S. domestic registrations (sales) as
a share of total U.S. registrations, by types, under the Base
Case, estimated for 1977-85

(In percent)

Year Subcompacts: Compacts Luxury

1977 ------------------- : 46.0 : 94.0 : 90.0
1978 ------- ---------- : 46.0 : 94.0 : 90.5
1979 ---------------- : 47.0 : 94.5 : 91.0
1980 ---------------.-..... : 48.0 : 94.5 : 91.0
1981 ------------------: 49.0 : 95.0 : 91.0S............1982 .. .. .. .. .. . :P 49040-: - - - 95"0 q 1...... . .... -1 0

1983 ------------------: 49.0 : 95.0 : 91.0
1984 -----------......... : 49.0 : 95.0 : 91.0
1985 ------------------: 49.0 : 95.0 : 91.0

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on
the basis of Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.

As can be seen from the preceding table, domestic new passenger sub-

compact automobile registrations as a percent of total U.S. registra-

tions are projected to range between 46 and 49 precent during 1977-85.

Domestic compact and luxury-type automobiles are projected to be between

90 and 95 percent during the same period.

U.S. imports.--In accordance with the Base Case assumptions, imported

new passenger automobiles from all countries, except Canada, will register

little growth during the 1978-85 period, with U.S. registrations of

imported passenger automobiles fluctuating between 1.4 and 1.5 million-

units. Imported new passenger automobiles, while fluctuating in terms

of units registered, will gradually decline as a percent of overall
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11.S. registrations during 1978-85, from 13.8 percent in 1978 to 10.8

percent in 1985.

The anticipated decline in U.S. registrations, of imported auto-

mobiles during the 1978-85 period is expected to be due to (1) the

likelihood that U.S. manufacturers will provide relatively more fuel-

efficient new passenger automobiles as part of their product mix

than they do today in their attempt to comply with existing fuel

efficiency standards, thus becoming more competitive with foreign

fuel-efficient automobiles (2) the lack of any additional incen-

tives for the American consumer to purchase a foreign-made fuel--

efficient automobile vs a domestically produced one and (3) the

assumption that prices of domestically produced automobiles will

increase more slowly than prices of imported automobiles.
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New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations of imports (except
Canadian) and their share of total U.S. registrations under the
Base Case, estimated for'1977-85

Year
U.S. registrations

of imports
(except Canadian)

1)000 untits

1977 ------------------- :
1978 ------------------- :
1979 ------------------- :
1980 ------------------- :
1981 ------------------- :
1982 ------------------- :
1983 .........
1984 ---------------
1985----------------..

1 ,540
1,530
1,450
1,450
1,380
1,400
1,420
1,500
1,510

: U.S. registrations
: of imports (except
: Canadian) as a share

of total U.S.
* registrations
: £Percent

14.1
13.8
12.8
12.3
11.5
11.5

S-11.3.
: 11.0

10.8

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on--
the basis of Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.

As shown in the following table, new passenger automobiles

imported into the United States from all countries, except Canada,

also are projected to hold a declining share of total U.S. registra-

tion, by types, during the 1977-85 period.
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New passenger automobiles: Imports, except Canadian, registered
as a share of total U.S. registrations, by types, under Base
Case, estimated for 1977-85, under Base Case

S(In_ percent)

Year Subcompacts Compacts Luxury

1977 ------------------- : 54.0 : 6.0 : 10.0
1978 ------------------- : 54.0 : 6.0 : 9.5
1979 ------------------- : 53.0 : 5.5 : 9.0
1980 ------------------- : 52.0 : 5.5 : 9.0
1981 ------------------- : 51.0 : 5.0 : 9.0
1982 ---------------- : 51.0 : 5.0 : 9.0
1983 ---------------- : 51.0 : 5.0 : 9.0
1984 ------------------- 51.0 : 5.0 : 9.0
1985------------ :' 51.0 : 5.0 : 9.0

,Source: 77'Estimated by. the, U.S., International-Trade-Commission -on.............
the basis of upon Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.

Canada.--Imports of new passenger automobiles from Canada

during 1977-85 are expected to comprise about 9.5 percent of the

U.S./Canadian new passenger automobiles registered in the United

States. As a projection, U.S. registrations of Canadian-made new

passenger automobiles (a proxy for imports sold) will increase from

894,000 units to 1.2 million units during the 1977-85 period, or from

8.2 percent to 8.5 percent of total U.S. registrations (U.S. regis-

trations of U.S. and Canadian-made automobiles and U.S. registrations

of all imported automobiles).
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New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations of U.S.-made and
Canadian-made automobiles and Canadian-made as a share of total
U.S. registrations estimated for 1977-85, under the Base Case

. : .U.S. registrations
: : of Canadian-made

Year -: U.S.-made : Canadian- : automobiles as a
made : percent of total

T ... U.S. registrations
: .unIT :1,000 units Percent

1977 ------------------- : 8,519 : 894 : 8.2
1978 ------------------- : 8,670 : 910 : 8.2
1979 ------------------- : 8,961 : 941 : 8.3
1980 ------------------- : 9,354 : 982 : 8.3
1981 ----------------- : 9,608 : 1,009 : 8.4
1982 ------------------- : 9,780 : 1,027 : 8.4
1983 ------------------- : 10,070 : 1,057 : 8.4

--- .-984------------- ...... : . ... -10 954-s•.............. l50-: - 8;5

1985 ------------------: 11,298 : 1,187 : 8.5

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commissiof based
upon Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.

Japan.--Under the assumptions previously described for the Base

Case, imports from Japan of new passenger automobiles are estimated to

comprise about 70 percent of new foreign passenger automobiles (except

Canadian) registered in the United States during 1977-85. As shown below,

by 1985 total U.S. registrations from Japan would decline slightly below

the 1977 level, 1.06 million units versus 1.08 million units, respec-

tively. Under the Base Case, U.S. registrations of new passenger auto-

mobiles from Japan are projected to decline from 9.7 percent of total

U.S. registrations in 1977 to 7.6 percent in 1985 due to the *increased

competitiveness of U.S.-made automobiles in the more fuel-efficient

categories.
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New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations of imports from
Japan and their share of total U.S. registrations under Base
Case estimated for 1977-85

.. : U.S. registrations
Year U.S. registrations : from Japan as a

from Japan : share of total
U.S. registrations

1,000 units : Percent

1977 ------------------- : 1,080 : 9.7
1978 ------------------- : 1,070 : 9.6
1979 ------------------- : 1,015 : 8.9
1980 ------------------- : 1,015 : 8.6
1981 ------------------- : 966 : 8.0
1982 ------------------- : 980 : 8.0
1983 : 994 : 7.9
1984 ---------------- 1,050 : 7.7
19.... 85----------------- ....... !,Q 7_:7.6

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on
the basis of Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.

All other countries.--New passenger automobiles from West

Germany, Belgium, the United Kingdom, Italy, Sweden, and France, will

comprise an estimated 30 percent of the foreign new passenger auto-

mobile registrations (except Canadian) in the United States during

1977-85. As indicated in the following table, U.S. registrations of

new passenger automobiles, under the Base Case, are projected to

fluctuate downward during 1977-85 from 462,000 in 1977 to 453,000 in

1985. Imports from the aforementioned countries will decline in

relative importance between 1977-85, as their percentage of total U.S.

new passenger automobile registrations declines from 4.2 percent to

3.2 percent.
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New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations of imports from
all other countries I/ and their share of total U.S. registra-
tions, under the Base Case, estimated for 1977-85

: : U.S. registration
U.S. registration : from all other

Year : from all other : countries as a
: countries I/ : share of total U.S.

registrations
1 units : Percent

1977 ------------------- 462 : 4.2
1978 .459 : 4.1
1979 ------- T ----------- 435 : 3.8
1980 ------------------- 435 : 3.7
1981 ------------------- 414 : 3.6
1982 --------------- 420 : 3.5
1983 .... 426 : 3.4
1984 ----------------. . : 450 : 3.3
'1985 ---------- 453 : 3.2

1/ Essentially, West Germany, Belgium, the United Kingdom, ItsLT

Sweden, and France.

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on
the basis of Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.
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Employment.--Responses of the four major domestic automobile manu-

facturers to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission

indicate that average annual employment in passenger automobile produc-

tion 1/ of the four manufacturers was 796,019 in 1974, 722,172 in 1975,

and 808,802 in 1976. Employment projections to 1985 were made by the

United States International Trade Commission by applying the 1976 ratio

of registrations of new U.S.-made automobiles per employee (approximately

10.5: 1) to projected 1977-85 Base Case automobile registrations of

U.S.-made automobiles. This, of course, does not consider the possible

increases or declines in annual output per employee. The results are

shown in the table below.

Average annual employment 1/ in the domestic automobile
industry, Base Case, 1977-85

(In thousands of employees)

Year . Employment

1977 --------------------------------------- : 811
1978 ---------------------------------- : 826
1979-- --------------.. -853
1980 ------------------------------- --....- :-891
1981 --------------------------------------- : 915
1982 ---------------------------------------- : 931
1983 ---------------------------------- : 959
1984 ---- ---- -- -- -- -- -- 1,043
1985 ---------------------------------------: 1,076

I/ Employment at U-S. facilities in which complete passenger
automobiles and automotive parts are produced. This does not
include employment associated with the production and/or assembly
of light trucks and parts for such vehicles.

Source: U.S. International Trade Commission.

i/ Employment at U.S. facilities Tin which complete passenger automobiles
and automotive parts are produced. Manufacturers were asked not to include
employment associated with the production and/or assembly of light'trucks
and parts for such vehicles; however, one manufacturer did include such
employment, thus slightly overstating the aggregate figures shown above.



The Base Case Versus the FIT/FER Proposal

Additional assumptions

An assessment of the President's Fuel Inefficiency Tax (FIT)

and Fuel Efficiency Rebate (FER) proposal, (the FIT/FER.proposal)

and its likely impact upon the future of the U.S. automobile indus-

try is projected by the Commission on the basis of the previously

stated economic and industry assumptions outlined under the Base case.

It is further predicated upon the assumption that the tax and rebate

system proposed by the President under section 1201 of the National

Energy Act would be applied on a like basis to both domestically pro-

duced and imported new passenger automobiles sold in the United

States during the 1978-85 period.
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U.S. passenger automobiles in use and registrations/(sales).--

Given the collateral assumptions for the President's FIT/FER proposal,

the number of U.S. passenger automobiles in use 1/ is expected to

increase by less than one-half of one percent above the levels-projected

under the Base Case (without the President's FIT/FER proposal) during

the 1977-85 period (see pages E-2 and E-3 in the appendix).

While the overall U.S. stock of passenger automobiles during

1978-85 is almost identical under the Base Case and the FIT/FER pro-

posal, the composition of the automobile stock, by types, does change.

Specifically, the share held by the full-size automobile declines

significantly below Base Case levels for 1985, dropping to 19.8 per-

cent of the total stock in that year in contrast to a share of 23.7

percent held under the Base Case. In fact, during each of the years

1978-85, the full-size automobile is'projected to decline in its

percentage share of the overall stock because of the FIT/PER pro-

posal (the anticipated higher prices as a result of the proposed tax

would dampen consumer demand for the full-size automobile while the

proposed rebate would encourge the consumption of smaller more full-

efficient automobiles). In contrast, the subcompact automobile would

likely increase its share of the overall automobile stock by 1985,

increasing its share to 23.5 percent of the total stock versus 19.8

percent under the Base Case. The compact, mid-size, and luxury

1 Previously defied as the total number o passenger automobiles
in-use at yearend, domestic and imported, new and used; also referred
to as actual U.S. year-end stock or stock.



automobiles are'projected to remain virtually unchanged during the

1978-85 period'(see table below).

Passenger automobiles: Actual U.S. yearend stock of passenger automobiles,
domestic and imported, and their shares of total stock, by types,
under the FIT/FER proposal and Base Case, estimated for 1977-85

(In percent)

Automobile type 1977 :1978 : 1979 1980 :1981 1982 1983 1984 1985

Subcompact: : : :
With FIT/FER pro- : : : :

posal ---------- :19.0 :20.6 :21.8 :22.7 :23.2 :23.6 :23.7 :23.7 23.5
Base Case --------- :19.0 :19.8 :20.4 :20.8 :21.0 :20.9 :20.7 :20.3 19.8
Difference -------- : 0 :. 0.8 1.4 : 1.9 : 2.2 : 2.7 : 3.0 3.4 3.7

Compact: : : : : : :
With FIT/FER pro- : : :
posal--------- -- :17.9 :17.8 :17.8 :18.0 :18.4 :18.8 :19.3 :19.7 : 20.1

Base Case ---------- :17.9 :17.9 :18.1 :18.3 :18.7 :19.2 :19.6 :20.0 : 20.4
Difference -------- : 0 : -. 1 : -. 3 : -. 3 : -. 3 : -. 4 : -. 3 : -. 3 : -. 2

Mid-size: : : : : :
With FIT/FER'pro- : : : : :

posal ---------- :24.0 :24.5 :25.0 :25.4 :25.9 :26.3 :26.6 :26.9 : 27.0
Base Case --------- :24.0 :24.4 :24.8 :25.2 :25.6 :25.9 :26.2 :26.4 : 26.5
Difference -------- : 0 : .1 : .2 : .2 : .3 : .4 : .4 : .5 : .5

Full size: : : : : : :
With FIT/FER pro- : : : : :

posal ------.---- :30.1 :28.1 :26.4 :24.8 :23.3 :22.0 :21.0 :20.3 : 19.8
Base Case ---------- :30.1 :28.8 :27.6 :26.5:25.5:24.7:24.1 :23.8 : 23.7
Difference--------: 0 : -. 7 :-1.2 :-1.7 :-2.2 :-2.7 :-3.1 :-3.5 : -3.9

Luxury: : : : : : :
With FIT/FER pro- : : : : : :

posal ------------ : 9.0 : 9.0 : 9.1 : 9.1 : 9.2 : 9.3 : 9.3 : 9.4 : 9.6
Base Case --------- : 9.0 : 9.0 : 9.1 : 9.2 : 9.2 : 9.3 : 9.4 : 9.5 : 9.6
Difference -------- : 0 : 0 : 0 : -. 1 : 0 : 0 : -. 1 : A : 0

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the basis
of'Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model. forecasts.
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Total U.S. registrations, with the FIT/FER proposal, are

projected to reach levels somewhat above those projected under the Base

Case during 1978-80; however, for the period 1981-85, U.S. new passenger

automobile registrations are generally expected to drop below levels

projected under..the Base Case since the FIT/FER proposal would encourage

the sale of the more fuel efficient automobiles while discouraging the

sale of the less fuel efficient passenger automobiles. It is also likely

that consumers will postpone purchases of new automobiles under the

FIT/FER proposal (M)to avoid the tax to be assessed on larger automo-

biles and (2) because of the higher expected prices of used automobiles

more consumers will tend to repair their automobiles effectively post-

poning new purchases. 1/ In contrast, as shown below, new passenger

automobiles of the U.S./Canadian type registered in the U.S. under the

FIT/FER proposal are expected to decline below levels projected under

the Base Case during each of the years, 1978-85, with imported new pas-

senger automobiles gaining a larger share of the U.S. market. Detailed

discussion and projections with respect to tfie share expected to be

held by imported new passenger automobiles in the United States during

the 1978-85 period are addressed later in this report under the section

on U.S. imports.

-f It is reasoned that as new passenger automobiles increasein'"price
(with the added fuel inefficiency tax) older automobiles-will have a
higher value and the average consumer could more easily justify increased
operating expenses and costs of repairs, etc.



I New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations, domestic l/ and total, under the FIT/FER
proposal and under the Base Case, estimated for 1977-85

*1

: Domestic registrations as
Domestic registrations 1/ : Total U.S. registrations a share of total

Year :_: : U.S. registrations
FIT/FER: Base Dfference FIT/FER: Base :Difference FIT/FER: Baseifference

: case : : case :. . case :
*1,000 :

: units :

1977 -------- : 9,410
1978- --- : 9,380
1979 -------- : 9,570
1980 --------- : 10,120
1981 --------- : 10,330
1982 - : 10,560
1983 --------- : 10,800
1984 -------- : 11,730
1985---v ------ : 12,160

1o00o
units

9,410
9,580
9,900

10,340
10,620
10,810
11,130
12,100
12,490

1,00o
units

0
-200
-330
-220
-290
-250
-330
-370
-330

1,000
units

10,950
11,360
11,370
11,850
11,950
12,250
12,470
13,540
139970

1,_000
units

10 950
11,110
11,350
11,790
12,000
12,210
12,550
13,600
14,000

1,it0
units

0
250
20
60

-50
40

-80
-60
-30

:Percent:Percent:

85.9 : 85.9 :
82.6 : 86.2 :
84.2 : 87.2 :
85.4 : 87.7 :
86.5 : 88.5 :
86.2 : 88.5 :
86.6 : 88.7 :
86.6 : 89.0 :
87.0 : 89.2 :

1/ Includes new passenger automobiles from Canada.

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the basis of Wharton EFA Auto-
mobile Demand Model forecasts.

Percent

0
-3.6
-3.0
-2.3
-2.0
-2.3
-2.1
-2.4
-2.2

CO
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The domestic (U.S./Canadian) share of total new passenger

automobile registrations, by types, is projected to remain the same

under the FIT/FER proposal as that projected under the Base Case pre-

sented earlier in this report. Accordingly, U.S. registrations of

domestic new passenger automobiles as a percent of total U.S. regis-

trations are expected to be 100 percent for mid-size and full-size

automobiles and range to between 46 and 49 percent for subcompacts

and between 90 and 95 percent for compact and luxury-type automobiles

(see previous table on page 77).

It does appear, however, that overall reductions in registrations

are expected to a large degree within the full-size segment, and to a

lesser extent within the compact and luxury segments. This accounts

for the overall losses suffered by domestic registrations between the

Base Case and the FIT/FER proposal. For example, in 1978, domestic

registrations of new passenger automobiles are projected to decline

by approximately 200,000 units. The bulk of this domestic loss would

be due to the general decline in sales of full-size automobiles under

the FIT/FER"proposal, a decline from 23.7 percent of total U.S. regis-

trations to 17.5 percent, or about 645,000 full-size automobiles. A

corresponding loss of 140,000 compact automobiles with a gain of

194,000 mid-size, 388,000 subcompacts, and about 2,000 luxury automo-

biles, yield a net domestic loss of approxiriately 200,000 units. The

overall shares of new U.S. registrations under the FIT/FER proposal

and the Base Case are shown in the following table.
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New passenger automobiles: Share of total U.S. registrations, by types,
under the FIT/FER proposal and the Base Case, estimated for 1977-85

(In percent)

Subcompact Compact Mid-size F611-size Luxury
Year

Ya : :Base :Bas Bas :Bas Base
:FIT/FER: :FIT/FER: :FIT/FER: Ba:IT/FER: :FIT/FER:

Case Case Case :Case Case

1977 ---- : 22.3:22.3: 18.3:18.3: 28.1:28.1 : 22.2:22.2 : 9.2 : 9.2
1978 ----: 28.9 :22.0 :. 15.9 :17.6 : 28.7 :27.6 : 17.5 :23.7 : 9.0 : 9.2
1979 ---- : 26.5 :20.6 : 17.3 :18.6 : 27.9 :27.0 : 19.2 :24.6 : 9.1 : 9.3
1980 ---- : 24.4 :19.9 : 19.5 :19.8 : 27.7 :27.0 : 19.1 :23.9 : 9.3 : 9.4
1981----: 22.7 :18.8 : 21.8 :21.5 : 27.6 :27.0 : 18.4 :23.0 : 9.5 : 9.6
1982 ----: 23.4:18.7 : 21.3:21.8 : 27.2:26.7: 18.4:23.0 : 9.7 : 9.8
1983 ---- : 22.3 :18.2 : 22.3 :22.1 : 27.0 :26.5 : 18.7 :23.3 : 9.8 : 9.9
1984 ---- : 22.3:17.6 : 22.1 :22.0 : 27.1:26.3 : 18.5 :24.0 : 10.0 : 10.1
1985 ---- : 21.5 :17.2 : 22.2 :22.0 : 26.6 :26.2 : 19.5 :'24.3 : 10.2 : 10.3

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commissionon the basis of
Wharton EFA.Automobile Demand Model forecasts.
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U.S. imports.--U.S. imports of new passenger automobiles from

all countries (except Canada) under the FIT/FER proposal are projected

to reach levels above those projected under the Base Case. In fact,

U.S. registrations of imported new passenger automobiles are expected

to exceed Base Case levels by 237,000 to nearly 450,000 dnits during

the 1978-85 period. U.S. registrations of imports from all countries

(except Canada) as a percent of total U.S. registrations are projected

to decline in overall importance, however, from 17.4 to 13.0 percent.

New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations of imports (except Canada)

and their share of total U.S. registrations under the FIT/FER proposal

and under the Base Case, estimated for 1977-85

U.S. registrations :U.S. registrations of imports
of imports : (except Canada) as a share

Year : (except Canada) : of total U.S. registrations
:FTBase Bs

• /FER ase Difference:FIT/FER: Base :Difference
:Case Case

L Q 1,000 : 1,000
units : units : units :Percent: Percent : Percent

1977--------- : 1,540 : 1,540 : 0 : 14.1 : 14.1 : 0

1978 ---------- : 1,976 : 1,530 : 446 : 17.4 : 13.8 : -3.6

1979 ---------- : 1,796 : 1,450 : 346 : 15.8 : 12.8 : -3.0

1980 ---------- : 1,730 : 1,450 : 280 : 14.6 : 12.3 : -2.3
1981--------- : 1,617 : 1,380 : 237 : 13.5 : 11.5 : -2.0

1982 ---------- : 1,697 : 1,400 : 297 : 13.8 : 11.5 : -2.3

1983 ---------- : 1,665 : 1,420 : 245 : 13.4 : 11.3 : -2.1

1984 ---------- : 1,813': 1,500 : 313 : 13.4 : 11.0 : -2.4

1985 ---------- : 1,814 : 1,510 : 304 : 13.0 : 10.8 : -2.2

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the

basis of Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.
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As a consequence of the projection that product mix (domes-

tic versus imported new passenger automobile registrations by types)

is expected to remain the same under the 7IT/FER proposal as under

the Base Case, imported new passenger automobiles registered in the

U.S. will continue to dominate the subcompact class (accounting for

between 51 and 54 percent of total U.S. registrations) and will com-

prise about 5 to 6 percent of the compact automobiles registered dur-

ing the 1977-85 period and about 9 to 10 percent of the luxury automo-

biles registered (see previous table on page 80). This result, coupled

with the projected share of new registrations presented in the tabula-

tion on page 90 accounts for the overall increase in import registra-

tions, with imports gaining (or losing less than domestics) in sales

of subcompacts, compacts, and luxury-type automobiles. Any loss in

sales of full-size or medium-size automobiles (projected in the table

on page 90) will be at the direct expense of domestic manufacturers

since 100 percent of these two classes of automobiles are produced

for sale in the United States by GM, Ford, Chrysler, and AMC.

Canada.--Imports of new passenger automobiles from

Canada during 1977-85 are expected to continue to comprise about

9.5 percent of the U.S./Canadian new passenger automobiles regis-

tered in the United States under the FIT/FER proposal. As shown in

the following table, U.S. registrations of Canadian-made new

passenger automobiles are projected to be at levels less than those

prevailing under the Base Case. This decline in U.S. registrations
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of Canadian-made automobiles is in concert with the overall pro-

jected decline in total U.S./Canadian registrations under the

FIT/FER proposal.



New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations of U.S.-made and Canadian-made automobiles, and Canadian-
made as a share of total U.S. reRistrations under the FIT/FER proposal and under the Base Case,
estimated for 1977-85

U.S. registrations of

U.S.-made Canadian-made : Canadian-made automobiles
Year: as a share of total
Year: U.S. registrations

I il .I I _Base . . . l • ..... ... ..... ..... . ..... Base :D f e e c : I I E Base :FIT/FER : Base :Difference:FIT/FER Base' ' Difference
* :Case . . : Case : Case :

1,000: 19000 : 1000 : 1,000: 1,000 : 1,000
units : units : units : units : units : units :Percent:Percent: Percent

* . . . S 9

1977 --------------- : 8,516: 8,519 : -3 : 894: 894 : 0 : 8.2: 8.2 : 0
1978 ...... : 8,489 : 8,670 : -181 : 891: 910 : 19 : 7.8: 8.2 : -. 4
1979 ------------- : 8,661 : 8,961 : -300 : 909 : 941 : -32 : 8.0 : 8.3 : -. 3
1980 --------------- : 9,159 : 9,354 : -195 : 961: 982 : -21 : 8.1: 8.3 : -. 2
1981 -------------- : 9,349 : 9,608 : -259 : 981: 1,009 : -23 : 8.2: 8.4 : -. 2
1982 -------------- : 9,557 : 9,780 : -223 : 1,003 : 1,027 : -24 : 8.2: 8.4 : -. 2
1983 -------------- : 9,774 : 10,070 : -296 : 1,026 : 1,057 : -31 : 8.2 : 8.4 : -. 2
1984 ------------- : 10,616 : 10,954 : -338 : 1,114 : 1,150 : -36 : 8. : 8.5 : -. 3
1985 -------------- : 11,005 : 11,298 : -293 : 1,155 : 1,187 : -32 : 8.3 : 8.5 : -4

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the basis of Wharton EFA Automobile
Demtand M,)del forecasts.

%0



96

Japan.--Under the Base Case, U.S. imports of new

passenger automobiles from Japan were expected to comprise about

70 percent of the total new foreign passenger automobiles regis-

tered in the United States; under the FIT/FER proposal such imports

from Japan are estimated to comprise approximately 75 percent of

total foreign U.S. registrations since overall U.S. demand for

foreign-made automobiles is up substantially under the FIT/FER

proposal, especially in the class of automobiles, the subcompact,

in which Japan has historically been dominant.

As shown in the following tabulation, for the 1977-85

period, U.S. registrations from Japan under the FIT/FER proposal are

projected to rise above the levels shown for the Base Case, by between

roughly 250,000 and 400,000 units. However, the import impetus fos-

tered under the FIT/FER proposal is expected to lessen over the 1978-85

period with U.S. registrations of Japanese new passenger automobiles

declining in terms of total U.S. registrations from 1978's peak of

15.8 percent to 1985's projected 11.2 percent since demand for the

subcompact automobile will generally decline in relative importance

while demand for the mid-size automobile will Increase (see share pro-

jections in table on page 91). Essentially, U.S. consumers will

- tend to purchase somewhat larger-sized automobiles over time, pre-

fering more interior space at the sacrifice of some fuel economy

(yielded by subcompacts, etc).
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Now passenger automobiles: US. registrations of imports from Jaoan and
their share of total U.S. registrations under the FIT/FER proposal and
under the Base Case, estimated for 1977-85

U.S. registrations : U.S. registrations from
USfrom Japan : Japan as a share of

YearomJapa : total U.S. registrations

. FIT/FER : Base ::Difference:FIT/FER: ase :Difference
Case : 0 Case

1,000 : ,000 : 1,000 :Percent; Percent : Percent
units : units : -units,

1977 --.-------- : 1 080: 1,080: 0: 9.7: 9.7: 0
1978 ---------- : 1,482 : 1,070: 412: 15.8: 9.6: 6.2
1979 ---------- : 1,347 : 1,015 : 332 : 14.1 : 8.9 : 5.2
1980 ---------: 1,298 : 1,015: 283: 12.8: 8.6: 4.2
1981 ---------: 1,213 : 966: -247: 11.7: 8.0: 3.7
1982 ---------: 1,273 : 980 : -- 293 : 12.0 : 8.0 : 4.0
1983 ---------: 1,249 : 994: 255: 11.6: 7.9: 3.7
1984 -------- : 1,360 : 1,050 : 310 : 11.6 : 7.7 : 3.9
1985 ---------: 1,361 : 1,057 : 304 : 11.2 : 7.6 : 3.6

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the
basis of Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.
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All other countries.--As a direct result of increased

U.S. demand for Japanese-made automobiles under the FIT/FER proposal,

the share of U.S. registrations of new passenger automobiles from all

other countries will decline below the Base Case level of 30 percent.

Under the FIT/FER proposal, new passenger automobiles from West Germany,

Belgium, the United Kingdom, Italy, Sweden, and France are expected

to comprise approximately 25 percent of the new foreign passenger

automobiles registered in the United States during 1978-85. As shown

below, U.S. imported new passenger automobile registrations from all

other countries (except Canada and Japan) are projected to fluctuate

above and below Base Case levels during 1978-85 by negligible amounts.

New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations of imports from all other
countries 1/ and their share of total U.S. registrations under the

FIT/FER proposal and under the Base Case, estimated for 1977-85

U.S. registrations from all : U.S. registrations from all
u the regi trios ll :other countries as a share

Year u s :of total U.S. registrations
"FIT/FER Base 'Difference:FIT/FER: Base :Difference

Case Case:
1,000 1,000 : 1,000
units : units units :Percent: Percent : Percent

1977 ---------- : 462 : 462 : 0 : 4.2 : 4.2 : 0
1978 -------- : 494 : 459 : 35 : 4.3 : 4.1 : .2
1979 ----------: 449: 435 : 14 : 3.9 : 3.8: .1

S 1980 --------- : 432 : 435 : -3 : 3.6 : 3.7 : -. 1
1981--------- : 404: 414 : -10 : 3.4 : 3.6: -. 2
1982 ---------- : 424: 420 : 4 : 3.5 : 3.5: 0
1983 -------- : 416 : 426 : -10 : 3.3 : 3.4 : -. 1
1984 --------- : 453: 450 : 3 : 3.3 : 3.3: 0
1985 -------- : 453 : 453 : 0 : 3.2 : 3.2 : 0

l/Essentially, West Germany, Belgium, the United Kingdom, Italy, Sweden,
and France.

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the
basis of Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.
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Employment.--Implementation of the FIT/FER proposal will result

in some employment losses (compared to the Base Case) in the domestic

passenger automobile industry, as shown in the table below.

Employment: Average annual employment in the domestic passenger
automobile industry under the FIT/FER proposal and under the
Base Case, 1977-85

: Employment : Percent of
:Base Case: FIT/FER 'losses under : Base Case

Year employ- : employment : the FIT/FER : employment
ment : : proposal l/ :lost under thO

: : : pr l : FIT/FER

:Thousands: Thousands :MTOusands : Percent

1977 --------- : 811 : 811 : 2/ 3/
1978 --------- : 826 : 812 : 14 :1.7
1979 --------- : 853 : 830 : 23: 2.7
1980 --------- : 891 : 876 : 15 : 1.7
1981 --------- : 915 : 895 : 20 : 2.2
1982 --------- : 931 : 914 : 17 : 1.8
1983 -------- : 959 : 936 : 23 2.4
1984 --------- : 1,043 : 1,017 : 26 : 2.5
1985 --------- : 1,076 : 1,053 : 23 : 2.1

I/ In determining employment losses under the FIT/FER proposal
anJ under the FIT proposal, it was assumed that the ratio of lost
sales of domestically produced automobiles to lost employment
is 13:1. The choice of the 13:1 ratio was determined by responses
to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission (which
showed approximately a 15:1 ratio) and by previous studies of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Ford Motor Company, and Dr. Wassily
Leontief, which showed ratios of 13:1, 12:1, and 11:1, respec-
tively. The 13:1 ratio is believed to be the most appropriate
for the purposes of this study. This 13:1 ratio is preferable
to the Base Case sales/employment ratio of 10.5:1 because during
periods of sales losses (which will indeed occur under the FIT/
FER proposal or the FIT proposal), employees are laid off more
slowly than would be the case under a 10.5:1 ratio, since
managerial employees are not laid off to the extent that pro-
duction workers are laid off.

2/ Less than 300 employees.
3/ Less than .03 percent.

Source: U.S. International Trade Commission.
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The FIT/FER proposal will have no significant adverse effect

on employment in the domestic passenger automobile industry in 1977.

During the 1978-85 period, the FIT/FER proposal will cause employ-

ment losses (compared to the Base Case) in the industry ranging

from a low of 14,000 employees in 1978 to a high of 26,000 employees

in 1984. The average employment loss (compared to the Base Case)

would be 18,000 employees; the average employment loss as a percentage

of Base Case employment would be 1.9 percent.
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The Base Case Versus the FIT Proposal

Additional assumptions

The assessment of a modified version of the President's National

Energy Act proposal utilizing the Fuel Inefficiency Tax system only

(FIT proposal) was undertaken by the Commission based upon the Presi-

dent's tax system as originally outlined in section 1201 of the National

Energy Act (except for the system of Fuel Efficiency Rebates). No addi-

tional assumptions were made other than those already posited under

the Base Case.

U.S. passenger automobiles in use/registrations (sales).--

With the preceding assumptions for the Fuel Inefficiency Tax only pro-

posal, the number of U.S. passenger automobiles in use I/ during 1978-

85, is projected to decline below levels achieved under the Base Case

(see pages F-2 and F-3 in the appendix). Under the FIT/FER proposal,

the U.S. yearend stock of passenger automobiles increased minimally

above Base Case levels.

The overall U.S. stock of passenger automobiles is nearly

identical under the Base Case and the FITproposal with some minor

differences in composition by types of automobile, subcompact, com-

pact, mid-size, full-size, and luxury. Under the FIT proposal only

the full-size and luxury-type automobiles are projected to show

declining shares because of the increased purchase price (with the

17 Previously ieflined"ZthRe total number of passenger automobiles
iv-use at yearend, domestic and imported, new and used; also refer-
red to as actual U.S. year-end stock or stock.
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proposed tax) while the subcompact, compact and mid-size automobiles

gain in relative importance--types of automobiles expected to be sub-

ject to lesser taxes, if any (see pages F-8 and F-9 in the appendix).

Total U.S. registrations of new passenger automobiles, gen-

erally more sensitive to change than the number of passenger automobiles

in use, are expected to fluctuate above and below Base Case levels

although in a rather narrow range. U.S. regist.'ations of domestic

(U.S./Canadian type) new passenger automobiles, however, are expected

to decline below Base Case levels during each of the years, 1978-85,

with imported automobiles registering a gain in sales for each year

during the period. As shown in the following table, U.S. registra-

tions of domestic new passenger automobiles are projected to drop

below Base Case levels in a range between 30,000 and 140,000 units

primarily due to decreased consumer demand for the full-sized automo-

biles. The tax only proposal would likely raise prices of the larger

fuel inefficient automobiles.



New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations, domestic IY and total under the FIT proposal and
under the Base Case, estimated for 1977-85

: Domestic registrations
Domestic registrations : Total U.S. registrations : as a share of total

Year : : U.S. registrations
FIT Base Case Difference: FIT " Base Case:Difference FIT : Base : Differ-

S. .. : Case : ence
1,000000 ,0 1,000 : 1,000 : 1,000
units units units units : units : units :Percent:Percent:PercentS.. ..... . 6 -

1977-----: 9,410 : 9,410 : 0 : 10,950 : 10,950 : 0 : 85.9 : 85.9 : 0
1978 ----- : 9,460 : 9,580 : -120: 11,030 : 11,110 : -80 : 85.8 : 86.2 : -. 4
1979----: 9,870.: 9,900 : -30 : 11,360 : 11,350 : 10 : 86.9 : 87.2 : -. 3
1980-----: 10,310 : 10,340 : -30: 11,800: 11,790 : 10 : 87.4 : 87.7 : -. 3
1981 ----- : 10,500 : 10,620 : -120 : 11,920 : 12,000 : -80 : 88.0 : 88.5 : -. 5
1982-----: 10,780 : 10,810 : -30 : 12,230 : 12,210 : 20 : 88.1 : 88.5 : -. 4
1983 ----- : 10,990 : 11,130 : -140 : 12,470 : 12,550 : -80 : 88.2 : 88.7 : - 5
1984 ----- : 11,960 : 12,100 : -140 : 13,550 : 13,600 : -50 : 88.3 : 89.0 : -. 7
1985----: 12,350 : 12,490 : -140 : 13,960 : 14,000 : -40 : 88.5 : 89.2 : -.1

I/ Includes new passenger automobiles from Canada.

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the basis of Wharton rFA Automobile
Demand Model forecasts.

0
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Again, under the FIT proposal the domestic (U.S./

Canadian) share of total new passenger automobile registrations,

by types, is projected.to remain the same as that projected under the

Base Case and under the FIT/FER proposal. thus, U.S. registrations

of domestic new passenger automobiles as a percent of total U.S.

registrations is expected to be 100 percent for mid-size and full-

size automobiles and. continue to range between 46 and 49 percent

for subcompacts, and between 90 and 95 percent for compact and

luxury-type automobiles (see previous table on page 77).

During 1978-85, U.S. registrations of new passenger auto-

mobiles under the FIT proposal are expected to decline primarily in

the full-size category which is predominately composed of U.S./

Canadian type automobiles). The FIT proposal will generally dis-

courage sales of the more fuel inefficient automobiles as shown on

the following page.



New passenger automobiles: Share of new registrations, by types, under the FIT proposal
and under the Base Case, estimated for 1977-85

(In percent)
Subcompact Copact . .Mid-sise 'Full-size L:uxu

Year :IT Base Case: FIT ase Case FIT Bs Case FIT -Bas FIT ' e Cae

1977-----.. : 22.3 : 22.3 : 18.3: 18.3 : 28.1 : 28.1 : 22.2 : 22.2 : 9.2 : 9.2
1978 ------ : 22.7 : 22.0 : 18.2 : 17.6 : 28.4 : 27.6 : 21.6 : 23.7 : 9.1 : 9.2
1979------. : 21.2 : 20.6 : 19.2 : 18.6 : 27.7 : 27.0 : 22.8 : 24.6 : 9.2 : 9.3
1980--------: 20.4 : 19.9 : 20.4 : 19.8 : 27.5 : 27.0 : 22.3 : 23.9 : 9.4 : 9.4
1981-------: 19.6 : 18.8 : 22.4 : 21.5 : 27.6 : 27.0 : 20.9 : 23.0 : 9.6 : 9.6
1982 -------- : 19.5 : 18.7 : 22.6 : 21.8 : 27.2 : 26.7 : 21.0 : 23.0 9.7 : 9.8
1983------ : 19.2 : 18.2 : 23.2 : 22.1 : 27.0 : 26.5: 20.7 : 23.3 : 9.9 : 9.9
1984----....: 18.9 : 17.6 : 23.6 : 22.0 : 27.2 : 26.3: 20.3 : 24.0: 10.1 : 10.1
198•--....: 17.7 : 17.2 : 23.5 : 22.0: 26.7 : 26.2 : 21.1 : 24.3 : 10.3 : 10.3

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the basis OfWarton EPA
Automobile Demand Model forecasts.

0
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U.S. imports.--As indicated in the following table under

the FIT proposal, U.S. imports of new passenger automobiles from all

countries (except Canada) are expected to increase above the Base Case

levels by up to 100,000 units. Most of the sales gains to be registered

by imported new passenger automobiles in the U.S. during 1978-85 under

the FIT proposal are expected to be due to the increased demand for

the subcompact automobile and to a lesser extent to the increased demand

for the compact automobile (see the previous table).



New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations of imports (except Canadian) and their share of
total U.S. registrations under the FIT proposal and under the Base Case, estimated for 1977-85

: U.S. registrations of imports
U.S. registrations of imports : (except Canadian) as a share of

Year : total U.S. registrations

FIT Base Case Difference FIT : Base Case :Difference

* 1.000 1-000 : 13000
: units : units : units : Percent : Percent Percent

1977 --- ------------ 1,540 : 1,540 : 0 : 14.1: 14.1 : 0
1978 ---------------------- : 1,568 : 1,530 : 38 : 14.2: 13.8 : .4
1979 ---------------------- : 1,448 : 1,450 : -2 : 12.7: 12.8 : -. 1
1980 ---------------- 1,486 : 1,450 : 36 : 12.6 : 12.3 : .3
1981 ----------------------- : 1,426 : 1,380 : 46 : 12.0 : 11.5 : .5
1982---- --- : 1,459 : 1,400 : 59 : 11.9: 11.5 : .4
1983 -------.........----.... .: 1,477 : 1,420 : 57 : 11.8: 11.3 : .5
1984 -------............ ---- -: 1,587 : 1,500 : 87 : 11.7 : 11.0 : .7
1985 ------------------- --- : 1,608 : 1,510 : 98 : 11.5: 10.8 : .7

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the basis of Wharton EFA Auto-
mobile Demand Model forecasts.

H-0

I
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Canada.--Imports of new passenger automobiles from

Canada during the 1977-85.period are projected in the following

table. Imported automobiles from Canada are expected to maintain

their 9.5 percent share of U.S./Canadian new passenger automobiles

registered in the United StaLes under the FIT proposal.' The decline

below Base Case levels of 2,000 to 14,000 units is in concert with

the overall decline in U.S. domestic registrations projected with the

FIT proposal.



New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations of U.S.-made and Canadian-madeautomobiles, and
Canadian-made as a share of total U.S. registrations underthFi proposal and under the Base
Case, estimated for 1977-85

U. S.-made

Base Case'Difference

1,000 : 1,000
units : units

8,519 : 0:
8,670 : -109
8,961 : -29
9,354 : -24
9,608 : -106
9,780 : -24

10,070 : -124
10,954 : -130
11,298 : -121

Ca

FIT

1,000
units

894
899
938
980
998

1,024
1,044
1,136
1,173

: U.S. registrations of

Lnadian-made :Canadian-made automobiles
as a share of total

U.S. registrations

Base Case:Difference FIT : Base : Differ-
: Case : ence

1,000 : 1,000
units : units :Percent:Percent: Percent

894: 0 : 8.2 : 8.2 : 0
910: -11 : 8.1 : 8.2 : -. 1
941 : ' -3 : 8.3 : 8.3 : 0
982: -2 : 8.3 : 8.3 : 0

1,009: -11 : 8.5 : 8.4 : .1
1,027: -3 : 8.4 : 8.4 : 0
1,057: -13 : 8.4 : 8.4 : 0
1,150 : -14 : 8.4 : 8.5 : -. 1
1,187 : -14 : 8.4 : 8.5 : -. 1

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade
mobile Demand Model forecasts.

1977-----:
1978 ----- :
1979----:
1980----f:
1981---:
1982 ----- :
1983----:
1984----:
1985-----:

Year

FIT

1,000
units
8,519
8,561
8,932
9,330
9,502
9,756
9,946

10,824
11,177

CoImission on the basis of Wharton EFA Auto-
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J n.--U.S. imports from Japan are expected to com-

prise approximately 72 percent of the total new foreign passenger

automobiles registered in the United States under the FIT proposal;

Japan's share was estimated to be 70 percent under the Base Case and

75 percent under the FIT/FER proposal. As shown in the following

table, Zor the 1978-85 period, U.S. registrations from Japan are

expected to rise above the Base Case by approximately 61,000 units

in 1981 and by about 100,000 units in 1985. Since the subcompact

market is expected to increase its relative share of total U.S. new

passenger automobile registrations under the FIT proposal and imported

automobiles from Japan predominate in this class, it is not surprising

to notice increased U.S. imports from Japan during the 1978-85 period.



New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations from Japan and their share of total U.S. registrations
under the FIT proposal and under the BaseSase,_estimated for 1977-85

U.S. registrations from Japan
U.S. registrations from Japan : as a share of total

Year : U.S. registrations

FIT Base Case Difference FIT Base Case Difference

1,0000 1 000
: units units units Percent Percent : Percent

1977 --------------........... : 1,080 : 1,080 : 0 : 9.7 : 9.7 0
1978 -------------------------- : 1,129 : 1,070 : 59 : 10.2 : 9.6 : .6
1979 -------------------------- : 1,043 : 1,015 : 28: 9.1: 8.9: .2
1980 -------------------------- : 1,070 : 1,015 : 55: 9.1: 8.6: .5
1981 -------------------------- : 1,027 : 966 : 61: 8.6: 8.0: .6
1982 -------------------------- : 1,050 : 980 : 70: 8.6: 8.0: .6
1983 -------------------------- : 1,063 : 994 : 69: 8.5: 7.9: .6
1984 -------------------------- : 1,143 : 1,050 : 93 : 8.4 : 7.7 : .7
1985 .......................... : 1,158: 1,057 : 101 : 8.3 : 7.6: .7

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission bn the basis of WhartOn*EFA
Automobile Demand Model forecasts.
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All other countries.--With the types of automobiles

produced in Japan witnessing increased U.S. demand under the FIT

proposal (as compared with the Base Case), U.S. imports of new pas-

senger automobiles from West Germany, Belgium, the United Kingdom,

Italy, Sweden, and France are expected to comprise only about 28.0

percent of the new imported automobiles registered in the United

States during 1978-85. The following table projects U.S. passenger

automobile registrations from all other countries (except Canada and

Japan) under the FIT proposal and illustrates the small but negative

effect the proposal would likely have with respect to U.S. imports

of new passenger automobiles from the countries concerned. Thus,

even though U.S. imports of new passenger automobiles registered

in the United States during the 1978-85 period are projected to be

above Base Case levels, this would be true only for such imports

from Japan.



New passenger automobiles: U.S. registrations of imports from all other countries l/ and their
share of total U.S. registrations under the FIT proposal and under the Base Case, estimated
for 1977-85

: U.S. registrations from all : U.S. registrations from allBrother countries 1/ : other countries as a share of
Year o r c l total U.S. registrations

FIT Base Case Difference FIT Base Case :Difference

1,000 : 1,000 : 1,0000
units : units : units : Percent : Percent : Percent

1977 - ---------- : 462 : 462: 0: 4.2 : 4.2 : 0
1978 ------------ : 439 : 459: -20: 4.0 : 4.1 : -. 1
1979 417 : 435: -18: 3.7 : 3.8 : -. 1
1980 ----------------------: 416 : 435: -19: 3.5 : 3.7 : -. 2
1981 --------------------- : 399 : 414: -15: 3.3 : 3.6 : -. 3
1982 ------------------.---- : 408 : 420 : -12 : 3.3 : 3.5 : -. 2
1983 .----------- -: 414 : 426: -12: 3.3 : 3.4 : -. 1
1984-------...... ..... .... : 444 : 450: -6: 3.3 : 3.3 : 0
1985 -------. - .---- - -.. : 450 : 453: -3: 3.2 : 3.2 : 0

1/ Essentially, West Germany, Belgium, the United Kingdom, Italy, Sweden, and France.

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the basis of Wharton EFA
Automobile Demand Model forecasts.

'-I
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Employment.--Implementation of the FIT proposal will result

in slight employment losses (compared to the Base Case) in the domes-

tic automobile industry, as shown in the table below.

Employment: Average annual employment 1/ in the domestic automobile
industry under the FIT proposal and under the Base Case, 1977-85

:Employment Percent of
: Base Case : FIT losses under : Base Case

Year : employ- : proposal the FIT : employment
meant : employment :proposal 2/: lost under

ment : employment : proposal- : the FIT/FER
: Thousands : Thousands : Thousands Percent

1977 ------------ : 811: 811: 0 : 0
1978 ------------ : 826 : 818 : 8 : 1.0
1979 ----------- : 853 : 851 : 2 : 0.2
1980 ------------ : 891: 899: 2 : 0.2
1981 ------------ : 915 : 907 : 8 : 0.9
1982 ------------ : 931 : 929 : 2 : 0.2
1983 ----------- : 959 : 949 : 10 : 1.0
1984 ------------ : 1,043 : 1,033 : 10 : 1.0
1985 ------------ : 1,076 : 1,067 : 9 : 0.8

Employment at U.S. fawihles in which complete passenger auto-
mobiles and automotive parts are produced. This does not include
employment associated with the production and/or assembly of light
trucks and parts for such vehicles.
2/ See footnote I in the table on page 99.

Source: U.S. International Trade Commission.

The FIT proposal will not affect employment in the domestic pas-

senger automobile industry in 1977. During the 1978-85 period, the

FIT proposal will cause employment losses (compared to the Base Case)

in the domestic industry ranging from a low of 2,000 employees in 1979,

1980, and 1982 to a high of 10,000 employees in 1983 and 1984. The

average employment loss under the FIT proposal compared to the Base

Case would be 6,000 employees, or approximately 0.6 percent of annual

Base Case employment.
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CONSUMER IMPACT

Based upon the output generated by the Wharton EFA Auto-

mobile Demand Model in conjunction with the economic assumptions

posited by the Commission, it is predicted that the domestic fleet

average of new passenger automobiles will not meet the fuel economy

standards, as prescribed by law, during the years 1982-85. As

indicated below, the shortfall upon the part of domestic manufac-

turers will range between 1.4 and 2.6 M.P.G. for each of the years

concerned under the Base Case and fail by lesser amounts under each

of the two remaining cases.

New passenger automobiles: Domestic fleet averages, 1982-85,
as required under the law and as projected under the Base
Case, the FIT/FER proposal, and the FIT proposal

(In miles per gallon)_

Domestic fleet averages (E.P.A.)

* Under
: existing : Base : FIT/ FIT
:laws and : Case : FER
:regulations:

1982 ------------------ : 24.0 22.6 : 22.7 : 22.8
1983 ------------------ : 26.0 : 23.5 : 23.7 : 23.8
1984 ------------------ : 27.0 24.4 : 24.7 : 24.8
1985 --------------- : 27.5 : 25.3 : 25.5 : 25.6

Source: Estimated by the-U.S. International Trade Commission-
based upon Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.

The shortfall predicted is critical in that if the domestic manu-

facturers do meet the standards prescribed by law (as they, indeed,

contend), they will be in a relatively better competitive position
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via a via imported automobiles than is portrayed in this report.

The future is, of course, open to conjecture--the Commission's aim

is to provide an assessment of the President's proposal and its likely

impact upon the future of the U.S. automobile industry.

Consumer Impact Under the Base Case

Consumer preference

The U.S. consumer has traditionally preferred large, powerful,

thus relatively fuel inefficient automobiles. This preference has

been influenced by low gasoline prices as well as by the advertising

and production practices of the domestic automobile companies. Although

during and immediately following the energy crisis of 1973 and 1974

the U.S. consumer appeared to turn away from large automobiles towards

smaller, more fuel-efficient automobiles, with the end of the crisis

and the subsequent pick-up of the economy record sales of large auto-

mobiles and sluggish sales of small automobiles again affirmed the

consumer's preference for large automobiles. During the early part

of 1977, plants where large automobiles were produced were running

overtime in order to keep up with demand, while a number of companies

had to offer rebates in order to reduce rising inventories of small

automobiles.

In the future, a fundamental shift will take place, i.e. away

from large, fuel-inefficient automobiles towards smaller, fuel-

efficient automobiles. This shift will occur not because of any

overnight change in consumer preferences but because of national



energy conservation goals (as established in present law) and rising

fuel prices. In fact, the extent to which smaller, more fuel-efficient

automobiles replace the'tr-.Jitional large automobile is by far the

most important variable for future energy conservation in the trans-

portation sector of the economy. The Energy Policy and Conservation

Act of 1975 establishes future fuel-efficiency standards for automo-

bile manufacturers, and these standards, if met by the manufacturers,

will be largely responsible for a shift towards smaller, more fuel-

efficient automobiles. Whether or not the U.S. consumer will willingly

and readily adapt to the demise of fuel inefficient automobiles and

actively seek the smaller, more fuel-efficient automobiles is an open

question. There is, however, some evidence that a certain portion of

U.S. consumers prefer smaller automobiles, either for their inherent

qualities or as second cars.

Under the Base Case, the subcompact and compact share of the

actual U.S. yearend stock of automobiles in 1985 will be 40.2 per-

cent compared with 36.9 percent in 1977. The subcompact and compact

share of U.S. registrations of new passenger automobiles in 1985

will be 39.2 percent compared with 40.6 percent in 1977. The switch

towards compact and subcompact automobiles will be more pronounced

than is indicated by the figures shown above because the definitions

of the automobile classes will change over time, i.e. a subcompact

automobile in 1977 might be a compact automobile in 1985, while a

compact automobile in 1977 might be a full-sized automobile in 1985.

The full-size automobile of 1985 will probably be a V-6 that will weigh

117
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approximately 3,000 pounds (curb weight); such an automobile is about

equivalent to a "compact" automobile of 1977.

The shift towards smaller automobiles which will occur under

the Base Case might lead one to believe that consumers will pur-

chase greatly increased numbers of imported automobiles since

most of the smaller, fuel-efficient automobiles sold in the United

States today consist of imports. Consumers wishing to purchase

smaller automobiles often prefer imported automobiles because of

their reputation for quality, innovation, maneuveraoility, design

and size (small on the outside but generally large on the inside),

fuel economy, price, and, in recent years, improved and expanded dealer

networks as well as increased varieties of model offerings. Until

recently the domestic industry has not actively competed in the sub-

compact market to imported automobiles, preferring instead to sell

larger automobiles which have greater profit margins. However, this

situation is expected to change substantially as domestic manufac-

turers offer new, improved models and become increasingly competitive

in the market for small, fuel-efficient automobiles. The U.S. consumer

will have the choice of a much wider variety of domestically produced

quality small automobiles, not only from the present domestic manu-

facturers but also from new domestic plants which will be opened in

the United States by foreign automobile manufacturers. Accordingly,

under the Base Case, domestic manufacturers are expected to actually

increase their share of the subcompact market (from 46 percent in



1977 to 49 percent in 1985) and of the compact market (from 94 percent

in 1977 to 95 percent in 1985), while also increasing their share of

the total automobile market (from 85.2 percent in 1976 to 89.2 percent

in 1985).

Prices

Listed below are projected average prices of domestic and imported

automobiles under the Base Case for the 1975-85 period.

If#

119



.0V

New passenger automobiles: Projected prices of domestic and imported automobiles, 1975-85

: Subcompact Compact Mid-size Full-size Luxury
Year

Domestic Imported * Domestic Imported Domestic Domestic Domestic Imported

1975-------..: $3,747 $3,907 : $4,284 $6,435 : $5,171 $5o867 : $9,023 : $12,692
1976 -------- : 3,933 4,222 : 4,485 : 7,052 5,416 : 6,143 9,443 : 14,143
1977 ------- : 4,259 : 4,402 : 4,84,0 : 7,385 5,840 6,620 10,174 : 14,911
1978--------.: 4,554 4,629 : 5,161 : 7,820 : 6,225 : 7,057 : 10,836 : 15,936
1979 --------- : 4,828 4,869 5,477 : 8,313 : 6,599 7,477 : 11,469 : 17,093
1980-------..: 5,090 : 5,135 5,789 : 8,875 : 6,970 : 7,891 : 12,076 : 18,416
1981-. .: 5,302 5,409 : 6,045 : 9,461 : 7,273 : 8,227 : 12,563 : '19,812
1982 -------- : 5,529 : 5,684 6,318 : 10,054 : 7,593 : 8,582 : 13,082 : 21,241
1983 -------- : 5,744 5,964 6,579 : 10,660 : 7,895 : 8,913 : 13,563 : 22,702
1984 --- ----- : 5,991 : 6,246 6,878 11,273 : 8,234 : 9,286 : 14,114 : 24,185
1985 --------- : 6,244 : 6,532 : 7,186 : 11,902 : 8,576 : 9,659 14,672 : 25,706

Source: Estimated by the U.S. International Trade Commission on the basis of Wharton EFA Automobile
Demand Model forecasts.

I-
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Prices of domestic automobiles are projected to rise at annual

average rates of 5.2, 5.3, 5.2, 5.1, and 5.0 percent for the subcompact,

compact, mid-size, full-size, and luxury classes, respectively, while

prices of imported automobiles will rise at average annual rates of 5.3,

6.3, and 7.3 percent for the subcompact, compact, and luxury classes.

The projected price increases are based partly on the assumption that

the U.S. inflation rate during the 1975-85 period will be somewhat

lower than the index of projected foreign export prices, owing to rising

labor costs abroad and possible fluctuations in exchange rates. Econo-

metric estimates have shown the shortrun elasticity of substitution

between domestic and imported automobiles to be -2, i.e., an increase

of one percent in the imported/domestic price ratio for new automobiles

leads to a decrease of two percent in the imported/domestic sales ratio

for new automobiles. 1/

One study has noted that "the availability in 1975 of small,

economical imported cars and the domestic subcompacts . . .saved the

purchasers of these cars approximately $1 billion as compared to the

cost of buying even the domestic compact models." 2/ In the future,

increased substitution of small new automobiles for large ones will

lead to even greater annual savings for consumers.

toIN O tt.

i/ Impact of Trade Policies on the U.S. Automobie" Market, Charles
River Associates, Cambridge, Mass., October 1976, p.xv•

2/ The Imported Automobile Industry, HarbridSe House, Inc.,
Cambridge, Mass., December 1976, P. 43.



122

Consumer savings other than price

A shift towards smaller, more efficient automobiles would be bene-

ficial to consumers for reasons other than relatively lover initial

purchase prices of automobiles (as consumers increasingly purchase

downsized automobiles). In addition to lower initial purchase prices,

ownership costs for smaller automobiles are (and will increasingly

be) significantly lower than for large automobiles. A Federal Highway

Administration study j/ on the costs of automobile ownership in the

United States indicated that ownership costs per mile are approximately

30 percent less for subcompacts than for full-site automobiles and

approximately 18 percent less for compact automobiles compared with

full-size automobiles.

New passenger automobiles: Automobile ownership
costs 1976 1/

(In cents per mile)
Depre- Main- : Insur-

Class :ation tenance and I and ance t Tax4
oil I tolls I

Subcompact----: 3.2 3 3.1 : 1.8 : 2.1 : 1.5 : 0
Compact--..---: 3.8 : 3.4 : 2.5 : 2.1 s 1.6 : 1
Standard-----.: 4.9 1 4.2 s 3.3 : 2.2 1 1.7 : 1.

I/ Suburban-based operation.

Source: Federal Highway Administration data appearing in
!mported Automobile Industry, Harbridge House, Inc., Cambrid
December 1976,' p, 5

I Total
Is I costs

:Il:.9 3 12.6
.2 : 14.6

.6 : 17.9

The
Ige Mass.,

I/ Referred to in L ortedAutomobileIndustr, op. cit., 1
p. 43.



Translated into total ownership costs, the figures shown above

indicate that total costs of operating a subcompact automobile are

$1,260 per year, compared with $1,460 per year for a compact automobile

and $1,790 per year for a full-size automobile. I/ Accordingly, the

owner of a subcompact automobile saves $530 per year over the owner

of a full-size automobile; in the future, especially with rising

fuel costs, the annual amount saved by owning a small automobile

rather than a large one should increase significantly over the

figures shown above.

The shift toward smaller, lighter, and less powerful automobiles

which will occur under the Base Case could theoretically mean increased

passenger injuries and fatalities, on the basis of the argument that

occupants of smaller automobiles are more susceptible to bodily harm.

However, existing and future advances in the application of engineering

and safety improvements could insure that automobiles of the future,

albeit smaller, could maintain high safety standards. In fact, some

of the most important safety features that exist (disc brakes, radial

tires, rack-and-pinion steering, independent suspension, and impact-

absorbing front and rear compartments) first appeared in small automo-

biles; such features are now increasingly utilized on large automobiles.

By 1985, most new automobiles of all sizes could be safer than present-

day automobiles.

1i The Imported Automobile Industry, p. Us6.
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Consumer Impact Under the FIT/FER Proposal

Consumer preferences

The trend toward smaller, more fuel-efficient automobiles which

will occur even without the FIT/PER proposal will be somewhat accel-

erated by the implementation of the FIT/PER proposal. With the FIT/FER,

43.7 percent of new automobile registrations in 1985 will consist of

subcompacts and compacte,.compared with 39.2 percent under the Base

Case in 1985; this translates into an increase of 611,000 registra-

tions of subcompact and compact automobiles in 1985 over the Base Case.

Since consumers will purchase 611,000 more subcompact and compact

automobiles in 1985 under the FIT/PER proposal than under the Base

Case, it is likely that automobile producers will give consumers a

slightly greater range of models and model variations in the subcompact

and compact classes in that year. Purchase of full-size automobiles

will decrease by 674,000 units under the FIT/PER compared with the

Base Case; accordingly, consumers will likely have fever full-site

automobile models and types from which to choose. Consumer purchases

and choices of mi4-esie and luxury automobiles will be virtually the

same under the FIT/FIR proposal as under the Base Case.

Under the FIT/FIR proposal, consumers will purchase 328,000

fewer domestic automobiles in 1985 than under the Base Case; this

is owing entirely to the 674,000 unit drop in registrations of full-

size automobiles. Purchases of domestic subcompact, compact, mid-

size, and luxury automobiles will actually increase by 346,000

units under the FIT/FER in 1985 compared with the Base Case.



Prices

Listed below are projected prices of domestic and imported

automobiles for the 1977-85 period under the FIT/PER proposal and

under the Base Case. The FIT/FER prices shown would exaggerate the

consumer savings on subcompact and compact automobiles and the con-

sumer "taxes" on other automobiles, if manufacturers and dealers

raise the prices on small automobiles (thus absorbing part of the

consumers rebate) and perhaps even lower the prices of large auto-

mobiles (thus dampening the effect of the tax). Since the extent of

such act¢iomby manufacturers and dealers cannot be predicted, the

prices shown below indicate the effect on the consumer if the full

tax and/or rebate were passed through at the retail level. In this

regard, even if the full impact of the applicable tax or rebate (as

the case may be) is not passed on to the consumer, the full amount

of such tax or rebate will be indicated on the sticker of the auto-

mobile. This fact will give the consumer the impression that he or

she is in fact paying the entire tax or benefitting from the entire

rebate, as the case may be.
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Nov passenger automobile.: Avertge prices of domestic and imported subcompact and compact automobiles under the FIT/FER proposal and
the Base Case, 1971-85

Subcompact Compact

Domestic Imported Domestic Imported
Tear

ase PIT/PR Bae IT/r Bees FIT/PER Bse: FIT/PER

Case Case Price Price Difference price Price Difference price Price Difference

:Dollare:j'DollarstPercentlDollars:Doler: Dollars Percent:Dollar: Doolars:5Dol ar':'Percent: Do1lars ].i oF!-.•:NWa a . . .. ... . " " ' .. . ... . :
1977- 4......... 4,259 : 4,259: 0s 0 4,402 4,402 0: 0 0 4,840 4,840, 0: 0 t 7,385, 7,385 0 0
1978 4,554 : 4,291 t -263 -5.8 4,629 4,292 -336 t -7.3 5,161 5,068 -93 -1.8 6 7,820 7,585 -235 -3.0
1979-. .....-.- : 4,828 : 4,533 t -295 : -6.1 4,869 4,549 -320 : -6.6 : 5,477 5,383 -94 -1.7 8,313 8,075 -238 -2.9
19 60- -------.. 5,090 : 4,791 1 -299 -5.9 5,135 4,810 -325 s -6.3 5,789 5,652 -136 -2.4 8,875 8,634 -241 02.7
1981 - - 5,302 : 4,996 -306 -5.8 5,409 5,103 -306 ; -5.6 S 6,045 5,908 -138 -2.3 g 9,461 9,248 -212 02.2
1982. .....-- 5,529 : 5,186 1 -343 -6.2 : 5,684 5,341 : -343 : -6.0 6,318 6,212 -106 -1.7 :10,054 9,857 -197 -2.0
1983----: 5,744 : 5,396 -348 -6.1 : 5,964 5,649 : -315 : -5.3 6,579 6,473 -106 -1.6 :10,660 110,461 -19 -1.9
1984 .-.. --. - : 5,991 : 5,644 -348 -5.8 t 6,246 5,898 : -348 : -5.6 6,878 6,818 -60 -0.9 :11,273 l11,103 -170 -1.5
1980- -. - - -- 6,244 : 5,862 -382 -6.1 6,532 6,195 t 337 1 -5.2 7,186 7,121 0 65 -0.9 :11,902 :11,716 -186 -1.6

S Estimated : U I T C o t bl
Source: sIhtimated by the U.S. International Trade Camoiesson on the basis of Wharton EPA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.

P.8



Rey passenger automobiles: Average prices of domestic and imported mid-size, full-size, and luxury automobiles under the
FIT/nZR proposal and under the Base Case, 1977-85

Sid-size Full-size Luxury

* ~Domestic 1/ Domestic 1 Domestic Imported
Year

e Base FIT/FER Base FIT/FEE Base PIT/FER Base : FIT/FEE
Cases Case Case: F Case:

price Price Difference price Price Difference price Price Difference price Price Differeace

:ID1lars: -llar :Dollar :Percen :Dollars:Dollars:Dollars:PercenDollars:DDllars:Dollars:Percent:Dollars:Dollars:DollarsrPercent

1977 -.. . . .,----- - 5,840 :5,40: 0 : 0 : 6,620 :6,620 : 0 : 0:10,174:10,174 : 0 : 0 :14,911:14,911 : 0 : 0

1978 -: 6,225 : 6,225 : 0 : 0 : 7,057 : 7,175 : +117 : +1.7 :10,836 :10,953 : +117 : +1.1 :15,936 :15,886 : -49 : - .3

1979 ------- : 6,599 : 6,599 : 0 : 0 : 7,477 : 7,594 : +116 : +1.6 :11,469 :11.654 : +185 : +1.6 :17,093 :17,093 : 0 : 0
198 -- : 6,970 : 6,970 : 0 : 0 ' : 7,891 : 8,008 : +117 : +1.5 :12,076 :12,261 : +185 : +1.5 :18,416 :18,416 : 0 : 0
1981- -: 7,273 : 7,327 : +55 : +0.8 : 8,227 : 8,410 : +183 : +2.2 :12,563 :12,820 : +257 : +2.0 :19,812 :19,866 : +55 : +0.3

1982--...-: 7,593: 7,653: +60 : +0.8 : 8,582 8,781 : +199 : +2.3:13,082:13,361 : +280 : +2.1 :21,241:21,367 : +126 : +0.6

1983- : 7,895 : 8,020 : +125 : +1.6 : 8,913 9,189 : +276 : +3.1 :13,563 :13,926 : +363 : +2.7 :22,702 :22,900 : +198 : +0.9

1984-: 8,234 : 8,370 : +136 : +1.6 : 9,286 9,676 1 +391 : +4.2 :16,114 :14,606 : +492 : +3.5 :24,185 :24,483 : +298 : +1.2

1985•---------- : 8,576 : 8,807 : +231 : +2.7 : 9,659 :10,078 : +419 : +4.3 :14,672 :15,198 : +526 : +3.6 :25,706 :26,026 : +321 : +1.2

./ There are no imported automobiles In this class.

Source: Rstimated by the U.S. International Trade Cosmission on the basis of Wharton EFA Automobile Demand Hodel forecasts.

I.'
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As shown in the preceding tables, the FIT/FER would lead to

lower average prices for consumers on subcompact and compact automo-

biles, and generally higher average prices for mid-size, full-size,

and luxury automobiles compared with the Base Case. The most signi-

ficant price changes occur in the subcompact class; in 1985, the price

of a domestic subcompact would be $382 (or 6.1 percent) less under

the FIT/FER than under the Base Case, while the price of an imported

subcompact would be $337 (or 5.2 percent) less than under the Base

Case. Prices of compact automobiles will not change significantly

under the FIT/FER proposal. Mid-size, full-size, and luxury automo-

biles will generally increase in price under the FIT/FER proposal;

the largest absolute price increase ($526) will be for 1985 domestic

luxury automobiles, while the greatest percentage price increase will

be 4.3 percent for the 1985 full-size automobiles, all of which are

domestically-produced.



Consumer Impact Under the FIT Proposal

Consumer preference

With the FIT proposal, 42 percent of new automobile registrations

in 1985 will consist of subcompacts and compacts, compared with 39.2

percent under the Base Case; this signifies an increase of 367,000

registrations of 1985 subcompact and compact automobiles over the

Base Case. The 367,000-unit increase of registrations will probably

not significantly affect the types and variations of models which will

be offered to consumers in the subcompact and compact classes. Con-

sumers will purchase 452,000 fewer full-size automobiles under the FIT

proposal in 1985 compared with the Base Case. Purchases of mid-size

automobiles will increase by 56,000 units over the Base Case in 1985

while purchases of luxury automobiles will be virtually the same under

the FIT proposed as under the Base Case.

Under the FIT proposal, consumers will purchase 134,000 fewer

domestic automobiles in 1985 than under the Base Case; this is because

of the 452,000-unit decrease in registrations of full-size automobiles

(all of which are domestically produced) under the FIT proposal. Pur-

chases of domestic subcompact, compact, mid-size, and luxury automo-

biles will actually increase by 318,000 units under the FIT in 1985

compared with what would happen under the Base Case.

Prices

Listed below are projected average prices of domestic and imported

automobiles for the 1977-85 period under the FIT proposal and under the
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Base Case. The FIT prices shown may slightly exaggerate the prices

to the consumer, since it is expected that manufacturers and dealers

will lower prices slightly on large automobiles (thus dampening the

tax effect) and perhaps raise prices slightly on small automobiles.

Tables are not shown for subcompact and compact automobiles since

projections show that prices of these automobiles (both domestic and

imported) will be no different under the FIT proposal than they will

be under the Base Case.



Neo passenger automobiles: Aver4e prices of domestic and imported aid-size, full-size, and luxury automobiles under the
FIT proposal and the Base Case, 1977-85

Hid-sise

Domestic I/

Full-size

Domestic 1

Luxury

Domestic Imported

"Case : _FIT_ _ Base FIT game PIT Cse: FITSCase : C Case Case :

price: Price Difference price I Price Difference ! price Price 1Diff erence price Price Difference

M : r :D : a P I : a s:: : : a :

1977 ---------------------.:5.840. 5,840 : 0: 0 :6.620 : 6,620 : 0 : 0 :10,174 :10,174 : 0: 0 :14,911 :14,911 t 0 : 0
1978 ---------------- : 6,225 6,225 t 0 : 0 : 7,057 : 7,175 : +117 : +1.7 :10,836 :10,953 1 +117 : +1.1 :15,936 :15,886 : 0 : 0
1979 ------------------ a-- : 6,599 6,599 : 0 a 0 : 7,477 : 7.594 t +116 : +1.6 :11,469 :11,654 : +185 a +1.6 :17.093 :17,093 : 0 : 0
1980 --------------------- : 6,970 a 6,970 3 0 S 0 a 7,891 : 8,008 : +117 : +1.5 :12.076 :12,261 : +185 1 +1.5 :18,416 :18.416 : 0 : 0
1981 - ---- : 7,273 a 7,327 : +55 1 40.8 : 8,227 1 8,410 : +183 : +2.2 :12,563 :12,820 : +257 t +2.0 :19,812 :19,866 : +55 : 40.3
1982- - - : 7,593 : 7,653 : +60 : 40.8 : 8.582 1 8,781 : +199 : +2.3 :13,082 :13,361 s +280 : +2.1 :21,241 :21,367 : +126 : 40.6
1983 --------------------- : 7.895 : 8,020 : +125 : +1.6 : 8,913 : 9,189 : +276 : +3.1 :13,563 :13,926 : +363 s +2.7 :22,702 :22,900 : +198 : +0.9
1984 -------------------- a 8,234 : 8,370 : +136 : +1.6 : 9,286 : 9.676 t +391 : +4.2 :14.114 :14,606 : +492 : +3.5 :24.185 :24,483 3 +298 : +1.2
1985 ----------------- : 8,576 8,807 : +231 a +2.7 : 9,659 :10.078 : +419 : +4.3 :14,672 :15,198 : +526 : +3.6 :25,706 :26.026 : +321 : +1.2

7/ There are no imported automobiles in this class.

Source: Escimaced by the U.S. International Trade Commission oi the basis of Wharton EVA Automobile Demand Model forecasts.

O!
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The price effect on mid-size, full-size, and luxury automobiles

of the FIT proposal compared with the Base Case is identical to

the effect that the FIT/FER proposal would have on such automobiles;

prices will either remain the same or increase, with the largest

absolute price increase ($526) being for 1985 domestic luxury aucomo-

biles, and the largest percentage price increase (4.3 percent) being

for the 1985 full-size automobiles.



133

EFFECTS OF THE PRESIDENT'S ENERGY
PROPOSAL ON LIGHT TRUCKS

For all practical purposes, as indicated below, the U.S. light-

truck industry is similar to that of the U.S. passenger automobile

industry except for its significantly smaller size and its intended

cargo.

It is expected that--like the projections under the Base Case,

the FIT/FER and the FIT proposal for passenger automobiles--U.S.

registrations of domestically produced light-trucks will generally

increase in importance during the 1978-85 period under the Base Case

and decline somewhat below Base Case levels under the FIT/FER and

the FIT proposals. U.S. registrations of imported light-trucks are

also expected to respond similarly to the projections already for-

warded in this report for imported new passenger automobiles. That

is, imported light-truck registrations in the United States will

decrease during the 1978-85 period under the Base Case and reach

levels above the Base Case under the FIT/FER and FIT proposals (with

the greatest increased registrations expected under the FIT/FER

proposal). A review of present trends in the light-truck industry

follows.

Four major producers accounted for over 99 percent of the domestic

output of new lightweight trucks for the 1976 calendar year. These pro-

ducers are identical to those that accounted for over 99 percent of

the domestic automobile output. They are: General Motors Corp., which

produces the Chevrolet and GMC lightweight trucks; Ford Motor Corp.,
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which produces trucks under the Ford nameplate; Chrysler Corp., which

produces Dodge and Plymouth lightweight trucks; and American Motors

Corp., which produces the Jeep vehicle and the AM General utility

vehicles. The only other domestic manufacturer of lightweight trucks

is International Trucks, a division of International Harvester Company,

which produces less than 0.5 percent of the domestic lightweight truck

output.

Total production of new lightweight trucks by domestic manufac-

turers for the 1976 calendar year was approximately 1.2 million units.

Of this total, General Motors accounted for 60 percent, Ford 27.4

percent, Chrysler 7 percent, American Motors 5.2 percent, and Inter-

national less than 0.5 percent.

In 1976 there were 22 major lightweight-truck assembly plants

located in 13 different states. General Motors operated 8 of these

assembly plants, Ford 9, Chrysler 2, American Motors 2, and Inter-

national 1. Chrysler and International assemble both light and

medium/heavy trucks in the same facilities, while General Motors

and Ford have separate locations for assembly of medium and heavy

trucks. American Motors does not produce either heavy or medium

trucks; but it does produce transit buses.

General Motors and Ford, independently, in joint efforts with

a Japanese manufacturer, Isusu Motor Co. and Toyo Kogyo, respectively,

have each imported small lightweight pickup trucks into the United

States since the early 1970's. The pickup truck imported by General

Motors, the Luv (light utility vehicle), is distributed primarily by



the Chevrolet division of General Motors. The pickup truck imported

by Ford, the Courier, is distributed primarily by Ford Motor Co.'s

automobile division.

There are also three other small lightweight pickup trucks

imported into the United States from Japan. These are: Toyota,

which is manufactured by Toyota Motor Co.; Datsun, manufactured by

Nissan Motor Co.; and Masda, manufactured by Toyo Kogyo.

The only other lightweight trucks that are imported into the

United States are manufactured by Volkswagen of West Germany.

Although Volkswagen small trucks and vans were popular during the

1960-70 period, their share of the imported lightweight truck

market slipped to less than 0.3 percent in 1976.

Total importation of lightweight trucks from Japan for the

1976 calendar year was approximately 236,000 units. Of this total,

Toyota accounted for 20.7 percent, Datsun 34 percent, the Ford

Courier 23.1 percent, the Chevrolet Luv 19.4 percent, and the

Masda 2.8 percent.

The primary difference between the imported lightveight pickup

trucks (pickup trucks account for over 80 percent of domestic light-

weight truck sales, and virtually all of the imported lightweight

truck sales) and those produced domestically is the size of the

vehicle. The domestic base model pickup trucks average about 3,700

pounds, while the imported base model pickup trucks average about

2,400 pounds. Since gasoline consumption is normally directly pro-

portional to weight, the imported models tend to achieve better gas
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mileage than do domestic pickup trucks. According to the gas mileage

ratings published by the Environmental Protection Agency for the 1977

model year, the average combined city/highway fuel economy for a

domestically produced lightweight truck is about 16 MPG, while the

imported models averaged about 22 MPG.

Since lightweight trucks are thought, to some extent, to be sub-

stitutable for automobiles, most of the data and the results presented

in the main section of this report concerning automobiles also would

apply to lightweight trucks. Presently, lightweight trucks account

for 23 percent of the total automobile/lightweight truck market, and

some analysts from the domestic manufacturers believe this share might

increase to 27 to 29 percent by 1985, stimulated by new product offer-

ings probably of the type that combine the best features of the present

automobile and lightweight truck.
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APPENDIX A

DRAFT OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION TO ESTABLISH A
COMPREHENSIVE NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY

PART B, SUBPART I
FUEL EFFICIENCY INZNTIVE TAX
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PART B - TRANSPORTATION

Subpart 1 - Fuel Efficiency Incentive Tax

SEC. 1201. FUEL INEFFICIENCY TAX.

(a) General Rule.--Part I of subchapter A of chapter

32 (relating to motor vehicle excise taxes) is amended by

adding at the end thereof the following new section:

"Sec. 4064. FUEL INEFFICIENCY TAX.

"(a) Imposition of Tax.--Except as provided in

subsection (b), a tax is hereby imposed on the sale by

the manufacturer of each automobile, determined in accor-

dance with the following tables:

"(I) In the case of a 1978 model year passenger

automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

passenger automobile falls is: The tax is:
At least 18--$ 0
At least 17 but less than- .----- $ 52
At least 16 but less than 17----- $112
At least 15 but less than 16----- $179

S*.At least 14 but less than 15---.- $256
At least 13 but less than 14----- $345
Less than 13-$449

"(2) In the case of a 1979 model year

automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is: The tax is:
At least 19 -------------------- $ 0
At least 18 but less than 19----- $ 52
At least 17 but less than 18----- $111
At least 16 but less than 17----- $178
At least 15 but less than 16----- $258
At least 14 but less than 15----- $339
At least 13 but less than 14----- $438
Less than 13 ------------------- $553
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"(3) In the case of a 1980 model year automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is: The tax is:
At least 20 -------------------- $ 0
At least 19 but less than 20----- $ 52
At least 18 but less than 19----- $111
At least 17 but less than 18----- $176
At least 16 but less than 17----- $249
At least 15 but less than 16----- $333
At least 14 but less than 15----- $428
At least 13 but less than 14----- $538
Less than 13----$666

"(4) In the case of a 1981 model year automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is: The tax is:
At least 21.5-$ 0
At least 20.5 but less than 21.5-- $ 52
At least 19.5 but less than 20.5-- $110
At least 18.5 but less than 19.5-- $174
At least 17.5 but less than 18.5-- $245
At lest 16.5 but less than 17.5-- $325
At least 15.5 but less than 16.5-- $416
At least 14.5 but less than 15.5-- $519
At least 13.5 but less than 14.5-- $637
At least 12.5 but less than 13.5-- $774
Less than 12.5-$935
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"(5) In the case of a 1982 model year automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is: The tax is:
At least 23-$ 0
At least 22 but less than 23 ---- $ 57
At least 21 but less than 22 ---- $ 120
At least 20 but less than 21 ---- $ 189
At least 19 but less than 20-... $ 266
At least 18 but less than 19 ---- $ 351
At least 17 but less than 18 ---- $ 446
At least 16 but less than 17 ---- $ 553
At least 15 but less than 16---- $ 674
At least 14 but less than 15---- $ 812
At least 13 but less than 14-... $ 972 -
Less than 13- $1159

"(6) In the case of a 1983 model year automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is: The tax is:
At least 24.5-$ 0
At least 23.5 but less than 24.5---- $ 57
At least 22.5 but less than 23.5---- $119
At least 21.5 but less than 22.5---- $188
At least 20.5 but less than 21.5---- $262
At least 19.5 but less than 20.5---- $345
At least 18.5 but less than 19.5 $437
At least 17.5 but less than 18.5 $539
At least 16.5 but less than 17.5---- $653
At least 15.5 but less than 16.7---- $782
At least 14.5 but less than 15,5---- $929
At least 13.5 but less than 14.5-... $1098
At least 12.5 but less than l?.5 $1294
Less than 12.5-$1524



"(7) In the case of a 1984 model year automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is: The tax is:
At least 26-$ 0
At least 25 but less than 26---- $ 62
At least 24 but less than 25---- $ 129
At least 23 but less than 24---- $ 203
At least 22 but less than 23---- $ 283
At least 21 but less than 22---- $ 371
At least 20 but less than 21---- $ 467
At least 19 but less than 20-... $ 574
At least 18 but less than 19 ---- $ 693
At least 17 but less than 18 ---- $ 825
At least 16 but less than 17---- $ 974
At least 15 but less than 16---- $1143
At least 14 but less than 15---- $1336
At least 13 but less than 14---- $1559
Less than 13-$1819

"(8) In the case of a 1985 or later model year

automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is: The tax is:
At least 27.5-$ 0
At least 26.5 but less than 27.5---- $ 67
At least 25.5 but less than 26.5---- $ 140
At least 24.5 but less than 25.5---- $ 219
At least 23.5 but less than 24.5---- $ 304
At least 22.5 but less than 23.5---- $ 397
At least 21.5 but less than 22.5-... $ 499
At least 20.5 but less than 21.5---- $ 610
At least 19.5 but less than 20.5---- $ 733
At least 18.5 but less than 19.5---- $ 869
At least 17.5 but less than 18.5---- $1021
At least 16.5 but less than 1.7.5---- $1192
At least 15.5 but less than 16.5---- $1384
At least 14.5 but less than 15.5---- $1603
At least 13.5 but less than 14.5---- $1854
At least 12.5 but less than 13.5---- $2146
Less than 12.5-$2488

A-5
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"(b) Alternative tax.--If the average fuel economy

standard prescribed under section 502 of the Motor Vehicle

Information and Cost Savings Act .(15 U.S.C. 2002) applicable

to any class of automobiles differs from the lowest fuel

economy level for which no tax is imposed under subsection

(a) for the model year, then the tax imposed with respect to

such class by subsection (a) for the model year shall be

determined in accordance with a table prescribed for such

year by the Secretary. Such table shall take the same

general form as that in subsection (a) except that no tax

shall be imposed at or above the level of fuel economy

which is equal to the average fuel economy standard pre-

scribed for that class of automobile for the model year.

The tax for each whole mile per gallon below the level at

which no tax is imposed shall be determined by multiplying

the tax correction factor for the year by the difference

between a fraction created by dividing 100,000 by the fuel

economy for which the tax is to be imposed, and a fraction

created by dividing 100,000 by the average fuel economy

standard. The maximum tax prescribed by the Secretary for

any class of automobiles for any model year may not exceed

the maximum tax prescribed in subsection (a) for that model

year. The Secretary shall prescribe such table prior to the

beginning of the model year.
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"(c) Definitions and Special Rules.--For purposes

of this section--

"(1) Automobile, etc.--The terms 'automobile',

'passenger automobile', 'fuel economy', 'average fuel

economy standard', 'model type', and 'model year' have

the same meaning as such terms have under section 501

of the Motor Vehicle Information and-Cost Savings Act

(15 U.S.C. 2001).

"(2) Manufacturer.--The term 'manufacturer'

includes a producer or importer.

"(3) Tax Correction Factor.--For purposes of

the alternative tax of subsection (b) of this

section, the tax correction factor for each model

year is as follows:

1978----16.16 cents
1979----18.04 cents
1980--20.00 cents
1981-- --- 23.10 cents
1982-----29.08 cents
1983---33.00 cents
1984--40.55 cents
1985 and thereafter -----49.14 cents "

(b) Denial of Certain Exemptions and Refunds.--

(1) Tax-free sales.--Subsection (a) of

section 4221 (relating to certain tax-free sales) is

amended by adding a new sentence at the end thereof

to read as follows: "Paragraphs (4) and (5) shall

not apply to the tax imposed by section 4064."
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(2) Denial of refunds for certain uses.--

Paragraph (2) of section 6416(b) (relating to tax

payments considered overpayments in the case of

specified uses and resales) is amended by adding

a new sentence at the end thereof to read as follows:

"Subparagraphs (C) and (D) shall not apply in the case

of any tax paid under section 4064."

(c) Payment of Tax in Case of Leased Automobiles.--

Section 4217 (relating to leases) is amended by adding at

-the end thereof the following new subsection:

"(e) Leases of Certain Automobiles.--

"(1) In general.--In the case of an initial

.ease of an automobile by a manufacturer taxable under

section 4064, there shall be paid by the manufacturer

upon each lease payment that portion of the total fuel

inefficiency tax which bears the same ratio to such

total fuel inefficiency tax as such payment bears to

the total amount to be paid under such initial lease.

In any case where an automobile which has been leased

is sold or otherwise disposed of before the total fuel

inefficiency tax has been paid, there shall be paid

by the manufacturer upon such sale or disposition

the difference between the tax paid on the lease

payments and the total fuel inefficiency tax.



"(2) Lease other than initial lease not

considered as sale.--Any lease of an automobile by

the manufacturer, producer, or importer, other than

the initial lease of such automobile, shall not be

considered under subsection (a) as a sale of such

automobile.

"(3) Sale after total fuel inefficiency tax

paid.--If an automobile taxable under section 4064

is sold after the total fuel inefficiency tax is

paid, no tax shall be imposed under this chapter

on such sale.

"(4) Total fuel inefficiency tax defined.--

For purposes of this subsection, the term 'total

fuel inefficiency tax' means the tax imposed by

section 4064 computed at the rate in effect on

the date of the initial lease."

(d) Clerical Amendment.--The table of sections.

for part I of subchapter A of Chapter 32 is amended

by adding at the end thereof the following new item:

"Sec. 4064. FUEL INEFFICIENCY TAX."

A-9
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SEC. 1202. FUEL EFFICIENCY REBATE.

(a) General Rule.--Subchapter B of chapter 65

(relating to rules of special application in the case of

abatements, credits, and refunds) is amended by adding at

the end thereof the following new section:

"Sec. 6429. FUEL EFFICIENCY REBATE. "(a) In general. --

An amount shall be paid or credited to the manufacturer

with respect to the sale of --

"(1) each 1977 passenger automobile and each

1978 or later model year automobile which is domes-

tically manufactured and which is sold by the

manufacturer after May 1, 1977;

"(2) each 1977 model year passenger automobile

which is not manufactured domestically, and which is

sold by the manufacturer after May 1, 1977, but only

to the extent provided in an executive agreement applic-

able to such automobile which is entered into after

April 30, 1977, and before May 1, 1978, and which,

pursuant to such agreement, is to be effective for the

time during which such passenger automobile is sold; and



I

"(3) each 1978 and later model year

automobile which is not manufactured domestically,

and which is sold by the manufacturer after May 1,

1977, but only to the extent provided in an

executive agreement applicable to such automobile

which takes effect after May 1, 1977.

Such amount shall be equal to the lesser of $500 or the

amount determined by multiplying the base rebate deter-

mined under subsection (b) or (c) by the rebate coeffi-

cient determined in accordance with subsection (e). Any

executive agreement entered into with any country to pro-

vide for a payment or credit under this section shall be

designed to assure that manufacturers of domestically

manufactured automobiles are not disadvantaged by the

system of taxes and rebates under section 4064 and this

section.

"(b) Base Rebate.--(l) Except as provided in

paragraphs (2) and (3), the base rebate is an amount

determined as follows:

A-U.
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"(1) In the case of a 1977 or 1978 model year

passenger automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is:
At least 18
At least 19
At least 20
At least 21
At least 22
At least 23
At least 24
At least 25
At least 26
At least 27
At least 28
At least 29
At least 30
At least 31
At least 32
At least 33
At least 34
At least 35
At least 36
At least 37
At least 38

but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but

less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less

The
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than

More than 39-----------..

base rebate is:
19--..-- $ 0
20--M-- $ 47
21.... $ 89
22...--- $128
23-----. $163
24 ----- $195
25----.. $224
26----- $251
27----- $276
28----- $299
29-----. $321
30----- $341
31----- $359
32-----. $377
33----- $393
34-----e- $408
35 ----- $423
36-----. $436
37--- -$449
38----- $461
39 ----- $473
-....... $473



"(2) In the case of a 1979 model year passenger

automobi] e:

I "If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

.automobile falls is: The base rebate is:
At least 19 but less than 20----- $ 0
At least 20 but less than 21--..-- $ 47
At least 21 but less than 22-----. $ 90
At least 22 but less than 23----- $129
At least 23 but less than 24----- $165
At least 24 but less than 25----- $197
At least 25 but less than 26----- $227
At least 26 but less than 27----- $255
At least 27 but less than 28- ---- $281
At least 28 but less than 29-----. $305
At least 29 but less than 30-----. $327
At least 30 but less than 31-----. $348
At least 31 but less than 32-----. $367'
At least 32 but less than 33----- $385
At least 33 but less than 34--- -$402
At least 34 but less than 35-----. $416
At least 35 but less than 36----- $433
At least 36 but less than 37----- $448
At least 37 but less than 38--..-- $461
At least 38 but less than 39----- $474
More than 39------- --- ------------ $474
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"(3) In the case of a 1980 riodel year passenger

automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is:
At least 20
At least 21
At least 22
At least 23
At least 24
At least 25
At least 26
At least 27
At least 28
At least 29
At least 30
At least 31
At least 32
At least 33
At least 34
At least 35
At least 36
At least 37
At least 38

but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but

The
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less

base
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than

More than 39-----------.

rebate is:
21 .---- $ 0
22----- $ 47
23 ----- $ 90
24 ----- $130
25 ----- $166
26 ..... $199
27-----W $230
28.----- $259
29----..- $285
30----- $310
31 -... $333
32----- $354
33 ..... $374
34----- $393
35M.... - $411
36 ..... $428
37----- $444
38----- $459
39----- $473
---- .... $473



"(4) In the case of a 198" model year passenger

automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is:
At least 21.5
At least 22.5
At least 23.5
At least 24.5
At least 25.5
At least 26.5
At least 27.5
At least 28.5
At least 29.5
At least 30.5
At least 31.5
At least 32.5
At least 33.5
At least 34.5
At least 35.5
At least 36.5
At least 37.5
At least 38.5
More than 39.5

but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but

The base rebate is:
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less

than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than

22.5--
23.5--
24.5--
2505--
26.5--
27.5--
28.5--
29.5--
30.5--
31.5--
32.5--
33.5--
34.5--
35.5--
36.5--
37.5--
38.5--
39.5--

$0
$ 47
$91
$131
$168
$202
$234
$264
$291
$317
$340
$363
$385
$405
$423
$441
$458
$474
$474
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"(5) In the case of a 1982 model year passenger

automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is:
At least 23 but
At least 24 but
At least 25 but
At least 26 but
At least 27 but
At least 28 but
At least 29 but
At least 30 but
At least 31 but
At least 32 but
At least 33 but
At least 34 but
At least 35 but
At least 36 but
At least 37 but
At least 38 but

The
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less

base
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than

rebate is:
24-.--.. $ 0
25----- $ 52
26 ----- $101
27-.-.. $145
28..... $187
29--... $225
30----- $261
31-.... $295
32 ----- $326
33----- $35.5
34----- $383
35----- $409
36----- $433
37---.- $456
38----- $478
39----- $499

More than 39-------------------$499

"(6) In the case of a 1983 model year passenger

automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is:
At least
At least
At least
At least
At least
At least
At least
At least
At least
At least
At least
At least
At least
At least

24.5
25.5
26.5
27.5
28.5
29.5
30.5
31.5
32.5
33.5
34.5
35.5
36.5
37.5

but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but

The base rebate is:
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
leers
less
less

than 25.5 ----
than 26.5 ----
than 27.5 ----
than 28.5 ----
than 29.5 ----
than 30.5 ----
than 31.5----
than 32.5 ----
than 33.5 ----
than 34.5 ----
than 35.5 ----
than 36.5----
than 37.5----
than 38.5----

More than 38.5-------------------

$ 0
$ 52
$101
$147
$189
$228
$265
$299
$331
$361
$390
$417
$442
$467
$490



"(7) In the case of a 1984 model year passenger

automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is:
At least 26
At least 27
At least 28
At least 29
At least 30
At least 31
At least 32
At least 33
At least 34
At least 35
At least 36
At least 37
At least 38

but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but

The base
less than
less than
less than
less than
less than
less than
less than
less than
less than
less than
less than
less than
less than

rebate is:
27..--- $ 0
28.-..- $ 57
29....- $111
30----- $161
31--... $207
32----- $251
33----- $292
34----- $330
35----- $366
36..--- $400
37----- $433
38..-.- $463
39.---- $492

More than 39-$492

"(8) In the case of a 1985 or later model year

passenger automobile:

"If the fuel economy of the model type in which the

automobile falls is:
At
At
At
At
At
At
At
At
At
At
At
At

least
least
least
least
least
least
least
least
least
least
least
least

27.5
28.5
29.5
30.5
31.5
32.5
33.5
34.5
35.5
36,5
37.5
38.5

but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but
but

The base rebate is:
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less
less

than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than
than

28.5--$ 0
29.5--$ 62
30.5--$121
31.5--$176
32.5--$227
33.5--$275
34.5--$320
35.5--$362
36.5--$403
37.5--$440
38.5--$476
39.5--$493

More than 39.5-$500

*$-1u O- 1 1 10
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"(c) In the case of an electric automobile, the

payment or credit is equal to the highest payment or

credit available for passenger automobiles of that model

year.

"(d) Source of Payment.--The payment of credit

described in subsection (a) shall be made from the

General Fund of the Treasury from funds not otherwise

appropriated.

"(e) Rebate coefficient.--(A) A rebate coefficient

shall be determined by the Secretary, in consultation with

the Administrator of thoEnvironmental Protection Agency,

for the automobiles manufactured in model years 1977 and

1978, and for each subsequent model year thereafter.

The Secretary shall publish the rebate coefficient in the

Federal Register no later than 30 days after date of enact-

ment in the case of the 1977 and 1978 model years and, in

the case of each subsequent model year, no later than the

end of the preceding model year. Rebate coefficients for

automobiles with respect to which payments are required to

Sbe paid under subsection (a) shall be determined so that the

aggregate amount for the model years 1977 and 1978, or for

any subsequent model year, paid or credited under this

section with respect to such automobiles approximates, as

closely as possible, an estimate made by the Secretary,

prior to the beginning of the model year, of the amount of



tax to be collected under section 4064 with respect to

sales of model year automobiles, less the expenses of

administration of the requirements of this subpart.

"(B) For purposes of this section, section

503 (b)(2)(E) of the Motor Vehicle Information and Cost

Savings Act (15 U.S.C. 2003) shall apply in determining

if an automobile is manufactured domestically.

"(f) If the average fuel economy standard

prescribed under section 502 of the Motor Vehicle

Information and Cost Savings Act (15 U.S.C. 2002) applic-

able to any class of passenger automobiles for a model

year differs from the highest fuel economy for which no

base rebate is prescribed under subsection (b) for the

model year, then the base rebate with respect to such

class for the model year shall be determined in accordance

with a table prescribed for such year by the Secretary.

Such a table shall take the same general form as that in

subsection (b) except that no base rebate shall be pre-

scribed at or below the level of the average fuel

economy standard prescribed for passenger automobiles

for the model year. The base rebate for each whole mile

per gallon above the level at which no base rebate is

prescribed shall be determined by multiplying the base
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rebate correction factor for the year by the difference

between a fraction created by dividing 1001000 by the

fuel economy for whijh the base rebate is to be pre-

scribed, and a fraction created by dividing 100,000 by

the average fuel economy standard. No base rebate shall

be prescribed which exceeds the maximum base rebate

specified in the table for the model year under sub-

section (b). The Secretary shall prescribe the table

each year prior to the beginning of the model year.

"(g) If the average fuel economy standard pre-

scribed under section 502 of the Motor Vehicle Information

and Cost Savings Act (15 U.S.C. 2002) applicable to any

class of non-passenger automobiles for a model year is

higher than the average fuel economy standard for passenger

automobiles for that model year, then the base rebate with

respect to such class for the model year shall be determined

in accordance with a table prescribed for such year by the

Secretary. Such a table shall take the same general form

as that in subsection (b) except that no base rebate shall

be prescribed at or below the level of the average fuel

economy standard prescribed for such class of non-passenger

automobiles for the model year. The base rebate for each

whole mile per gallon above the level at which no base



rebate is prescribed shall be determined by multiplying the

base rebate correction factor for the model year by the

difference between a fraction created by dividing 100,000

by the fuel economy for which the base rebate is to be pre-

scribed, and a fraction created by dividing 106,000 by the

average fuel economy standard. No base rebate shall be

prescribed which exceeds the base rebate specified in the

table for the model year under subsection (b). The Secretar,

shall prescribe the table each year prior to the beginning

of the model year.

"(h) If the average fuel economy standard prescribed

under section 502 of the Motor Vehicle Information and

Cost Savings Act (15 U.S.C. 2002) applicable to any class

of automobiles is below the average fuel economy standard

for passenger automobiles for the model year, then the base

rebate-with respect to such class for the model year shall

be determined in the same manner as that for passenger

automobiles for the model year.

"(i) Definitions and Special Rules. For purposes

of this section--

"(1) Automobile, etc.--The terms 'automobile',

'passenger. automobile', 'fuel economy', 'model type',

'average fuel economy standard' and 'model year' have
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the meaning prescribed by section 501 of the Motor

Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act (15 U.S.C.

2001).

"(2) Electric automobile.--The term 'electric

automobile' means an automobile which is powered

primary il-by an electric motor drawing current from

rechargeable storage batteries.or other portable

sources of electric current.

"(3) Manufacturer.--The term 'manufacturer'

has the meaning prescribed by section 4064(c)(2).

"(4) Base rebate correction factor.--The

term 'base rebate correction factor' for each

model year has the same meaning as the term 'tax

correction factor' used in section 1201 4064(c)(3).

"(j) Lease Considered Sale.--For purposes of this

section, the initial lease of an automobile by the

manufacturer shall be considered a sale. Any lease

other than an initial lease shall not be considered a

sale.

"(k) Credit on Returns.--Any manufacturer entitled

to a payment under this section may, instead of filing

a claim for refund, take credit therefor against taxes

imposed by chapter 31 or 32 due on any subsequent return.



"(I) Disallowance ofPayment or Credit.--Notwith-

standing any other provisions of this section:

"(M) No amount shall be paid or credited under this

section with respect to the sale of any automobile by the

manufacturer for export (by any person).

"(2) No amount shall be paid or credited under this

section with respect to the sale by the manufacturer of

any automobile after Nay 1, 1977, unless such manufac-

turer has paid such amount to the ultimate purchaser of

such automobile and has in his possession evidence of

such payment as may be required by regulations prescribed

by the Secretary under this subsection,"

(b) Clerical Amendment.--The table of sections

for subchapter B of chapter 65 is amended by adding at

the end thereof the following new item:

"Sqc. 6429. FUEL EFFICIENCY REBATE."
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SEC. 1203. FUEL INEFFICIENCY TAX RECEIPTS AND REBATE PAYMENTS

(a) The Treasury of the United States shall record as

receipts to the General Fund amounts collected under section

4064 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to fuel

inefficiency tax), reduced by the amounts credited or re-

funded as overpayments of amounts so collected.

(b) The Treasury of the United States shall record as

outlays the amounts required to be paid by section 6429 of

the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to fuel effi-

ciency rebates).

(c) Appropriation Authorization.--There are authorized

to be appropriated such amounts as may be necessary for

payment of the fuel efficiency rebates.
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SEC. 1204. EFFECTIVE DATES.

The amendments made by Sections 1201 and 1202 shall

apply in the case of sales by the manufacturer after the

date of enactment of this Act, except as otherwise speci-

fied therein.





APPENDIX B

SUBCHAPTER V, PART A
MOTOR VEHICLES INFORMATION AND COST SAVINGS ACT,

ASAMENDED BY
THE ENERGY POLICY AND CONSERVATION ACT

(15 USC 2001-2012)
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15 § 1990. COMMERCE AND TRADE

person from whom or from whose premises the property was taken
and to the applicant for the warrant.

(4) The Judge or magistrate who has Issued a warrant under this
section shall attach to the warrant a copy of the return and all papers
filed In connection therewith and shall file them with the clerk of the
district court of the United States for the judicial district In which
the Inspection wa made,

Pub.L. 93-513, Title IV, 5 415, as added Pub.L. 94-364, Title IV, 1
408(2), July 14, 1976, 00 Stat. 987,

LeltsIsiveo History Fo;iegliative 19T9 U.B.Code Cong. and Adm.Newe, p.
history and purpose o0 Purb.l 45464, Ise III.

§ 19901. Compliance with inspection and lnvestUgUon requirements
No person shall fall to comply with the requirements of secUon 1990d

of this title to maintain records, make reports, provide Information.
permit access to or copying of records, permit entry or Inspection, or
permit Impounding.
Pub.L. 92-513,.Title IV, 1 416, as added Pub.L. 04-364, Title IV, 1 408
(2). July 14, 1976. 90 Slat. 988.

Lellslstlve HiJstor. For legislative IIj U.V.Code Cong. and Adm.Newe, p.
history and purpose of Pub.L. 94•041, teo 171

1 1990g. Authorization of appropriations
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry out this subchapter

$450,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1076; $100,000 for the
period beginning July 1, 1076, and ending September 30, 1976; $660,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977; and $562,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1978.
Pub.L. 94-513, Title IV, 6 417, as added Pub.L. 94-364, Title IV, 6 408
(2), July 14, 1976, 90 Stat. 989.

Legollative Historyt For 1iWtive 1ie U.S.Code Cong. and Adm.News, p.
history sad purpose o1 P7b.L. 9M, I" III

§ 1991. State odometer requirements
Section 411 of Pob.L. 02-91 was re, Etfettive Dat.. Section effective 90 cal.

ounuered 418 by Pub.L. 9--64. 1 408(1). coder days following Oct. 20. 1912. see
July I1. 2978.90 Stat. 984. section 419 of Pub.L. 92-413., se out as

a note under section 181 of this title.

SUBCHAPTER V--bIPROVING AUTOMOTIVE EFFICIENCY [NEW]

PART A t-AUTOMOTIVE FUEL ECONOMY
I So In original. There are no other parts In this subchapter.

§ 2001. Definitions
For purposes of this part:

(1) The term "automobile" means any 4.wheeled vehicle pro-
pelled by fuel which Is manufactured primarily for use on public
streets, roads, and highways (except any vehicle operated exclusively.
on a rail or rails), and

(A) which Is rated at 6.000 lbs. gross vehicle weight or less,
or

(B) which-
(I) Is rated at more than 6,000 lbs. gross vehicle weight

but lee than 10,000 lbs. gross vehicle weight,
(11) is a type of vehicle for which the Secretary deter-

mines, by rule, average fuel economy standards under this
part are feasible, and

(iII) is a type of vehicle for which the Secretary deter-
mines, by rule, average fuel economy standards will result
In significant energy conservation, or Is a type of vehicle
which the Secretary determines Is substantially used for the
same purposes as vehicles described in subparagraph (A)
of this paragraph.
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COMMERCE AND TAE 15 § 2002
The Secretary may prescribe such rules as way be necessary to Implement
this paragraph.

(2) The term "passenger automobile" means any automobile (oth-
er than an automobile capable of ofW-highway operation) which the
Secretary determines by rule Is manufactured primarily for use In
the transportation of not more than 10 Individuals.

(3) The term "automobile capable of off-highway operation"
means any automobile which the Secretary determines by rule--

(A) has a significant feature (other thaq 4-wheel drive)
which Is designed to equip such automobile for oft-highway
operation, and

(B) either-
(I) Is a 4-wheel drive automobile, or
(i) Is rated at more than 6.000 pounds gross vehicle

weight.
(4) The term "average fuel economy" means average fuel econ-

omy. as determined under section 1003 of this title.
(5) The term "fuel" means gasoline and diesel oil. The Secre-

tary may, by rule, Include any other liquid fuel or any gueou3 fuel
within the meaning of the term "fuel" If he determines that such
Inclusion Is consistent with the need of the Nation to conserve energy.
. (6) The term "fuel economy" means the average number of
miles traveled by an automobile per Callon of gasoline (or equivalent
amount of other fuel) consumed, as determined by the EPA Admin-
istrator In accordance with procedures established under section
2003(d) of this title.

(") The term "average fuel economy standard" means a per-
formance standard which specifies a minimum level of average fuel
economy which is applicable to a manufacturer In a model year.

(8) The term "manufacturer" means any person engaged in the
business of manufacturing automobiles. The Seeretary shall pre.
scribe rules for determining, In cases where more than one person
Is the manufacturer of an automobile, which person Is to be treated
as the manufacturer of such automobile for purposes of this part.

(9) The term "manufacturer" (except for purposes of section
2002(c) of this title) means to produce or assemble in the customs
territory of the United States, or to import.

(10) The term "Import" means to Import Into the customs terri-
tory of the United States.

(11) The term "model type" means a particular class of auto-
mobile u determined, by rule, by the EPA Administrator, after
consultation and coordination with the Secretary.

(12) The term "model year'. with reference to aay specific cal-
endar year, means a manufacturer's annual production period (as
determined by the EPA Administrator) which Includes January 1 of
such calendar year. If a manufacturer has no annual production
period, the term "model year" means the calendar year.

(13) The term "Secretary" means the Secretary of Transporta-
tion.

(14) The term "EPA Administrator" means the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency.

Pub.L. 92-513. Title V, 1 601, as added Pub.L. 94-163, Title 1II, 1 301,
Dec. 22, 1976, 89 Stat. 901.

LexgItautlv HItotry. For h, usiastve 1975 L.S.Code Cong. and Adm..%'ews, p.
history and purpose of Pub.L 94-13. usee 1762.

§ 2002. Average fuel economy standards
(a) (1) Except as otherwise provided In paragaaph (4) or In stubsection

(c) or (d) of this section, the average fuel economy for passenger auto-
mobiles manufactured by any manufacturer In any model year after

$9
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15 § 2002 COMMERCE AND TRADE

model year 197? shall not be less than the number of miles per gallon
established for such model year under the following table:

Average fuel economy standard
Modol year: (In miles per gallon)

1978 ...................... 18.0.
1979 ................. 19.0.
1980 ...................... 20.0.
1981 ................ Determined by Secretary under para-

graph (3) of this subsection.
1982 ...................... Determined by Secretary under para.

graph (3) of this subsection.
1983 ...................... Determined by Secretary under para-

graph (3) of this subsection.
1984 ...................... Determined by Secretary under para-

graph (3) of this subsection.
1985 and thereafter ........ 27.5.

(2) Not later than January 15 of each year, beginning in 1977, the
Si-cretary shall transmit to each House of Congress, and publish In the
Federal Register, a review of average fuel economy standards under
this part. The review required to be transmitted not later than Janu-ary 15, 1979, shall Include a comprehensive analysis of the program
required by this part. Such analysis shall include an assessment of the
ability of manufacturers to meet the average fuel economy standard for
model year 1985 as specified In paragraph (1) of this subsection, and
any legislative recommendations the Secretary or the EPA Administrator
rL:t'y have for improving the program required by this part.

(3) Not later thtn July 1, 1977, the Secretary shall prescribe, byrule, average fuel economy standards for pusenger automobiles manu-
factcred In each of the model years 1981 through 1984. Any such stand-ard shall apply to each manufacturer (except as provided in subsection
(c) of this section), and shall be set for each such model year at a level
which the Secretary determines (A) is the maximum feasible average
fuel economy level, and (B) will result In steady progress toward meeting
the average fuel economy standard established by or pursuant to this
subsection for model year 1985.

(4) The Secretary may, by rule, amend the average fuel economy
standard specified In paragraph (1) for model year 1985, or for any
subsequent model year, to a level which he determines Is the maximum
feasible average fuel economy level for such model year, except that any
amendment which has the effect of Increasing an average fuel economy
standard to a level in excess or 27.5 miles per gallon. or of decreasing
any such standard to a level below 26.0 miles per gallon, shall be sub-
mitted to the Congress In accordance with section 6421 of Title 42, and
shall not take effect If either House of the Congress disapproves such
amendment In accordance with the procedures specified In such section.

(5) For purposes of considering any modification which Is submitted
to the Congress under paragraph (4), the 6 calendar days specified in
section 6421(f)(4)(A) of Title 42 shall be lengthened to 20 calendar
days, and the 15 calendar days specified In section 6421(c) and (d)
of Title 42 shall be lengthened to 60 calendar days.

(b) The Secretary shall, by rule, prescrIba average fuel economystandards for automobiles which are not passenger automobiles and
which are manufactured by any manufacturer in each model year which
begins wore than 30 months after December 22, 1975. Such rules mayprovide for separate standards for different classes of such automobiles
(as determined by the Secretary), and shall be set at a level which the
Secretary determines Is the maximum feasible average fuel economy level
which such manufacturers are able to achieve in each model year to
which this subsection applies. Any standard applicable to a model year
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under this subsection shall he prescribed at least 18 months prior to the
beginning of such model year.

(C) On application of a manufacturer who manufactured (whether
or not in the United States) fewer than 10,000 passenger automobiles
In the second model year preceding the model year for which the appli-
cation Is made. the Secretary may. by rule. exempt such manufacturer
from subsection (a) of this section. An application for such an exemp-
tion shall be submitted to the Secretary, and shall contain such Informa.
tion as tne Secretary may require by rule. Such exemption may only be
granted It the Secretary determines that the average fuel economy stan-
dud otherwise applicable under subsection (a) of this section Is more
strlngr-nt than the maximum feasible average fuel economy level which
such manufacturer can attain. The Secretary may not Issue exemptions
with respect to a model year unless he establishes, by rule, alternative
average fuel economy standards for passenger automobiles manufactured
by manufacturers which receive exemptions under this subsection. Such
standards may be established for an Individual manufacturer, for all
automobiles to which this subsection applies, or for such classes of such
automobiles as the Secretary may define by rule. Each such standard
shall be set at a level which the Secretary determines Is the maximum
feasible average fuel economy levtl for the manufacturers to which the
standard applies. An exemption under this subsection shall apply to a
model year only It the manufacturer manufacturers (whether or not in
the United States) fewer than 10,000 passenger automobiles In such
model year.

(d)(1) Any manufacturer may apply to the Secretary for modiflca-
tion of an average fuel economy standard applicable under subsection
(a) of this section to such manufacturer for model year 1978, 1979, or
1980. Such application shall contain such Information ab the Secretary
may require by rule, and shall be submitted to the Secretary within 24
months before the beginning of the model year for whfih such modifica-
tion Is requested.

(2) (A) If a manufacturer demonstrates and the Secretary finds that-
(I) a Federal standards fuel economy reduction Is likely to exist

for such manufacturer for the model year to which the application
relates, and

(I1) such manufacturer applied a reasonably selected technology,
the Secretary shall by rule, reduce the average fuel economy standard
applicable under subsection (a) of this section to such manufacturer
by the amount of such manufacturer's Federal standards fuel economy
reduction, rounded off to the nearest one-tenth mile per gallon (in ac-
cordance with rules of the Secretary). To the maximum extent prac-
ticable, prior to making a finding under this paragraph with respect
to an application, the Secretary shall request, and the EPA Administra-
tor shall supply, test results collected pursuant to section 2003(d) of
this title for all automobiles covered by such application.

(f) (I) It the Secretary does not find that a Federal standards fuel
economy reduction Is likely to exist for a manufacturer who filed an
application under paragraph (1), he shall deny the application of such
manufacturer.

(i1) If the Secretary--!
(I) finds that a Federal standards fuel economy reduction Is

likely to exist for a manufacturer who filed an application under
paragraph (1). and

(I) does not find that such manufacturer applied a reasonably
selected technology,

the average fuel economy standard applicable under subsection (a) of
this section to such manufacturer spall, by rule, be reduced by an amount
equal to the Federal standards fuel economy reduction which the Secretary
finds would have resulted from the application of a reasonably selected
technology.

48 U.S C.-411976 ;P.4
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(3) For purposes of this subsection:
(A) The term "reasonably selected technology" means a tech.

nology which the Secretary determines It was reasonable for a
manufacturer to select, considering (I) the Nation's need to Im-
prove the fuel economy of its automobiles, and (11) the energy sav-
Ingo, economic costs, and lead-time requirements associated with
alternative technologies practicably available to such manufacturer.

(B) The term "Federal standards fuel economy reduction" means
the sum of the applicable fuel economy reductions determined un-
der subparagraph (C).

(C) The term "applicable fuel economy reduction" means a num-
ber of miles per gallon equal to-

(I) the reduction in a manufacturer's average fuel economy
in a model year which results from the application of a category
of Federal standards applicable to such model year. and which
would not have occurred had Federal standards of such category
applicable to model year 1975 remained the only standards of
such category in effect, minus

(ii) 0.5 mile per gallon.
(D) Each of the following is a category of Federal standards;

(I) Emissions standards under section 1857f-1 of Title 42,
and emissions standards applicable by reason of section 1857f-
6a of Title 42.

(11) Motor vehicle safety standards under the National Traf-
fic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966.

(111) Noise emission standards under section 4905 of Title 42.
(iv) Property loss reduction standards under subchapter I

of this chapter.
(E) In making the determination under this subparagraph, the

secretary (in accordance with such methods as he shall prescribe
by rule) shall assume a production mix for such manufacturer
which would have achieved the average fuel economy standard for
such model year had standards described in subparagraph (D)
applicable to model year 1975 remained the only standards in effect.

(4) The Secretary may, for the purposes of conducting a proceeding
under this subsection, consolidate one or more applications filed under
this subsection.

(e) Fur purposes of this section, in determining maximum feasible
average fuel economy, the Secretary shall consider-

(1) technological feasibility;
(2) economic practicability;
(3) the effect of other Federal motor vehicle standards on fuel

economy; and
(4) the need of the Nation to conserve energy.

(f)(1) The Secretary may, by rule, from time to time, amend any.
average fuel economy standard prescribed under subsection (a)(3), (b),
or (c) of this section, so long as such standard, as amended, meets the
requirements of subseetion (a)(3), (b), or (c) of this section. as the
case may be.

(2) Any amendment prescribed under this section which has the ef-
fect of making any average fuel economy standard more stringent shall
be--

(A) promulgated, and
(B) If required by paragraph (4) of subsection (a) of this see-

tion. submitted to the Congress,
at least 18 months prior to the beginning of the model year to which
such amendment will apply.

(g) Proceddings under subsection (a)(4) or (d) of this section shall
be conducted in accordance with section 553 of Title 5, except that In-
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terested persons shall be entitled to make oral as well as written presenta-
tions. A transcript shall be taken of any oral presentations.
Pub.L. 92-513. Title V. j 502. as added Pub.L. 94-163, Title 111, 1 301,
Dec. 22, 1975, 89 Stat. 902.
lReferences In Tezt. The National Traf. Lritltlathiv 1Illtory. For legislative

fle and .intor Vehiele Sfoely Art of 1lo8. hi.,t..ry anti miurpose of Puh.J,. 94-I13, see
referred to in subset. Id)(3)(1)(11). is 1075 V'.S.Code (Cong. and Adm..Yews, p.classified to section 1381 et seq. of this 37012.
title.

§ 2003. Calculation of average fuel economy
(a) (1) Average fuel economy for purposes of section 2002(a) and (c)

of this title shall be calculated by the EPA Administrator by dividing-
(A) the total number of passenger automobiles manufactured

In a given model year by a manufacturer, by
(B) a sum of terms, each term of which Is a fraction created

by dividing-
(i) the number of passenger automobiles of a given model

,* type manufactured by such manufacturer In such model year.
by

(It) the fuel economy measured for such model type.
(2) Average fuel economy for purposes of section 2002(b) of this title

shall be calculated In accordance with rules of the EPA Administrator.
(b) (1) In calculating average fuel economy under subsection (a) (1)

of this section, the EPA Administrator shall separate the total number of
passenger automobiles manufactured by a manufacturer into the follow-
ing two categories:

(A) Passenger automobiles which are domestically manufactured
by such manufacturer (plus, In the case of model year 1978 and
model year 1979, passenger automobiles which are within the in-
cludable base import volume of such manufacturer).

(B) Passenger automobiles which are not domettically manufac-
tured by such manufacturer (and which, In the case of model year
1978 and model year 1979, are not within the Includable base Im-
port volume of such manufacturer).

The EPA Administrator shall calculate the average fuel economy of each
such separate category, and each such category shall be treated as if
manufactured by a separate manufacturer for purposes of this part.

(2) For purposes of this subsection:
(A) Tha term "includable base Import volume", with respect to

any manufacturer in model year 1978 or 1979, as the case may
be, Is a number of passenger automobiles which Is the lesser of-

.(I) the manufacturer's base Import volume, or
(i) the number of passenger automobiles calculated by mul-

tiplying-
(1) the quotient obtained by dividing such manufac-

turer's base import volume by such manufacturer's base
base I production volume, times

(1I) the total number of passenger automobiles manu-
factured by such manufacturer during such model year.

(B) The term "base Import volume" means one-half the sum
of--.

(I) the total number of passenger automobiles which were
not domestically manufactured by such manufacturer during
model year 1974 and which were Imported by such manufac-
turer during such model year, plus

(i1) 133 percent of the total number of passenger automo-
biles which were not domestically manufactured by such manu-
facturer during the first 9 months of model year 1975 and
which were Imported by such manufacturer during such 9-
month period.
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(C) The term "base production volume" means one-half the sum
of-

(I) the total number of passenger automobiles manufactured
by such manufacturer during model year 1974. plus

(it) 133 percent of the total number of passenger automo-
biles manufactured by such manufacturer during the first 9
months of model year 1975.

(D) For purposes of subparagraphs (B) and (C) of this para-
graph any pasenger automobile imported during model year 1976,
but prior to July 1, 1975, shall be deemed to have been manufac-
tured (and imported) during the first 9 months of model year 1975.

(E) An automobile shall be considered domestically manufac-
tured in any model year if at least 75 percent of the cost to the
manufacturer of such automobile is attributable to value added in
the United States or Canada, unless the assembly of such automo-
bile Is completed in Canada and such automobile is not imported
into the United States prior to the expiration of 30 days following
the end of such model year. The EPA Administrator may prescribe
rules for purposes of carrying out this subparagraph.

(F) The fuel economy of each passenger automobile which Is
imported by a manufacturer In model year 1978 or 1979, as the case
may bp, and which is not domestically manufactured by such manu-
facturer, shall be deemed to be equal to the average fuel economy
of all such passenger automobiles.

(c) Any reference in this part to automobiles manufactured by a
manufacturer shall be deemld-,,,

(1) to include all automobiles manufactured by persons who con-
trol, are controlled by, or are under common control with, such manu-
.acturer; and

(2) to exclude all automobiles manufactured withinn the meaning
of paragraph (1)) during a model year by such manufacturer which
are exported prior to the expiration of 30 days following the end of
such model year.

(d) (1) Fuel economy for any model type shall be measured, and aver-
age fuel economy of a manufacturer shall be calculated, in accordance
with testing and calculation procedures established by the EPA Adminis-
trator, by rule. Procedures so established with respect to passenger
automobiles (other than for purposes of section 2006 of this title) shall
be the procedures utilized by the EPA Administrator for model year 1975
(weighed 55 percent urban cycle, and 45 percent highway cycle), or pro-
cedures which yield comparable results. Procedures under this subsec-
tion, to the extent practicable, shall require that fuel economy tests be
conducted In conjunction with emissions tests conducted under section
1857f-5 of Title 42. The EPA Administrator shall report any measure-
ments of fuel economy and any calculations of average fuel economy to
the Secretary.

(2) The EPA Administrator shall, by rule, determine that quautlty
of any other fuel which Is the equivalent of one gallon of gasoline.

(3) Testing and calculation procedures applicable to a model year,
and any amendment to such procedures (other than a technical or clerical
amendment), shall be promulgated not less than 12 months prior to the
model year to which such procedures apply. ,

(e) For purposes of this part (other than section 2006 of this title),
any measurement of fuel economy of a model type, and any calculation
of average fuel economy of a manufacturer, shall be rounded off to the
nearest one-tenth mile per gallon (in accordance with rules of the EPA
Administrator).

(f) The EPA Administrator shall consult and coordinate with the
Secretary in carrying out his duties under this section.
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Pub.L. 92-513, Title V. g 503, as added Pub.L. 94-163, Title I11, 1 301,
Dec. 22, 1975, 89 Stat. 906.,

I So In original.
,egislative History. For lIgislative 1973 1'.S.CnJe Congi. and Adm.News. p.

histeiry and purpiae uf Pub.L. 94-163, se 1362.

§ 2004. Judicial review
(a) Any person who may be adversely affected by any rule prescribed

under section 2001. 2002, 2003, or 2006 of this title may, at any time
prior to 60 days after such rule Is prescribed (or in the case of an amend-
ment submitted to each House of the Congress under section 2002(a) (4)
of this title, at any time prior to 60 days after the expiration of the
60-day period specified in section 2002(a)(5) of this title), file a peti-
tion in the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia,
or for any circuit wherein such person resides or has his principal place
of business, for Judicial review of such rule. A copy of the petition shall
be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of such court to the officer who
prescribed the rule. Such officer shall thereupon cause to be filed In
such court the written submissions and other materials In the proceed-
Ing upon which such rule was based. Upon the filing of such petition,
the court shall have Jurisdiction to review the rule In accordance with
chapter 7 of Title 5 and to grant appropriate relief as provided In such
chapter. Findings of the Secretary under section 2002(d) of this title
shall be set aside by the court on review unless such findings are sup-
ported by substantial evidence.

(b) If the petitioner applies to the court in a proceeding under subsec-
tion (a) of this section for leave to make additional submissions, and
shows to the satisfaction of the court that such additional submissions
are material and that there were reasonable grounds for tha failure to
make such submissions In the administrative proceeding, the court may
orde- the Secretary or the EPA Administrator, as the case may be, to
provide additional opportunity to make such submissions. The Secretary
or the EPA Administrator, as the case may be, may modify or set aside
the rule Involved or prescribe a new rule by reason of the additional
Lubmissions, and shall file any such modified or new rule In the court,
together with such additional submissions. The court shall thereafter
review such new or modified rule.

(c) The Judgment of the court affirming or setting aside, in whole
or in part, any such rule shall be final, subject to review by the Supreme
Court of the United States upon certiorari or certification as provided
in section 1264 of Title 28.

(d) The remedies provided for In this section shall be In addition to,
and not In lieu of, any other remedies provided by law.
Pub.L. 92-513, Title V. § 504, as added Pub.L. 94-163, Title III, 5 301,
Del. 22, 1975, 89 Stat. 908.

Legistativo History. For legislative 1975 U.S.Code Cong. and Adns.Newa, p.
history and purpose of Pob.L. 94-I, see 17V-.

§ 2003. Information and reports
(a) (1) Each manufacturer shall submit a report to the SecretarY dur-

Ing the 30-day period preceding the beginning of each model year after
model year 1977, and during the 30-day period beginDing on the 180th
day of each such model year. Each such report shall contain (A) a state-
ment as to whether such manufacturer will comply with average fuel
economy standards under section 2002 of this title applicable to the model
year for which such report Is made; (B) a plan which describes the
steps the manufacturer has taken or Inte.ds to take In order to comply
with such standards; and (C) such other information as the Secretary
may require.

(2) Whenever a manufacturer determines that a plan submitted under
paragraph (1) which he stated was sufficient to insure compliance with
applicable average fuel economy standards is not sufficient to insure such
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compliance, he shall submit a report to the Secretary containing a revised
plan which specifies any additional measures which such manufacturer
intends to take in order to comply with such standards, and a statement
as to whether such revised plan is sufficient to insure such compliance.

(3) The Secretary shall prescribe rules setting forth the form and con-
tent of the reports required under paragraphs (1) and (2).

(b) (1) For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this part, the
Secretary or the EPA Administrator. or their duly designated agents, may
hold such hearings, take such testimony, sit-and act at such times and
places, administer such oaths, and require, by subpoena, the attendance
and testimony of such witnesses and the production of such books, papers,
correspondence, memorandums, contracts, agreements, or other records
as the Secretary, the EPA Administrator, or such agents deem advisable.
The Secretary or the EPA Administrator may require, by general or spe-
cial orders that any person-

(A) file, in such form as the Secretary or EPA Administrator may
prescribe, reports or answers in writing to specific questions relating
to any function of the Secretary or the EPA Administrator under this
part, and

(B) provide the Secretary, the EPA Adminibtrator, or their duly
designated agents, access to (and for the purpose of examination, the
right to copy) any documentary evidence of such person which is
relevant to any function of the Secrtary or the EPA Administrator
under this part. J, o

Such reports and answers shall be mr.de under oath or otherwise, and
shall be filed with the Secretary or th'el EPA Administrator within such
reasonable period as either may prescribe.

(2) The district courts of the United States for a Judicial district in the
Jurisdiction of which an inquiry is carried on may, In the case of con-
tumacy or refusal to obey a duly authorized subpena or order of the
Secretary, the EPA Administrator, or a duly designated agent of either,
issued under paragraph (1), issue an order requiring compliance with
such subpena or order. Any failure to obey such an order of the court
may be treated by such court as a contempt thereof.

(3) Witnesses summoned pursuant to this subsection shall be paid the
same fees and m!!eage that are paid witnesses in the courts of the United
States.

(c) (1) Every manufacturer shall establish and maintain such records,
make such reports, conduct such tests, and provide such items sad in-
formation as the Secretary or the EPA Administiator may, byrule, rea-
sonably require to enable the Secretary or the EPA Administrator to
carry out their duties under this part and under any rules prescribed pur-
suant to this part. Such manufacturer hall, upon request of a duly desig-
nated agent of the Secretary or the EPA Administrator who presents ap-
propriate credentials, permit such agent, at reasonable times and in a
reasonable manner, to enter the premises of such manufacturer to inspect
automobiles and appropriate books, papers, records, and documents. Such
manufacturer shall make available all of such items and information in
accordance with such reasonable rules as the Secretary or the EPA Ad-
ministrator may prescribe.

(2) The district courts of the United States may. It a manufacturer
refuses to accede to any rule or reasonable request made under para
graph (1), Issue an order requiring compliance with such requirement
or request. Any failure to obey such an order of the court may be treated
by such court as a contempt.thereof.

(d) (1) The Secretary and the EPA' Administrator shall each disclose
any Information obtained under this part (other than section 2003(d) of
this title) to the public in accordance with section 552 of Title 5 except
that information may be withheld from disclosure under subsection (b)
(4) of such section only if the Secretary or the EPA Administrator, u

46



4W

B-il

COMMERCE AND TRADE 15 § 2006
the case may be, determines that such information, If disclosed, would
result in significant competitive damage. Any matter described In sec-
tion 552(b)(4) relevant to any administrative or Judicial proceeding un-
der this part may be disclosed In such proceeding.

(2) Measurements and calculations under section 2003(d) of this title
hall be made available to the public In accordance with section 552 of
Title 6 without regard to subsection (b) of such section.
Pub.L. 92-513. Title V. 1 505, as added Pub.L. 94-163, Title III, i 301.
Dec. 22. 1975, 89 Stat. 908.

ILaIlative nletoiy. For legislative 19715 U.S.Code Cong. and Adm.News. p.
history and purpose of Pub.L. 94-163. see 1702.

§ 2006. Labeling
(a) (1) Except as otherwise provided In paragraph (2), each manufac-

turer shall cause to be affixed, and each deaJer shall cause to be main-
tained, on each automobile manufactured In any model year after model
year 1976, in a prominent place, a label-

(A) Indicating-
(1) the fuel economy of such automobile,
(11) the estimated annual fuel cost associated with the op-

eration of such automobile, and
(Ili) the range of fuel economy of comparable automobiles

(whether or not manufactured by such manufacturer),
as determined in accordance with rules of the EPA Administrator,

(B) containing a statement that written information (as described
in subsection (b) (1) of this section) with respect to the fuel economy
of other automobiles manufactured in such model year (whether or
not manufactured by such manufacturer) is available from the deal-
er in order to facilitate comparison among the various model types,
and

(C) containing any other information authorized or required by
the EPA Administrator which relates to information described in
subparagraph (A) or (B).

(2) With respect to automobiles-
(A) for which procedures established in the EPA and FEA Vol-

untary Fuel Labeling Program for Automobiles exist on December
22, 1975, and

(B) which are manufactured In model year 1976 and at least 90
days after December 22, 1975,

each manufacturer shall cause to be affixed, and each dealer shall cause
to be maintained, In a prominent place, a label Indicating the fuel economy
of such automobile, in accordance with such procedures.

(3) The form and content of the labels required under paragraphs (1)
and (2), and the manner in which such labels shall be affixed, shall be
prescribed by the EPA Administrator by rule. The EPA Administrator
may permit a manufacturer to comply with this paragraph by permitting
such manufacturer to disclose the Information required under this subsec-
tion on the label required by section 1232 of this title.

(b) (1) The EPA Administrator shall compile and prepare a simple
and readily understandable booklet containing data on fuel economy of
automobiles manufactured in each model year. Such booklet shall also
contain Information with respect to estimated annual fuel costs, and may.
contain information with respect to geographical or other differences In
estimated annual fuel costs. The Administrator 'of the Federal Energy
Administration shall publish and distribute such booklets.

(2) The EPA Administrator, not later than July 31, 1976, shall pre-
scribe rules requiring dealers to make available to prospective purchasers
Information compiled by the EPA Administrator under paragraph (1).

(c) (1) A violation of subsection (a) of this section shall be treated as
a violation of section 1232 of this title. For purposes of the Federal Trade
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Commission Act (other than sections 45(m) and 57a of this title, 0 viola-
tion of subsection (a) of this section shall be treated as an unfair or de-
ceptive act or practice In or affecting commerce.

(2) As used In this section, the term "dealer" has the same meaning
as sych term has in section 1231(e) of this title except that In applying
such term to this section, the term "automobile" has the same meaning
as such term has In section 2001(1) of this title.

(d) Any disclosure with respect to fuel economy or estimated annual
fuel cost which is required to be made under the provisions of this sec-
tion shall not create an express or implied warranty under State or
Federal law that such fuel economy will be achieved, or that such cost
will not be exceeded, under conditions of actual use.

(e) In carrying out his duties under this section, the EPA Adminis-
trator shall consult with the Federal Trade Commission, the Secretary.
and the Federal Energy Administrator.
Pub.L. 92-513, Title V, 0 506, as added Pub.L. 94-163, Title III, 1 301,
Dec. 22, 1975, 89 Stat. 910.

Reference In Text. The Federal Trade Loegilative History. For legislative
Commission Act. referred to in subset. history and purpose of Pub.L. W4-163. see
(c)(1), is classified to section 41 et seq. 1975 U.8.Code Cong. and Ads.News. p.
of this title. 1762.

§ 2007. Unlawful conduct

The following conduct Is unlawful:
(1) the failure of any manufacturer to comply with any average

. . .. fuel- economy standardcappUcable-to-mCh .manulfAdror_ %4jr jec- _..
tion 2002 of this title (other than section 2002(b) of this title),

(2) the failure of any manufacturer to comply with any average
fuel economy standard applicable to such manufacturer under sec-
tion 2002(t) of this title, or

(3) the failure of any person (A) to comply with any provision
of this part applicable to such person (other than section 2002, 2006
(a), 2010, or 2011 of this title), or (B) to comply with any standard,
rule, or order applicable to such person which Is issued pursuant to
such a provision.

Pub.L. 92-513, Title V. 1 507, as added Pub.L,. 94-163, Title III, 1 301,
Dec. 22, 1975, 89 Stat. 911.

legislative History. For legislative I1m r'.S.Code Cong. and Adm.News, p.
history and purpose of Pub.L. 9W-163, see 1762.

§ 2008. Civil penalty
(a) (1) It average fuel economy calculations reported under section

2003(d) of this title indicate that any manufacturer has violated section
2007(1) or (2) of this title, then (unless further measurements of fuel
economy, further calculations of average fuel economy, or other informa-
tion indicates there is no violation of section 2007(1) or (2) of this
title) the Secretary shall commence a proceeding under paragraph (2) of
this subsection. The results of such further measurements, further cal-
culations, and any such other information, shall be published in the Fed-
eral Register.

(2) If, on the record after opportunity for agency hearing, the Secre-
tary determines that such manufacturer has violated section 2007(1)
or (2) of this title, or that any person has violated section 2007(3) of
this title, the Secretary shall assess the penalties provided for under sub-
section (b) of this section. Any Interested person may participate in
any proceeding under this paragraph.

(3) (A) (1) Whenever the average fuel economy of the passenger auto-
mobiles manufactured by a manufacturer In a particular model year
exceeds an applicable average fuel economy standard established under
section 2002(a) or (c) of this title (determined without regard to any
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adjustment under section 2002(d) of this title), such manufacturer shall
be entitled to a credit, calculated under clause (I0), which shall be-

(1) deducted from the amount of any civil penalty which has
been or may be assessed against such manufacturer for a violation
of section 2007(1) of this title occurring In the model year Im-
mediately prior to the model year Irn which such manufacturer ex-
ceeds such applicable average fuel economy standard, and

(II) to the extent that such credit Is not deducted pursuant to
subclause (I), deducted from the amount of any civil penalty as-
sessed against such manufacturer for a violation of section 2007(1)
of this title occurring In the model year Immediately following the
model year in which such manufacturer exceeds such applicable av-
erage fuel economy standard.

(i) The amount of credit to which a manufacturer is entitled under
clause (i) shall be equal to-

(I) $6 for each tenth of a mile per gallon by which the average
fuel economy of the passenger automobiles manufactured by such
manufacturer In the model year in which the credit is earned pursu-
ant to clause (i) exceeds the applicable average fuel economy stan-
dard established under section 2002(a) or (c) of this title, multi-
plied by

(11) the total number of passenger automobiles manufactured by
such manufacturer during such model year.

(P)_(I)._Whcnever. the. average. fuel economy of a& class- of- ubutomoblbes- --which are noi passenger automobiles and which are manufactured by a
manufacturer in a particular model year exceeds an average fuel economy
standard applicable to automobiles of such class under section 2002(b)
of this title, such manufacturer shall be entitled to a credit, calculated
under clause ([I), which shall be-

(1) deducted from the amount of any civil penalty which has
been or may be assessed against such manufacturer for a violation
of section 2007(2) of this title occurring in the model year im-
mediately prior to the model year In which such manufacturer ex-
ceeds such applicable average fuel economy standard, and

(I1) to the extent that such credit Is not deducted pursuant to
subclause (I), deducted from the amount of any such civil penalty
assessed against such manufacturer for a violation of section 2007(2)
of this title occurring in the model year immediately following the
model year In which such manufacturer exceeds such applicable
Average fuel economy standard.

(i) The amount of cjdit to which a manufacturer Is entitled under
clause (1) shall be equatito-

(1) $5 for each tenth of a mile per gallon by which the average
fuel economy of the automobiles of such class manufactured by such
manufacturer in the model year In which the credit Is earned pursu-
ant to clause (I) exceeds the applicable average fuel economy stan-
dard established under section 2002(b) of this title, multiplied by

(11) the total number of automobiles of such class manufactured
by such manufacturer during such model year.

(0) Whenever a civil penalty hu been assessed and collected under
this section from a manufacturer who is entitled to a credit under this
Paragraph with respect to such civil penalty, the Secretary of the Treasury
shall refund to such manufacturer the amount of credit to which such
manufacturer Is so entitled, except that the amount of such refund shall
not exceed the amount of the civil pen: ity so collected.

(D) The Secretary may prescribe rules for purposes of carrying out
the provisions of this paragraph.

(b)(1) (A) Any manufacturer whom the Secretary determines under
subsection (a) of this section to have violated a provision of section

41 U.S.C.A.-4
1976 P.P. 49
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2007(l) of this title, shall be liable to the United States for a civil pen-
alty equal to (1) $6 for each tenth of a mile per gallon by which the
average fuel economy of the passenger automobiles manufactured by
such manufacturer during such model year Is exceeded by the applicable
average fuel economy standard established under section 2002(a) and
(c) of this title, multiplied by (11) the total number of passenger auto-
mobiles manufactured by such manufacturer during such model year.

(B) Any manufacturer whom tho Secretary determines under subdoc-
tion (a) to have violated section 2007(2) of this title shall be liable
to the United States for a civil penalty equal to (I) $5 for each tenth
of a mile per gallon by which the applicable average fuel economy stan-
dard exceeds the average fuel economy of automobiles to which such
standard applies, and which are manufactured by such manufacturer
during the model year In which the violation occurs, multiplied by (i1)
the total number of automobiles to which such standard applies and
which are manufactured by such manufacturer during such model year.

(2) Any person whom the Secretary determines under subsection (a)
to have violated a provision of'section 2007(3) of this title shall be liable
to the United States for a civil penalty of not more than $108000 for
each violation. Each day of a continuing violation shall constitute a
separate violation for purposes of this paragraph.

(3) The amount of such civil penalty shall be assessed by the Secre-
tary by written notice. The Secretary shall have the discretion to com-
promise, modify, or remit, with or without conditions, any civil penalty
a-s's-sesed -ider -thiis" ubsectfnio against a" psn- 6n except" thit'any civil
penalty assessed for a violation of section 2007(l) or (2) of this title
may be so compromised, modified, or remitted only to the extent-

(A) necessary to prevent the Insolvency or bankruptcy of such
manufacturer,

(B) such manufacturer shows that the violation of section 2007
(1) or (2) of this title resulted from an act of God, a strike, or a
fire, or

(C) the Federal Trade Commission has certified that modifica-
tion of such penalty Is necessary to prevent a substantial lessening
of competition, as determined under paragraph (4).

The Attorney General shall collect any civil penalty for which a manufac-
turer is liable under this subsection In a civil action under subsection (c)
(2) .of this section unlesss the manufacturer pays such penalty to the
Secretary).

(4) Not later than 30 days after a determination by the Secretary
under subsection (a) (2) of this section that a manufacturer has violated
section 2007(1) or (2) of this title, such manufacturer may apply to
the Federal Trade Commission for a certification under this paragraph.
If the manufacturer shows and the Federal Trade Commission deter-.
mines that modification of the civil penalty for which such manufacturer:
Is otherwise liable Is necessary to prevent a substantial lessening of com-
petition in that segment of the automobile industry subject to the standard
with respect to which such penalty was assessed, the Commission shalt
so certify. The certification shall specify the maximum amount that such
penalty may be reduced. To the maximum extent practicable, the Com-
mission shall render a decision with respect to an application under this
paragraph not later than 90 days after the application Is filed with the
Commission. A proceeding under this paragraph shall not have the ef-
fect of delaying the manufacturer's liability under this section for a civil
penalty for more than 90 days after such application is filed, but any
payment made before a decision of the Commission under this paragraph
becomes final shall be paid "o the court In which the penalty is collected,
and shall (except as otherwise provided in paragraph (5)), be held by
such court, until 90 days after such decision becomes final (at which time
it shall be paid inti the general fund of the Treasury).
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(5) Whenever a civil penalty has been assessed and collected from

a manufacturer under this section, and is being held by a court In accord-
ance with paragraph (4), and the Secretary vibsequently determines to
modify such civil penalty pursuant to paragraph (3)(C) the Secretary
shall direct the court to remit the appropriate amount of such penalty to
such manufacturer,

(6) A claim of the United States for a civil penalty assessed against
a manufacturer under subsection (b)(1) of tb;s section shall, In the cue
of the bankruptcy or insolvency of such manufacturer, be subordinate to
any claim of a creditor of such manufacturer which arises from an ex-
tension of credit before the date on which the judgment in any col-
lection action under this section becomes final (without regard to para-
graph (4) ).'

(c) (1) Any Interested person may obtain review of a determination (A)
of the Secretary pursuant to which a civil penalty has been assessed
under subsection (b) of this section, or (B) 0 the Federal Trade Com-
mission under subsection (b)(4) of this section, In the United States
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, or for any circuit wherein
such person resides or has his principal place of business. Such review
may be obtained by filing a notice of appeal in such court within 30 days
after the date of such determination, and by simultaneously sending a
copy of such notice by certified mail to the Secretary or the Federal Trade
Commission, as the case may, be.. Th-;q9_y§ssr~!y.r-the, Commission, aS
thT'aT- m-iy' bi7s• ill- promptly file In such co0.'rt a certified copy of the
record upon which such determination was made. Any such determina-
tion shall be reviewed in accordance with chapter 7 of Title 5.

(2) If any person fails to pay an assessment of a civil penalty after
it has become a final and unappealable order. or after the appropriate
court of appeals has entered final judgment !n favor of the Secretary,
the Attorney General shall recover the amount for which the manutac-
turer is liable In any appropriate district court of the United States. In
such action, the validity and appropriateness of the final order Impos-
ing the civil penalty shall not be subject to review.
Pub.L. 92-513, Title V, 1 508, as added Pub.L 94-163, Title 11, 1 301,
Dec. 22, 1976, 89 Stat. 911.

Lelalstive History. For legislative 1075 L.S.C,,Je Cong. and Adm.News. p.
histury and purpose of Pub.L. W4-163. see 1702.

§ 2009. State laws
(a) Whenever an average fuel economy standard established under

this part Is in effect, no State or political subdivision of a State shall have
authority to adopt or enforce any law or regulation relating to fuel econ-
omy standards or average fuel economy standards applicable to auto-
mobiles covered by such Federal Standard.

(b) Whenever any requirement under section 2006 of this title Is in
effect with respect to any automobile, no State or political subdivision
of a State shall have authority to adopt or enforce any law or regulation
with respect to the disclosure of fuel economy of such automobile, or of
fuel cost associated with the operation of such automobile, If such law
or regulation Is not identical with such requirement.

(c) Nothing in this section shall be construed to prevept any State or
Political subdivision thereof from establishing requirements with respect
to fuel economy of automobiles procured for its own use.,
Pub.L. 92-513, Title V, § 509, as added Pub.L. 94-163, Title I1I, 1 301,
Dec. 22, 1975, 89 Stt. 914.

Lehhltivey Mltory. For legislative 1975 L.S.Code Cong. and Adm..Vewa. p.
hiN6ury ant purpose of Pub.L. W4-163. see 1702.

§ 2010. Use of fuel efficient passenger automobiles by Federal gov-
ernment

(a) The President shall, within 120 days atter December 22, 1975,
Promulgate rules which shall.require that all passenger automobiles ac-
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quired by all executive agencies in each fiscal year which begins after
December 22, 1975, achieve a fleet average fuel economy for such year
not less than-

(1) 18 miles per gallon, or
(2) the average fuel economy standard applicable under section

2002(a) of this title for the model year which includes January 1
of such fiscal year,

whichever is greater.
(b) As used In this section:

(1) The term "fleet average fuel economy" means (A) the total
number of passenger automobiles acquired In a fiscal year to which
this section applies by all executive agencies (excluding passenger
automobiles designed to perform combat related missions for the
Armed Forces or designed to be used in law enforcement work or
emergency rescue work), divided by (B) a sum of terms, each term
of which is a fraction created by dividing--.

(I) the number of passenger automobiles so acquired of a
given model type, by

(I1) the fuel economy of such model type.
(2) The term "executive agency" has the same meaning as such

term has for purposes of section 105 of Title 6.
(3) The term "acquired" means leased for a period of 60 con-

tinuous days or more, or purchased.Y-u b.t;.- 9]=.•;13,-"Tit'tl• 'v. J"K1 ý ddfd "PUb.I,.- 94•16$,T~ttle !!l•|•31

Dec. 22, 1975, 89 Stat. 916.
Dolegailon of functions. Functions of out as a note under section 6201 of Title

the President under this section dole. 42. The Public Health and W'elfare.Lated to the Administrator of General Legislative History. Vor lsegisuallervlceu. see oectlo Its) of Ex.Ord.No. history ead purpose of Pub.L. W4-163. see
11912, Apr. 13. 19-5, 41 P.R. 10825, set 1975 U.S.Code Cong. and Adm.Newi, p.

1162.

§ 2011, Retroflit devices
(a) The Federal Trade Commission shall establish a program for

systematically examining fuel economy representations made with respect
to retrofit devices. Whenever the Commission has reason to believe that
any such representation may be Inaccurate, It shall request the EPA Ad.
ministrator to evaluate, In accordance with subsection (b) of this section,
the retrofit device with respect to which such representation was made.

(b)(1) Upon application of any manufacturer of a retrofit device (or
prototype thereof), upon the request of the Federal Trade Commission.
pursuant to subsection (a) of this section, or upon his own motion, the I
EPA Administrator shall evaluate, in accordance with rules prescribed
under subsection (d) of this section, any retrofit device to determine
whether the retrofit device Increases fuel economy and to determine1
whether the representations (if any) made with respect to such retrofit
device are accurate.

(2) If under paragraph (1) the EPA Administrator tests, or causes to:
be tested, any retrofit device upon the application of a manufacturer ofI
such device, such manufacturer shall supply, at his own expense, one or
more samples of such device to the Administrator and shall be liable forI
the costs of testing which are incurred by the Administrator. The pro-#,
cedures for testing retrofit devices so supplied may Include a requirement
for prelilthnary testing by a qualified independent testing laboratory, at$
the expense of the manufacturer of such device.

(c) The EPA Administrator shall publish In the Federal Register at
summary of the results of all tests conducted under this section, together
with the EPA Administrator's conclusions as to--

(1) the effect of any retrofit device on fuel economy;
(2) the effect of any such device on enmlssions of air pollutants;

and
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(3) any other information which the Administrator determines

to be relevant in evaluating such device.
Such summary and conclusions shall also be submitted to the Secretary
and the Federal Trade Commission.

(d) Within 180 days after December 22, 1975, the EPA Administra-
tor shall, by rule, establish-

(1) testing and other procedures for evaluating the extent to
which retrofit devices affect fuel economy and emissions of air pollu-
tants, and

(2) crIteria for evaluating the accuracy of fuel economy repre-
sentations made with respect to retrofit devices.

(e) For purposes of this section the term "retrofit device" means any
component, equipment, or other device--

(1) which to designed to be Installed in or on an automobile (as
an addition to, as a replacement for, or through alteration or modifi-
cation of, any original component, equipment, or other device); and

(2) which any manufacturer, dealer, or distributor of such device
represents will provide higher fuel economy than would have resulted
with the automobile as originally equipped,

as determined under rules of the Administrator. Such term also Includes
a fuel additive for use in an automobile.
~-~-~ Pub.L .- 13, Title Vrto 5411rasadded Pub.Lo,64-163, -Title lli1,5 30i-
Dec. 22, 1975. 89 Stat. 915. ...... .

Ltgislathit History. For legislative 1975 U.S.C.,de Cong. and Adm.Newa. p.
history and purpose of Pub.L. 94-4&, ee s 170

§ 2012. Reports to Congress
(a) Within 180 days after December 22, 1905, the Secretary shall pre.-

pare and submit to the Congress and the President a comprehensive re-
port setting forth findings and containing conclusions and recommenda-
tions with respect to (1) a requirement that each new automobile be
equipped with a fuel flow Instrument reading directly In miles per gal-
lon, and (2) the most feasible means of equipping used automobiles with
such Instruments. Such report shall Include an examination of the ef-
fectiveness of such Instruments In promoting voluntary reductions In fuel
consumption, the cost of such Instruments, meats of encouraging automo-
bile purchasers to voluntarily purchase automobiles equipped with such
instruments, and any other factor bearing on the cost and effectiveness
of such Instruments and their use.

(b)(1) Within 180 days after December 22. 1975, the Secretary shall
prepare and submit to the Congress and the President a comprehensive
report setting forth findings and containing conclusions and recommenda-
tions with respect to whether or not electric vehicles and other vehicles
not consuming fuel (as defined In the first sentence of section 2001(g) of
this title) should be covered by this part. Such report shall include an
examination of the extent to which any such vehicle should be Included
under the provisions of this part, the manner In which energy require-
ments of such vehicles may be compared with energy requirements of
fuel-consuming vehicles, the extent to which inelusion of such vehicles
would stimulate their production and introduction into commerce, and
any recommendations for legislative action.

(2) As used In this subsection, the term "electric vehicle" means a
vehicle powered primarily by an electric motor drawing current from re-
chargeable batteries, fuel cells, or other portable sources of electrical
current.
Pub.L. 92-513, Title V. 1 512, as added Pub.I,. 94-163, Title 1I1, 5 301,
Dec. 22., 1976, 89 Stat. 916.

Legislitite History. For legislative 1073 U.S.Code Cong. and Adm.News. p.
history and purpose to Put.I,. PI-1G3, see 1701.
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Clean Air Requirements

Motor vehicle emission standards

Since the mid-1950's the Federal Government has become increasingly

involved in the study and regulation of motor-vehicle exhaust emissions.

Several laws were enacted authorizing research into pollutants from mobile

sources, the most important being the Clean Air Act of 1963. l/ In that

act, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare is required "to encourage

continued efforts on the parts of the automotive and fuel industries to

develop devices and fuels to prevent pollutants from being discharged

from the exhaust of automotive vehicles". 2/ The Clean Air Act was amended

in 1965 by the Motor Vehicles Air Pollution Control Act 3/ to require

that the Secretary prescribe practicable standards applicable to the emissions

of substances from new motor vehicles or new motor-vehicle engines. Under

the amendments to the Clean Air Act provided by the Air Quality Act of

1967 4/ Congress preempted the field of air pollution from motor vehicles.

However, the Secretary could grant an exemption to any state which for

compelling circumstances wished to establish standards more stringent

than the Federal standards. The functions of the Secretary of HEW,

as vested in him by these acts, were transferred to the Administrator

of the Environmental Protection Agency in 1970. 5/

The first laws calling for the achievement of specified reductions

in auto emissions were part of the Clean Air Act Amndments of 1970. 6/

l/ Pub. L. No. 86-206; 77 Stat. 392 (1963), amending the Public Law
No. 159 of July 14, 1955, c. 360; 42 USC 1857 et seq.

2/ 1963 U.S. Code Cort, and Admin. News, p. 1280.
3/ Pub. L. No. 89-272; 79 Stat. 992 (1965).

4•/ Pub. L. No. 90-148; 81 Stat. 485 (1967).
, 5/ Reorg. Plan No. 3 of 1970, 5 2(a)(3), eff. Dec. 2, 1970, 35 F.R.

15623, 84 Stat. 2086.
6/ Pub. L. No. 91-604; 84 Stat, 1676 (1970).
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These amendments contained provisions requiring that by 1975 the auto

industry achieve a 90-percent reduction over the 1970 emission levels

of carbon monoxide (CO) and hydrocarbons (HC) for their new light-duty

vehicles and engines (including passenger automobiles). Using 1971

as the base model year, the auto manufacturers were also called on

achieve a 90-percent reduction for oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions

by model year 1976. These reductions would bring the emission levels

down from an average precontrol level of 8.7 grams per mile (gpm) HC,

87 gpm CO and 3.5 gpm NOx to 0.41 gpm HC, 3.4 gpm CO and 0.4 gpm NOx.

The Administrator of the EPA is given the duty of establishing interim

emission standards with a view to obtaining the required 90-percent re-

duction by the specified dates. In 1974 these compliance dates were de-

ferred pursuant to the 1974 Amendments to the Clean Air Act, 1/ which

call for compliance with the CO and HC standards by model year 1977. These

1974 amendments also establish a maximum NOx emission standard of 2.0

gpm for the 1977 model automobiles, delaying the previous statutory stand-

ard of 0.4 gpm NOx until the 1978 model year. On March 5, 1975, the Admin-

istrator of the EPA handed down a 1-year suspension of the compliance

dates for HC and CO emissions, thereby delaying them to the 1978 model

year. This administrative action, which was in accordance with 6 202(b)(5)(A)

of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 USC 1875f-l(b)(5)(a)), was taken

because of the concern over the sulfuric acid emissions from catalysts equipped

with an air pump. At the time of the decision this was the only technology

available which would meet the emission levels called for.

l/ Pub. L. No. 93-319, 5 5; 88 Stat. 258 (1974).
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As previously stated, the Administrator may waive the application

of the standards for any State which adopts more stringent fuel emission

standards than those of the Federal Government (42 USc 1857f-6a); this

has been the case for the State of California. The following tabulation,

taken from an EPA fact sheet, "Motor VehicIoAir-Pollution Control", gives

a summary of past, present, and potential Federal auto emission standards

and includes those for California, as established under present law.

Emission standards for automobiles
(grams per mile) I/

Item HC CO NOx

Average precontrol ----------. 8.7 87 3.5
emissions

1970-71 ---------- ------ 4.1 34 5.0 2/

1972----................... 3.0 28 5.0 2/

1973-74..........----------. 3.0 28 3.1

1975 (Federal)-..-........... 1.5 15 3.1
(California)------------ -0.9 9 2.0

1977 (Federal)---- .----------- 1.5 15 2.0
(California) ----....... 0.41 9 1.5

Ultimate Clean Air
Act Requirements 3/ -..-------- 0.41 3.4 0.4

l/ All values expressed in terms cf the 1975 Federal Emission Test Proce-
dure.

2/ There was no NOx standard until 1973. NOx emissions increased due
to the methods chosen by automakers to meet the CO and HC standards.

3/ These emission levels were established as to be those meeting the 90-
percent reduction required by the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970, Pub. L.
No. 86-493; 77 Stat. 392 (1963). The compliance date as set by the EPA
Administrator is 1978 for HC and CO. Under the 1974 Clean Air Act Amendments
compliance to the 0.4 gpm NOx standard is also to be reached by 1978.

Complete information on the emission standards and how cars are tested

to assure that they meet these standards is contained in the Code of Federal

Regulations (45 C.F.R. 85).
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Pending Legislation

At the time of this writing, legislation is pending before Congress to

further alter the required emission levels and compliance dates.

The alternative Federal emission standards.aswould be set by the

Senate, House and administration proposals are show". in the follow-

ing tabulation:

Emission Standards for Automobiles
(grams per mile)

Senate (S. 252)

HC CO

1975 ----------------- 1.5
1977 ------------------ 1.5
1980-- 0.41

15
15
3.4

House (H.R. 6161)

1975- . . ------ 1.5
1977 -----.-------.-- 1.5
1980-----......... .41
1982------------ .41

Administration

1975 --------------- 1.5
-------.1.5

1979-- 0.41
1981------------...0.41
1983-.------------ 0.41

15
15
9
9

15
15
9
3.4
3.4

NOx

3.1
2.0
1.0 (0.4-research

objective)

3.1
2.0
2.0
1.0

3.1
2.0
2.0
1.0
(0.4-with EPA
finding)

As passed by the Senate, S. 252 would continue the 1975 model year

standards for HC and CO through model year 1979. NOx standards would

be set at 2.0 gpm NOx for model years 1977, 1978,and 1979. Thereafter,

the standard would be 1.0 gpm NOx except for a light-duty vehicle manu-
/

factured during model year 1980 or 1981 (1) " . . . that ises either an

innovative engine system or emission control technology not involving a

03-1S8 o.0 ? 1

Model year

emission
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precious metal catalyst . . ." or (2) that is produced by a manufacturer

of less than 300,000 vehicles a year which must depend on outside sources

for the emission control technology to meet the established standards (sec.

23, S. 252). For light-duty vehicles falling within these categories the

NOx emissions cannot exceed 2.0 gpm.

Under S. 252 those manufacturers of more than 3 percent of the auto-

mobiles in the world market would be obligated in 1979 to meet the 1980

1.0 gpm NOx standard for 10 percent of their fleets. The Clean Air Act's

ultimate 90-percent reduction of oxides of nitrogen, i.e., 0.4 gpm NOx,

is considered to be a research objective. No later than model year 1978

and for each model year thereafter, each manufacturer representing more

than 0.5 percent of sales of light-duty motor vehicles must supply demonstrator

models which meet this research objective to the EPA Administrator. These

demonstrator models are to (1) encourage the development of the fuel-effi-

cient technology for meeting the emission standards, (2) assure the capa-

bility of the manufacturers to produce such a vehicle, and

(3) " . . . assure the utilization of optimum engine, fuel and emission

standards. * ." (sec. 25, S. 252).

The House-passed version of the 1977 Amendments to the Clean Air Act

(H.R. 6161-the so-called Dingell/Broyhill Bill) would continue the HC

and CO 1975 standards through model year 1979. In 1980 the industry would

be required to achieve thn 90-percent reduction of HC. As for NOx, the 1977-

81 model year levels would be 2.0 gpm. In the subsequent model years the

standard would lower to 1.0



gpm NOx. A manufacturer may ask for a revision of these standards for

those vehicles to be manufactured during or after the 1983 model year.

The revision may be made if upon review the Administrator finds that (1)

the manufacturer lacks the necessary control technology, (2) the cost of

compliance is prohibitive, or (3) the compliance would have a negative

effect upon energy conservation. However, such a revision could not be

made if it would endanger the public health nor may it set the NOx stand-

ards above 2.0 gpm. As in S. 252, a waiver could be given for innovative

power train technology which would result in significant energy savings.

Such a waiver could not result in a NOx standard higher than 2.0 gpm.

H.R. 6161 would also require that the Administrator of the EPA, the

Administrator of the Federal Energy Administration (FEA) and the Secretary

of Transportation submit separate reports to Congress on the effect, if

any, of established emission standards on fuel consumption. The Adminis-

trator of the EPA would also be required to report to Congress by June

30, 1980, on whether or not it is to the benefit of the public health that

the NOx standard be lowered below the level called for in the bill.

The Administration had proposed a 1979 model year standard of 0.41

gpm HC, 9.0 gpm CO, and 2.0 gpm NOx. For the 1981 model year these standards

would be lowered to 3.4 gpm CO and 1.0 gpm NOx. In order to protect the

public health the Administration believes that the ultimate 0.4 NOx standard

is a necessity. However, according to the EPA Administrator, health

C-7
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data is not presently firm enough to warrant this level of control. 1/

If further study dhows that the reduction is necessary, the Admin-

istrator of the EPA wishes to be given the authority to "tablish

the 0.4 NOx standard for model year 1983. If an engine cannot meet the

0.4 gpm NOx standards by 1983 the Administrator supports placing a penalty

charge upon the vehicle "equal to the economic value of not complying

with the more stringent standard." 2/

1./ 1/ "Testimony of Douglas M. Castle, Administrator, the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency, to the Subcommittee on Health and Environ-
ment, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce," April 28, 1977, p. 12.

2/ Id., p. 14.
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Conflicts wih fuel veoinmy i :is u.rds.

One of the major questions surrounding the establishment of emission

standards has been the possible effect of those standards upon fuel

veconowmy; at the' same time that the auto manufacturers are being re-

qttired to meet higher fuel economy standard they are also being forced to

meet more stringent emission standards, and the latter can have and have

had it negative effect on the former. Since the establishment of average

fuel economy standards pursuant to the EPCA, this issue has been and will

no doubt continue to be of great Importance.

According to studies on automotive fuel economy conducted by the EPA,

the average loss in fuel economy for 1974 model year vehicles

was estimated to be about 12 percent in comparison with those vehicles

with no emission controls. However, the auto manufacturers were able

to recoup this loss by the introduction of the catalytic converter in

1975. OPA statistics show that 1975 vehicles had an average fuel

economy improvement of 13 percent over 1973-74 vehicles. The question

remains, though, whether or not the automakers can achieve the future

standards while also attempting to achieve the EPCA requirements.

In testimony given before the House Subcomunittee on Health and

Environment, the EPA Administrator stated that

with adequate lead-time any of [the emission standards
proposed by the administration] should be met without
incurring fuel economy penalties. There may be a small
temporary fuel penalty in 1979 and 1981 if the manu-
facturers are initially unable to maximize fuel economy
performance of the new controls to be imposed in those
years. 1/

".. "Testimony of Douglas M. Castle," p. 16.
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In the public hearings on automotive fuel economy standards held

on March 22, 23, and 24, 1977, before the Department of Transportation

and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, representatives

of the Big Four testified to the manufacturers' ability to meet the EPCA's

fuel economy standards and achieve the required fuel emission reductions.

Chrysler Corporation stated that if 1975 emission standards were continued

through 1985 they could only build, and sell, in 1985 a fleet of cars averag-

ing approximately 26 mpg. At .41 gpm HC, 9.0 gpm CO and 2.0 gpm NOx (the

standards set by H.R. 6161) the projected fuel economy of that same fleet

would drop to 24 mpg. If the NOx was dropped to 1.0 gpm the fleet average

would drop to 22 to 23 mpg. New technology used to achieve fuel emission

standards is never 100-percent efficient. Therefore, according to

Chrysler, it must alter the engine in order to achieve the emission standard,

and a loss of fuel economy results. At present, Chrysler does not foresee

any major technology breakthroughs which would allow it to meet the

emission standards and at the same time, reach the fuel economy standards

as established.

When asked whether or not it could meet the fuel standards by

incorporating a certain number of technology improvements, Ford Motor

Company responded that the possibility of meeting the fuel efficiency standards

is predicated on its capability of meeting fuel emission standards, and

Ford does not believe that it will be able to meet the emission

standards as they are presently set.
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General Motors Corporation stated that with the fuel emission stand-

ards for 1984-85 being set at 0.41 gpm HC, 9.0 gpm CO, and 1.0 gpm NOx,

it expects a 5-percent fuel economy loss. At 2.0 NOx it hopes that there

will be no fuel economy loss. Presently, its vehicles which are meeting

the California 1.5 gpm NOx requirement do so with a 10-percent fuel econ-

omy loss.

In its submission to the Department of Transportation and the National Highway

Traffic Safety Administration, AMC stated that, on the basis of present

knowledge, and with emission standards of 1.5 gpm HC, 15 gpm CO, and 2.0

gpm NOx, it believes that it can meet a 22.8 mpg average by 1985. This

does not allow for any new safety standards that would affect fuel econ-

omy. Based on available data, AMC is projecting a fleet average of 19

mpg if it must meet emission standards of 0.41 gpm HC, 9.0 gpm CO, and

1.0 gpm NOx.

In their recent testimony before the House Ways and Means Committee

these same manufacturers stated that they are committed to achieving the

fuel economy standard. However, they believe, much as General Motors stated

"the adoption by the Congress of a reasonable schedule of emission standards

such as those in the Dingell/Broyhill bill (H.R. 6161) is critically impor-

tant to achieving [the 1985 target of 27.5 mpg]." 1/

Volkswagen Manufacturing of America, Inc., feels that if the emission

levels presently in effect were continued and its imported automobiles

were counted as part of its fleet when calculating the fuel economy average 2/

it would have a fleet average high enough to meet the 27.5 mpg standard.

1/ House Committee on Ways and Means, 95th Cong., 1st Sess., "Prepared
Statements of Public Witnesses, Tax Aspects of the President's Energy
Program Hearing," p. 21 (May 25, 1977).

2/ See footnote 1/, p. 38.



several reports have. been made by various Federal agencies on the

Issict of wthethcr the automakers can indeed meet the emission level stand-

'ds ,~l~willc ton:.rretitly achieving the EPCA average fuel economy standard.

In 1Q74 :t study done for Congress by the Department of Transportation and

tht, I'nvli'oilltenltal Protection Agency, "Potential for Motor Vehicle Fuel

EconomyV [Iprovement, commonly referred to as the "120-day study," concluded

thatt a 40 to 60 percent improvement Ln fuel economy could be achieved even

with the application of stringent fuel emission controls. The "300-day

study" which followed stated that the 27.5 mpg standard could be met as

well is the national goals for clean air and occupant safety. Most recently,

a report (the Five-Agency report) prepared and issued by the Department

of Commerce (DOC), the Department of Transportation (DOT), the Energy Re-

search and Development Administration (ERDA), Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA), and the Federal Energy Administration (FEA), working in

conjunction one with another, also determined that the 27.5 mpg standard

could be met as well as the national goals for clean air and occupant

safety.

The "Five-Agency Report" based its estimates on the application of

one of two sets of technology, current technology and advanced technology.

Since fuel economy improvement depends on the extent to which more fuel-

efficient emission control technology

_BEST OnPY AVAi



is developed by the time such fuel economy standards take place, it was

deemed necessary to estimate on:.the basis of different assumptions

as to the speed at which new technology can be implemented. The use of

current technology was assumed to be a gradual refinement of present

technology plus the use of a three-way catalyst and improved carburetors

for NOx emission standards of 1.0 gpm and below. A greater degree of

success in the refinement of the current technology together with the early

availability and widespread use of electronic control systems to optimize

various engine and emission control parameters were assumed for esti-

mates based on advanced technology. The fuel economy of the new car

fleet, given different emission schedules and based on different tech-

nology assumptions, was estimated to be the following.
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Estimated Fuel Economy of New Car Fleet in
Miles Per Gallon by Model Year, for Each

Schedule of Emission Control 1/

Schedule*

Current Technology Case

I

18.5

W06

20.9

22.1

23.4

24.9

25.8

II

18.5

20.7

21.8

22.7

24.1

24.0

25.3

26.8

27.7

III

18.5

20.7

21.8

22.7

24.1

24.0

25.3

26.8

27.7

IV

18.5

20.7

19.9

20.3

21.7

23.0

24.2

25.7

26.6

Advanced Technology Case .

Base I II III IV

19.0 19.0 19.0 19.0 19.0

21.1 *** 21.1 21.1 21.1

22.2 *** 22.2 22.2 22.0

23.1 W7 23.1 23.1 22.7
24.5 22.5 24.5 24.5 24.3

25.9 24.4 25.9 25.9 25.9

27.2 26.1 27.2 27.2 27.2

28.8 28.1 28.8 28.8 28.8

29.7 29.7 29.7 29.7 29.7

* Base: 1.5/15/2.0 1977 - 1985

I: 1.5/15/2.0 1977; .41/3.4/.4 1978 - 1985
II: 1.5/15/2.0
III: 1.5/15/2.0
IV: 1.5/15/2.0

1977 - 1981;
1977 - 1979;
1977 - 1978;

.9/9/1.5 1982 - 1985

.9/9/2.0 1980 - 1981; .41/3.4/2.0 1982 - 1985
.41/3.4/2.0 1979; .41/3.4/1.0 1980 - 1985

*** Achievement of 0.41/3.4/0.4 as required in Schedule I is not considered
technologically feasible prior to the 1980 model year. Achievement of
these standards in the 1980 model year would require an expanded development
effort initiated early in 1977; otherwise, achievement may not be feasible
prior to the 1981 model year.

1/ "Analysis of Effects of Several Specified Alternative Automobile Emission
Control Schedules Upon Fuel Economy and Costs," February 1977, DOC, DOT, ERDA,

EPA, FEA, p. 7.

Model

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

Base

18.5

20.7

21.8

22.7

24.1

25.5

26.8

28.4

29.3



To achieve these emission level reductions the automakers will have

to develop and introduce a new series of technological improvements.

Depending upon the timing of its implementation and the cost of the

research and development needed to bring it into production, this new

technology could add significantly to the initial new-car price. The

following table, taken from the "Five-Agency Study", summarizes the

technology assumptions and estimated equipment cost at the different

emission levels for the current technology and the advanced technology

projections. In determining the equipment costs it was assumed that

unless otherwise indicated all technologies (and therefore costs) for

the 1.5 gpm HC, 15 gpm CO, and 2.0 gpm'NOx base for the current technology

case are included in all schedules. For the advanced technology case,

the costs of the additional advanced technologies are included in the

table and appear in each of the alternative schedules, including the

base schedule.
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TECHNOLOGIES AND COSTS ASSUMED FOR ANALYSIS 1/
Current Technology

Incremental Cost Estimates 2/

Advanced Technology

Incremental Cost Estimates 2/

Technologies Assumed
Sticker
Price Technologies Assumed

1.5/15/2.0 Oxidation Catalyst
High Energy Ignition
Propotional EGR

0.9/9/2.0 Base Plus
Air Injection

0.9/9/1.5 Same as Above

0.41/3.4/2.0

0.41/3.4/1.0

0.41/3.4/0.4

Same as Above

Above Plus
Improved Fuel
Metering
Start Catalyst .
3-Way Catalyst System
(Replaces Ox. Cat. and
Air Injection)

Same as Above but
3-Way Catalyst
Replacement Req'd

Base

$(25)
$ 25

$ 25

$ 25

Base Plus
Air Injection
Electronic Spark
Control
Electronic ECR

Above Plus
Port Liners
Start Catalyst

Same as Above

Above Plus
Improved Fuel
Metering
Electronic AIR

V(15)
(50)

(35) ••/
$125

$(0)
$125

$(25)

(55)
(20)

$100

$( 5)(50)
$155

$155

$(15)
(20)

$190

Above Plus
3-Way Catalyst System
(Replaces Start Catalyst
on 50% of cars; replaces
Ox. Cat., Air Injection,
and Electronic Air on
other 50%) $(20) 4/

$210

Same as Above but 4
3-Way Catalyst
Replacement Req'd 0)

$210

.1/ "Analysis of Effects of Several Specified Alternative Automotive.-
Automobile Emission Control Schedules Upon Fuel Economy and Costs," p; 43.

2/ All costs are incremental to the Current Technology base case, and are
expressed in undiscounted 1975 dollars.

3/ Costs shown are net increments over costs of components replaced. Maintenance
cost includes three oxygen sensor changes.

4/ Costs shown are average net increments over costs of components replaced in
two systems assumed. Maintenance cost includes three oxygen sensor changes on all
cars,

Emission
Levels
(HC/CO/NOx)

Sticker
Price
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According to a recent statement by the EPA Administrator, "stand-

ards of 0.4 (gpm HC)/3.4 (gpm CO)/1.0 (gpm NOx) could increase the

sticker price of cars by a maximum of $250 in 1985 with an additional

increase of $80 if the 0.4 gpm NOx is imposed". 1/ He believes this

estimation, which includes an 80-percent markup from direct manufacturer

costs, to be overstated since it includes some technological improve-

ments which the manufacturers would use to meet fuel economy standards.

The auto manufacturers have tended to place their estimates of

increased fuel emission technology cost above those of the "Five-Agency Report"

and the administration. While the technology which

would be used to meet the proposed emission levels and the cost incurred

by this technology vary from manufacturer to manufacturer it is gen-

erally agreed that meeting the Clean Air Act's ultimate requirements

by the early 1980's could add between $200 and $350 in initial new car

cost to the consumer. Ford Motor Company's estimate of the price in-

creases related to meeting two of the proposed emission schedules

(H.R. 6161 and that of the Administration) are included in the following

tabulation:

ADMINISTRATION PROPOSAL H.R. 6161 DINGELL/BROYHILL
PROPOSAL

Emission Cost Cost
Standards (RPE) 1/ Emission (RPE) 1/

Year HC/CO/NOx $ Standards 4

1979--- .41/9/2 TBD/250 2/ 1.5/15/2 Base
1980---- .41/9/2 250 .41/9/2 250
1981--- .41/3.4/1 300/331 .41/9/2 250/281
1982--- .41/3.4/1 300/331 .41/9/1 250/281

1/ RPE--Retail Price Equivalent.
2/ TBD--To be determined.

"1/ "Testimony of Douglas M. Castle", p. 16.
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A technological innovation which may be used to meet the fuel

economy standards is dieselization. It is also a major part of the picture

when attempting to focus on the possibilities of the auto industry to

meet the EPA requirements. The diesel engine offers the chance for sub-

stantial fuel savings, often boosting fuel economy by as much as 50

percent for some automobiles. According to the "Five-Agency Report",

"the use of diesel engines in place of a small fraction (8 to 20 percent

by 1985) of gasoline engines would result in small but significant

improvement in fleet-average fuel economy and a resulting reduction in

fuel consumption." 1/ However, there is a large uncertainty as to the

diesel's ability to meet the 0.4 gpm NOx standard or even, for the large-

size~autos, a 1.0 gpm NOx standard.

Several of the automakers have introduced or will be introducing

diesel engines in their new-car lineup. This year Volkswagen plans

to sell 10,000 Rabbits equipped with diesel engines. By 1980-81 it

foresees a 20 to 30 percent dieselization of its fleet. It has miti-

gated many of the problems inherent in diesel engines--soot,-odor, cold

start% and noise. According to Volkswagen, its new VW diesel boosts

fuel economy by 50 percent and doubles expected engine life. However,

if the NOx level is lowered below 1.5 gpm, Volkswagen contends that its

sales of diesels would be eliminated. Other manufacturers have voiced

the same fear of not being able to lower the NOx level of their diesel

engines in order to meet EPA requirements. For this reason certain

exemptions for the diesel engine have been proposed by the Congress and

the administration. In the aforementioned testimony before the House

l/ "Analysis of Effects of Several Specified Alternative Automobile
Emission Control Schedules Upon Fuea.imaw aud Costs%, pp. 5-6.
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Subcommittee on Health and Environment, the Administrator of the EPA

stated that in order to encourage diesel technology he would support a

waiver of the proposed NOx penalty 1/ if the vehicle could meet the 1.0

gpm standard for 100,000 miles. Both the House and the Senate bills have

made provisions for the granting of waivers to the NOx standards for

those automobiles which use an "innovative engine system" (S. 262) or an

"innovative power train technology" (H.R. 6161). These provisions would

allow for the utilization of diesel engines. However, waivers could not

set the standard above 2.0 gpm NOx for such engines. In the opinion of

Rep. Dingel (D.-Mich.), cosponsor of the House-passed amendments, failure

to grant these exemptions would "[rule] out diesels and other advanced

technologies which are presenting enormous opportunities for energy sav-

ings." 2/

The conflicts between the fuel emission levelsboth present and future, and

the average fuel economy standards of the EPCA remain unresolved; the

Congress, the administration, and the auto industry have yet to come to an

agreement on those standards which will serve the Nation best, allowing

for cleaner air and increased fuel savings while still remaining tech-

nologically feasible.

1/ "Testimony of Douglas M. Castle", p. 14.
2/ Congressional Record, HS106, May 26, 1977.
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Safety and Damageability Standards

Enacted in 1966 and amended numerous times since, the National Traffic

and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1965 1/ was legislated by Congress to

"provide for a coordinated national safety program and establishment of

safety standards for motor vehicles in interstate commerce to reduce

traffic accidents and the deaths, injuries, and property damage which occur

in such accidents. .. ." 2/ Proposed by President Johnson, this legisla-

tion resulted in the setting of certain minimum Federal safety standards

for all motor vehicles and equipment parts manufactured in or imported into

the United States. Most previous safety standards affecting new automobiles

in interstate transportation were established voluntarily by the automakers

upon recommendation by the Society of Automotive Engineers. Some manda-

tory State regulations and the Federal seatbelt and brake-fluid laws were

also in effect. The 1966 Act attempts to resolve the inherent problems

of such a system by establishing mandatory Federal standards which would be

uniformly applicable nationwide.

By this law the Secretary of Transportation is given the broad

authority of ordering the implementation of what he determines to be

appropriate Federal motor-vehicle safety standards. Before making his

decision the Secretary must give due consideration to (1) relevant avail-

able motor-vehicle data, (2) the reasonableness, practicality, and appro-

priateness of the proposed standard, and (3) the contribution the standard

will make to carrying out the purposes of the Act. He must also consult

with the Vehicle Equipment Safety Commission as well as those agencies and

commissions he deems appropriate. The decisions made by the Secretary

1/ Pub. L. No. 89-563; 80 Stat. 718; 15 USC 1391 et seq.
2/1966 U.S. Code Cong. and Admin. News, p. 2709.
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may not take effect sooner than 180 days nor more than 1 year after the

promulgation of the order except in extraordinary cases. Within the same

time delay he may revoke any safety standard he has ordered.

The power entrusted to the Secretary under this act is considerable

but it was not given with the intent that the Secretary would "take over

the design and manufacturing functions of private industry." 1/ Rather,

the purpose was "to achieve a substantial improvement in the safety charac-

teristics of vehicles." 2/ One of the basic reasons for the passage of

this legislation and one of its major effects was to allow the Federal

Government to develop a technical capacity (1) to test industry's perfor-

mance and do research on accident and injury prevention, (2) to innovate

safety design and engineering and to serve as a source of measurement for

industry's performance, and (3) to develop and implement safety standards.

The means to insure compliance with these safety standards and the

ability to assess civil penalties (up to $800,000 at $1,000 per violation)

are provided by the 1966 act, as amended. Provisions are also made for

(1) informing potential customers of the performance and safety of the

vehicle or automotive part, and (2) notifying purchasers and dealers of

the article if a defect should be found after sale by the manufacturer.

1/ Id., p. 2712.
2/ Id.0

tI-1U 0 - 70 - 14
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Since the enactment of this law the Secretary has set down several

safety-standards for new automobiles. Those standards can be grouped into

three main categories, "Series 100, 200 and 300". "Series 100" standards

are aimed at crash avoidance; increased protection to the occupants of

the vehicle is offered by "Series 200" standards; those requirements in-

cluded in "Series 300" aim at increasing the crashworthinesss" of

the motor vehicle. Certain restrictions and additions to standards as

set by the Secretary have been written into law. Occupant restraint sys-

tems standards numbered 208 (49 CFR 571.208) were amended in 1974

to require that automakers provide purchasers of new motor vehicles with

an alternative to the safety belt ignition interlock system for occupant

crash protection 1/ (15 USC 1410b). The Motor Vehicle Information

and Cost Savings Act, as amended, 2/ gave the Secretary authority to set

bumper standards designed in general to reduce accident damage to a paesen-

ger vehicle's front and rear end (15 USC 1912). This damageability standard

is established in addition to the crashworthiness standard set pursuant

to the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966.

1/ Pub. L. No. 93-492; 88 Stat. 1482 (1974).
2/ Pub. L. No. 92-513; 86 Stat. 947 (1972).
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Conflicts with fuel economy standards

It is difficult to predict the effect of safety and damageability

standards on fuel economy since it is not known how the manufacturers

will go about meeting the new safety, damageability, and fuel economy

regulations. However, up to 1975, safety and damageability standards,

which added between 275 and 300 pounds to the new-car weight, resulted

in a fuel economy penalty of about 4 percent. The following tabulation,

taken from a publication of the DOT and the EPA, 1/ is a breakdown of auto-

mobile weight changes due to the implementation of successive safety and

damageaility standards in effect up to 1975.

Standards in Effect WeightIncrease(Ibs.

100 Series-------- ----- 5
201 - 204, 207, 210---... -..- 32
208 (Belts) --------- 35
214 (Side Door Strength) -------.-. . 50
215 (Bumper).................. 141
215 (Bumper Corner Requirements).----.. 9
105-75 (Hydraulic Brakes)--- --- 5-25

277-297

Originally, weight increases were greater than necessary. Since

there, were no overriding considerations due to material and fuel costs,

direct design approaches using conventional materials were used to in-

crease structural strength., However, increased material costs and the

impact of added weight on fuel economy have led the automakers to use new'

and innovative designs as well as alternative materials when developing

safety features. 2/ Nonetheless, if automobile manufacturers are required

1/ "Potential for Motor Vehicle Fuel Economy Improvement",
Department of Transportation and Environmental Protection Agency, p. 91
(1974).

2/ Id., p. 92o
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to meet advanced safety requirements such as a 40 mph-frontal-impact

standard and a 20-mph-side-impact standard, it is estimated that 150 to

200 pounds will be added to the new-car-weight, decreasing average fuel

economy by about 0.6 to 0.8 mpg. l/

The recently promulgated occupant restraint system (42 F.R. 34289

(July 5, 1977)) could add up to 50 pounds to new-car weight depending,

once more, on the type of materials and the design used in implementing it.

For example, the system which will probably be used by Volkswagen, a com-

bined belt/bolster system, will probably have a negligible effect on

new-car weight.

1/ "The Report by the Federal Task Force on Motor Vehicle Goals Beyond
1980," vol. 2, pp. 5-13 and 5-19 (September 2, 1976).
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TNE iHARION EFA AU~nMOBILE ODEAND MODEL
ITC BASELINE FORECAST AITH l0o GAS PRICI GQOAT14

TASLU 1,00 SUMMARY

LINE I T f M 1975 397b 1977 1978 1979 1980
.................... ............ :; ............. ;;...........;;.........;;;.........:;;........7;; " 157191

IIDESIRED SIOCx 01 AUTOS MILL AUTOSI 9375 9,7 '983 30,o 3519 0,8

21 XGRONT14I 1o,2 J,23 J'19 3,00 2,29 1,88
31 I
4IACTUAL YReEND STOCK OF AUTOS WILL AUTOSI 96,726 99,685 lot/07 105,012 101,037 3O08us7
51 IGQOVTHI ?9,g 3,06 2,o1 2,1o4 1,91 1,31
61 I
7INEw REGISTRATIONS O AUTOS MILL AUTOSI 8,350 gl6o 30,95 I11, Ie 111149 11,76S
81 %GRONTNI -10,08 18,18 10,99 I3,5 1,14 3,6o
91 I

101 FOREIGN NEm REGIS, MILL AUTOSI 1,511 1,063 1,5o0 1,5332 3,07 l,009
III JGIOATHI 3,$7 .3,55 5,2S .0,50 .5,5s 0,09
121 I
III DOMESTIC NEw REGIS, MILL AUTUSI 6,833 8,005 9,1U| 95o80 9,90? 10,o36
I41 XGROWTI 1.2,68 23,00 I2,00 1,1 11,3b 0,38
IsI I
I1IVERICLE MILES TRAVELED BILL MILES 3027,0 I309,0 1032,s OUO',2 s055,2 I07Is
171 %GPOmTHI 32o0 OIs 0,37 0,71 1o1J 1,55181 1

1Q1SCRAPPAGE OF AUTOS MILL AUTOSI 5,Su8 6,909 8',33 8,?08 9,320 10,36S
201 %GROmTHI .15,52 24,53 23,o7 .3,79 ,1159 13837
211 I
22INtm AUTOS FLEET MP,G, (EPA) I 17,17 17,82 18,60 19,51 20,03 21,14
231 xGROntHI 6,42 3,80 0,60 4,70 4,7? 0,93
203 1
?SINEW DOMESTIC EPA TEST M,PoG, I I6,lq 16,95 17,83 18,88 19,68 20,72
261 ZGROwTmI 5,80 5,06 5,08 0,88 5,16 S,29
271
?81 NEn DOMESTIC AUTOS MoPGo I 3bol6 36,95 17,81 18,68 19o6A 20,72
291 %GRORTHI 5,75 5,06 5,08 4,86 S.36 S,29
301 I
311 NEI FOREIGN AUTOS MPGo I Ool32 012o 6boO| a7,05 27,66 28,08
321 %GROWTHI 3,62 4,67 3,03 o,01 2,20 2,9S
331 I
3IS I
351SNARE OF NE" REGISTRATIONS$ I
361 I
371 SURCOMPACT I 0,291 0,238 01221 0,2o0 0,20 0,99
361 %GRUWTHI 12,9U -l6o,3 .6,32 63,46 .60o0 o3,15
391 3
001 COMPACT I 0,239 0,179 0,18]3 0,7b 0,186 0,198
033 %GRUPTNI 16,96 .18,01 1,86 03,75 5os, 6,64

031 MID-SIZE 1 0,228 0,301 0,281 0,27b 0,270 0,270
003 xGkIATHI .12,10 51,87 -6,72 .1,71 i.,13 .0,01

061 FULLeSIZ I 0olb9 0,186 Oo,22 0o,37 0,206 0,219
073 %GRUMI14I .20,07 lou9 18,90 7,0o 3,72 .3,07

493 LUXURY 0,090 0,096 0,090 0,092 0,093 O.OoQ
S03 %GROPTHI 10,01 1,83 .3,51 .0,81 0,96 I,85

.............. o .........o....

A PRODUCT OF AmARTON EFA, INC,



THE WHARTON EFA AUIOMOBILF DEMAND MODML
ITC BASELINE FORECAST *tTH 10 GAS PRICE GROl*T

TABLE 1,00 SUMMARY

LINE I 7 E M 1961 198a 1963 1980 1985
IlDESIRED STOCK OF AUTOS MILL AUTOSI 109,305 133,250 331,090 315,023 ll7,O5ol

21 IGROUTHI 3,98 1l8 job 1,70 1,771
if I IOIACTUAL YRwEND STOCK OF AUTOS MILL AUTOSI 109,S91 330,15% 132,?88 3U,8Si1 1l7,1u21
51 %GROPTNI 1,05 ,'O, 1,308 2,8 2,5,161 1 1
?INtW REGISTRATIONS nF AUTOS MILL AUTOS 12,001 12,210 12,s5( l3,9S9 loO,001
63 ZGROWTHI 1,83 1,78 2,'70 goa 2,95o
91 I 1

101 FOREIGN NEW REGIS, MILL AUIOSI 1,385 3,00 1,017 3,09% Isi51
III ZGROWTHI .0,?a 1,66 0,71 S85, I,15m
121 1 1
131 DOMESTIC NEN R:G|S, MILL AUTOSI 10,617 10,807 11,127 12,10a 12,0853
JiI %GRONTII 2,72 1,79 2,96 8,78 3,351ISI I I
161VENICLE MILES TRAVELED BILL MILESI 1086,7 1103,5 1121,5 I03,9 1ITS79l171 %GRUNTII 1,12 1,54 Job 2,00 2,791
181 ' I
1913CRAPPAGE OF AUTOS MILL AUTOSI 10,867 I31,05 31,012 31,03S 1111091
201 %GRONTHI 0,80 1,66 -0,$15 011 Ob71211 1 1
221NEW AUTOS FLEFT MP,G, (EPA) I 22,33 23,20 20,30 25,06 25,911
231 XGROPTHI 4114 ,006 3,88 $3,0 3,393
2l0 I I2SINEw DOMESTIC EPA TEST MPsG, I 21,67 22,5T 23,50 24,4a 25,311
261 %GROPTHI l0is 4016 0,10 4001 j3sol
27111
281 NEW DOMESTIC AUTOS M,PG, 1 21,067 21,ST 23so 24,00 2S,3tl
291 XGRONTHI 0,5T 4,16 Oslo 4102 1,5i0
301 1 1311 NEN FOREIGN AUTOS MPG, 1 29,11 30,00 30,69 lis? 32,281
323 SGROoTHI 2,22 J307 2,29 2867 2,203331 I

3SISHARi OF NIE REGISTRATIONSI I316

373 SUBCOMPACT I 0,166 O,1o? 0,162 03706 Oy23
386 IGRUTIHI .5,SA 0,03 02,TS .3,19 .2,091
303 1 1400 COMPACT I 0215 0,2|8 0,j22 01220 0,2201
033 %GROwTHI S,50 3o23 1,03 .0,o0 90,311*23 I I
031 MID-SIlC I 0,270 0,267 0,26S 0,263 0,2621
03 %GROWTHI 0122 -1,19 .00,7 .0,86 -0,271
051 3 I
060 FULL*SIlE I 0Den0 0,210 0,233 0,200 0,2031
071 ZGR8mThI .3,03 .0,11 1,14 3,30 3,o83063 II
091 LUXURY I 0,096 0,096 0,099 0,101 001011
Sol SGROWTI l,90 3173 1,56 1,75 2,203

A PRODUCT OF RHARTON MeFA INC,



THE *MARION IFA AuTrO11o6E ODMAND MODEL
ITC RASELIMF FOPtCAST AIIm 10% GAS PRICE GROWTH

fANLI: 1,01 SNARES BY SILZ CLASS

LINE I T E M 1975 1076 1977 1976 191Q 1980
W. . a a ... .... 00.00.0 ... 0.0o0I~mm •Q ~ ~ o m ~ mm m~m~~mm o~mm mm mo mI

IiSNARIS OF DESIRED STOCKI

31 SUeCOMPACTS
"al
61 COMPACTS
71
61

91 '4109SIZE
101
III
121 FULL SIZE
131

ISI LUXURY
161
171
161
191SHARES UF ACTUAL YRuEND STOCKSI
201
211 SUBCUMPACT
221
211
201 COMPACT
25l
261
271 MI|OSIZE
281
291
301 FULL SIZE
311
321
331 LUXURY

351
161
3IDONESTIC SHARE UF NER REGISTRATI
381
391 DOMESTIC SHARE OF TOTAL
$ol
oll
21 DOMESTIC SHARE OF SUBCOMPACTS

031

0SI DOMESTIC SNARE OF COMPACTS
061
471
161 DOMESTIC SHARE OF LUXURY

XGOPOTN

%GRONTMI

%GROwTHI

XGROAIN

ZGROv•TNI

XGRUmTHI

TNI
%GROnTHI

ZGRONTMI

DM51I

XGRONTN

%GRUWTHI

%GRfmTHI

I

00231
14,00

00188
3672

0,264
7031

021,03

0,092
7,60

0616609,609180

0,157

0,231
.0,96

0,336
.5, 33

0,067

0,816
2,689

010690
02,66

0,9260
0o1'

0,120
'11,69

00189

001600'm3

0,263
0,252

0,092
0411

ollo

0o160

0,177

0191

2,30

00089
lose

0,852
$t06

0,0573

2,16

0,200 0,00-
0,09 0,56

0,176 0,174

O.sl? OotOl

Oo'?b 0026200,57 0010

0o,6s 0O268
5,02 1,10

01092 0,09?
Wools 0,00

00190
5,69

0,179
1,01

0,20 0
1470

01101

0,090
1,10

0,659
0,91

0,0600
0,59

0,9600
10,66

0,196
0,34

0,179

0,31

0,200
los6

0,090
0, 73

0,0600
0,0

0,0

0,200

06179
3,06

00261

0 267
"06,16

0,093
0,92

0,200
3,00

0,181

0,248
too?

00276

0.0,0

00091
0,70

0,672
1120

0,0700
2,17

0,9050
0ol1

0,198
80,79

0,167

0,26 3
0,60o

0,256
93,97

0,094
1,35

0,208
2,00

0,163
1,19

0,252
1,60

0,265
.0,06

0,092
0le0

0,677

0,0600
Ri13

0,9050
0,0

008790 0,9005 0,9000 0,9050 0.9100 0.9100
.91 .GRO .T.I . 00. 2. . .. 00.06 0056 o.s. 0.O

A PRODUCT OF *MARTON EFA, INC,



THE PHARTON frA AU104OBILE OtMAND MODEL
ITC NA3ELP4F FORECAST AITH 101 GAS PRICE GROWTH

liBLF 101 SHAMES BY SIl0 CLASS

LINE I T E U 196t 19"? 1963 198I IQAS
.............................................. 6W

iSNARES Or DESIRED STOCKI
2'I3

7
A
9
20

12
13

16
1726

19
201
21
221
231
240
251
261
271
261

291
301
311
321
331
3411
351
361
371
361
391
401IIOI

421
431

Oil
061
471
151
091

DOMESTIC SHARE Of LUXURY

.1
I SUBCVMPACTS I
It - lGRONTHI

I COMPACTS
I SOGRONTHI

II

I MJDvIZE I
I IGROnTHI
II
I FULL SIZE I
I SOGRONTHI
II

I LUXURY
I IIGROATHI
II

I I
SHARES OF ACTUAL YRsEND STOCKII I

SUBCOMPACT
ZGROwTHI

COMPACT I
ZGROWtI4

MIO.$SIE
tGRONTHI

FULL SIZE
GROTHMI

LUXURY I
IGRONTH I

DOMESTIC SHARE OF NE1 REGISTRATIONS I

DOMESTIC SHARE OF TOTAL
ZGROPTHI

DOMESTIC SHARL OF SUDCOMPACT$ I
XGRUNTMI

DOMESTIC SNARE OF COMPACTS I
%GRUwTHI

0,6650,67

0,0900

00o00
0,9500

0,53

0,291

0,197
5,69

0,266
0094

0,249
931S7

0,095
1139

0,210
0ol9

0,167
Z2,2

09256
1,68

ol0,T
.3,90

0,092
0866

0,192

0,200
11.60

0,266
0,16

0,097
1,13

0,209
.0,10

0,192

0,159
2,03

0,093
0,66

0,665
0,00

0,04900
0,0

0,0

0 a66

0,0900
000

0,9500
0,0

0,186
.2,01

0,o00

0,27

0,203
Ool02

0,096
1,32

0820?7

0,196

0,261
2,070o241

92,1&

0,094
0o96

01063

0, acs

0,267
0,01

0,246
2,04

O0 99
loo5

06201
.1,96

0O100
2,07

0,260
tOll

0,236

08095
2,20

0,690
0,30

0,0900
0•0

0,9500
010

I I
1 0,9200 0,9100 0,9100 0,9O00 0,91001

XGRUWTHM 00 000 010 0o0 00 I

A PRODUCT OF ANARTON tFA, INC.

I

0o1791
a21351

1
0,?06•
OS,61

010092671

01601
I

Oolial

0,011
I

OollOII
loN2l

e2,421
0,2001

082651

0.6I

O0.1O7

0,361
I

Ooail~l

0,0961
1,311

0,6921
01191

1

0,49001
0,0 I

I

0,9s001
00 I

7i"%A



THE nHARTON EFA AUTOVOBILE DLMAND MODLL
ITC BASELINE FUMECAST 4ITH 102 GAS PRICE GROAT"

TABLE I10? Nk* RtGISIrATIONS AND STOCKS BY Sill CLASS

LINE I T E M 197s 1976 5977 1976 1979 1980

1lNEi• PIGISTRATIONSI
21 I

31 SUBCOMPACT MILL AUTOSI 2,27 21308 2,ual8 ?,441 21333 2,146
41 XGROOTHI 5,56 '3,2b 3g97 .0003 .41,4 0,56
51 I
61 COMPACT MILL AUTOSI 1,6a5 1,768 11999 1,9S2 2,5-10 2,337
71 %GRONTHI Sol? .j311 13,Ob .2,36 at10 10,o3
01 1

91 MIDSIZE MILL AUTOSI 1o905 R,966 3,073 3106a 3,063 3,180
101 2GRUnTMI .?0,99 5s5,6 3,S3 .0026 .0000 3,6J
III I
I12 FULL SiZt MILL AUTOSI 59006 1,638 2,027 P,636 2,793 ,6311
131 %GROvTHI .26,13 30,57 321,0 816, S,93 0,6O
1i5l I

151 LUXURY MILL AUTOSI 0,786 0,945 1,013 1,016 1,050 16,11
561 IGROOTHI 00872 20,30 7,10 0,51 3,1l 5,76
I17 I
IO10E1RED STUCKI I
191 I
201 SUBCOMPACT MILL AUTOS1 22,300 20,296 00,806 21,555 21,381 21,593
211 .GWOWTHI 17,t 0 .6,99 .2,52 Jq44 0b66 Osj
221 I
231 COMPACT MILL AUTOSI 16,233 18,671 18,205 I56,S4 e9,179 0,247
291 %GRIWTHI 6,82 3,50 w3o53 Ole 5167 S'S?
?51 1I
261 R4i-SIZE MILL AUTOSI 2%,52 26,207 26,690 27,477 7,0947 26,054
271 %GROKTHI 10,57 2,555 1e5 2,95 ll71 2,al
261 I
291 FULL SIZE MILL AUTOSI 21,695 2S,153 27,014 26,100 26,597 27,97I
301 %GROTm7I .16,67 15,75 ?7s7 4,00 17o 02e19
311 I
321 LUXURY MILL AUTOSI 8691S 91198 9,369 916S6 9,933 10,200
$31 %GRONTHI 50,61 3,17 zo0? 2,64 al7 2l69
341 I
ISIYEAR-END ACTUAL STOCKSi
361I
3j71 SUBCOMPACT MILL AUTOSI 16,296 17S929 190409 20,921 211867 22,600
381 %GROTMI 13,07 10,02 6,26 7,1 ,199 3,35
391 I
401 COMPACT MILL AUTOSI 16,965 57,643 16,254. 16,643 19,361 19,090
411 XGROWTHI 6,05 3,99 3,47 3,22 2,7S 2,73
421 I
431 MID.SIU1 MILL AUTOSI 22,329 23,S42 24IS23 2is620 26,499 27,260
441 XGROWTHI 2400 5oos 4oly7 ,47 3,43 2,95
4SI I
461 FULL SIL MILL 4UTOSI 3?,75I 3Ie,10 30,776 30,o29 298568 26,7sb
471 XGRUWTHI 21S| .2,94 .3,04 7otl5l .2,19 .2,65
461 I
491 LUXURY MILL AUTOSI goals 86830 9,144 9,473 90723 9,930
501 XGRUWTAI 55,38 4,68 los5 J359 1,64 2,13

A PRODUCT OF AHARITN [FA, INC,



THE WHARTON EFA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND MODML
ITC BASELINE FORECAST WITH lO1 GAS PHICt GCRONT

TABLE I002 NE" REGISTRATIONS AND STOCKS Bv SIZE CLASS

LINE I T E N 1961 1982 1981 1960 1965
IINEFE REGISTRATIONSI II

21
31 SUBCOMPACT MILL AUTOS1 2,257 2,267 2,287 2,393 2,o101
41 IGROWTHI .3o61 l134 60,02 .1171 0,601
51 I 1
61 COMPACT MILL AUTOS1 2,562 2o660 2,771 2,99b 1,0759
71 IGRONTHI 10,49 lo01 0,t7 6,t5 2,e3l&I I I
99 MIDv8Ip Z MILL AUTO31 3,206 39Zb 3,323 3t1,71 to6661101 XGRONTHI 2,0S 0o,6 1,81 7405 2,671

III I I
121 FULL SIZE MILL AUTOSI 2,760 2,810 2,919 1,260 J40001
131 XGRUWTHI .9,66 lob? 3s66 11,02 0.171
101 1 IISI LUXURY MILL AUTOSI 1,952 11193 1,24S 9,371 1,4059
161 GROWTH 3,77 3,S4 4,32 10,31 S,211
171 1 1ISIDESIRED STOCK I
199
209 SUBCOMPACT MILL AUTOSI 21,90 492,263 29,400 |1,00s 21,0261
211 XGRONTHI .1,160 0,63 -0,67 .0,64 001t1229 I. t
231 COMPACT MILL AUTOSI 21,62) 22,203 221696 23,570 20,3009
201 ZGRONTHI 6,00 R,66 3o12 2,95 )3o99
251 1 1
261 MIDaSIZ[ MILL AUTO1 29,11S 29,070 29,926, JO,61S 31,0l9t
271 XGRONTNI 1100 1,22 loss 2,10 2,621
le6 I I
29l FULL SIZE MILL AUTOBI 27,2$3 27,098 271,331 26,05 9,0O811
309 ZGRONTHI .0257 .0,57 0986 3,10 2o961
311 19
3R9 LUXURY MILL AUTOSI 10,450 10,701 90,992 91,016 o19,9•61
339 ZORONHI 2,0s ,400 2,72 sees 13681

3IYCAR.ENO ACTUAL 8TOCK$1 I I
361 1 1
371 SUBCOMPACT MILL AUTOSI 22,979 23,IS9 23,219 23,278 23t,66l
31 . IGROWTHI 1,60 0062 0026 0,26 0,011

401 COMPACT MILL AUTOSI 0o,506 29,231 22,007 22,975 23,975l
411 XGROWTHI 3o31 3m33 3,6S 4t,0 No35l
039 MIoSDIZE MILL AUTOSI 26,028 261731 29,439 0,3114 )141866
440 XOROWTHI 9 2,7 ls51 2,06 2,97 Z1,99
059 I I469 FULL SIZE MILL AUTOSI 27,920 27,315 27,062 27,356 27,9461
071 XGRO"THI -2o89 .es6 a0193 9,10 2,159

099 LUXURY MILL AUTOSI 10,120 10,318 90,561 10,92s 11,3071Sol XGROWTHI 1,91 l1o5 2,36 3104 3,861

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INC,



THE OHARTON EFA AUTOMOBILE OLMAND MODEL
ITC BASELINE FORECAST WITH lO GAS PRICE GROWTH

TABLE 1,03 CAPITALIZED COSTS PER MILE

LINE I 7 C M 1971 1976 197? 1918 1979 1980
.. ... ;7Z ..... :7;....... ;;;..........;;...........;;........ ......IBAYG NOMINAL CAP, COST PER MILE S/MILE] 0.195 0,208 0•22? 0,218 0,253 .6

21 %GROWTHI Saba 8o32 7Ila 7,02 8.52 be18
31 I
4IAVG REAL CAP, COST PER MILE 1972 SI 0,152 0o153 Olsm 0,1117 0,159 0o182
51 XGRONTHI -0,059 0o525 0,85 1,8,8 2,00% 1,181
6I
TICAPITALIZED COST PER MILE BY SI119
$I
91 SUBCOMPACTS S

101III
III COMPACTS
131
101
151 MIOUSIZE
181
III
161 FULL SIZE
191.
201
?II LUXURY
121
131
2?1

APo COST PER MILE BY FOR/DOOM

TOTAL DOMESTIC

TOTAL FOREIGN

DOMESTIC SUBCOMPACT

FOREIGN SUBCOMPACT

DOMESTIC COMPACT

FOREIGN COMPACT

DOMESTIC LUXURY

FOREIGN LUXURY

251eC
261
271
211
191
301
311
II1
331
301
351
381
371
316
391
001
411
Ill
431
441
'SI
401
671
I61
092

02
MILEI

SiMILE IXGRONTMII

SIMILE I
XGRONTHI

SIMILE I
XIGOWTHI

S/NILEI

SMILE I

XGRONTMI

S/MILEI
XGROMTH

S/MILEIS/MILE IXGRONTHI

SMILE I
XORONTHI

tl Ik

S/ILELI

Z6ROMTNIS/MILEI
ZGRONTmI

S/MILEI
EGRONTHII~ Il

XGRONTHI

0252
7,91

9,05

0o196
10ot8

0917?
10S0900019
10164

0,217
1109

0,1989,112

01166

06150

0,151SosoO

90019

0.10$0t270

11,68

0,283
7,1?

0,208
41,78

0o228

0,293

00I10

,Olli
7,98

0,183
8,38

0,183
&o91

00280
jogs

0,1150
9,18

0,117
8,79

0,200
7,36

00,22

0,243
8,57

0,113
8,72

7,00

0,190
8,78

0,178
7,024

00198

0,196

7o33

00307

0,571
Sags

0,187
7,10

7,33

01259
boi7

0,335
8,91

0,242
7,28

0,201

7,37

0,213
7,35

07100

7,08

0O328
8,98

0,398
Teal

0,199

0,228
8,22Olin

0,250
8,05

0,127
8,28

0,307
8,55

bISS

0,258
8,09

00216
7o33

0,201

0,196
8,85

Olin
0,228

8,45

7,17

0,309
6,58

0,018
7,5'

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EPA, INCI

0,212

0,24?8,00

0,289bole

0,29 3
6,30

6.29

0,273
8,03

0,234

0,2136019

S0021

Oomb

7o79



THE IMARION EFA AUT4OOUILE DEMAND MODEL
ITC SASILINE POitCAST 011` 10Z GAS PRICE GRORYN

TABLE 1.03 CAPITALIZED COSTS PER MILE

LINE I T C M 1981 1962 1963 5980 1985

IIAYG NOMINAL CAP. COST PER MILE 3/MILE l 0,160 0,299 Oo3l8 00332 Oo350i

21 GNTMI %,06 5,24 Sol$ 50 ,5 O,21
31
qIAVO REAL CAP, COST PER MILE 197? SI 01163 0,565 0,167 0,169 0o1721
51 1GROwT14 ,1000 5,556 10163 lo5,7 1,4661
615
7ICAPITALIZED COST PER MILE BV SIZES I I

$1 1 1

91 SUCMAT I
91 SUSCOMPACTO S/MILES 0,225 0o237 01250 00265 002801
105 XGRORTMS 5,93 s,55 5,5 5,70 5724

121 COMPACT$ S/MILEI DI2M4 0,266 0lin 0,296 0,3l41
539 1GROWTMS 5,21 5,3S 5,20 5,5 "5,591

151 •/4oDlI[ S/MILLI 0,248 0,299 0,314 00330 013041
161 XGRUWTNI S Si 5l22 5,05 5,5 5,361
171 F I
16l PULL SIZE S/MILES 01309 0,35 01,341 0,356 Oo37Tl
191 %OMNTMI SO5% 5,10 4,9? 5,l9 5,565
201 1
251 LUXURY S/MILES 0,199 0,059 00004 0,062 0,oA61
221 XGROWTMI 5400 5100 0,79 5616 5,061

ISICAP, COBT PER MILE BY FOR/OOMI l
261 5
i7l TOTAL DOMESTIC S/MILLI 0,26? o0O3 O,3e 0,335 0,35J1
261 %GROwTHS S,22 S,20 5,09 $052 5,461

301 TOTAL FOREIGN S/MILES 0Delt 0167 0,284 0,303 003221
359 EGROWTNI 7138 6,16 6,03 ,068 6,35i

331 DOMESTIC SUBCOMPACT S/MILE 0,2?! 0,117 O,19 0,563 08761
341 XOROMT9! ,05 5o33 So19 5o66 ,1569

361 FOREIGN SUBCOMPACT S/MILES11 0,22 0,37 0o255 O266 05o611
37i RRONYM 6,38 5,o6 5,l6 5s6a 5,o7l
361 l

395 DOMESTIC COMPACT S/MILEI 0,15 0o,16 0,279 00294 0,3111
809 IGRONTHI 5o2 S113 5,19 5oml 5,571
411 5
421 FOREIGN COMPACT S/MILES 0o300 0,359 0,336 0,359 01OI
039 XGROWTHN 6,63 boet 6,0l 6,52 5,921
441 1

051 DOMESTIC LUXURY S/MILES 0 390 00,09 01427 0,049 O,4711
469 1GRONTHS I,56 87S 6,5b6 4,91 00901

4l1 FOREIGN LUXURY 8/MILES 0,095 0,526 05i63 00600 0,6361
819 SGROWTSS 7,56 6,79 6,53 6,64 6,1SI

A PRODUCT OF NHARTON EPA, INCo



THE AHARTON EFA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND MODIL
ITC BASELINE FORECAST NITH 10% GAS PRICE GROATI

TABLE 1o04 MISCELLANEOUS

LINE I T E M 1975 1976 1977 5976 1979 1960

IIDESIRED STOCK PER FAMILY AUTOS Io2%2 5,261 1,276 5,293 1,300 Is30?

Il 2GROWTHI -0Oo1 067 1,35 logo 0,53 0,19
31 I
4AYCARwEND STOCK PER FAMILY AUTO01 1.292 1,299 1,307 .3o20 1,321 1,315
SI XGROWTHI 5,32 o0so 0,60 1,06 0,56 '0.16
61 I
7IVEHIC.t MILES PER FAMILY THOU MILE3I 53o,27 130407 53o256 153079 1.0040 53,021
$I SGROWTHI 5,50 61833 Dva?2 95100 .03O .0,14
91 1

SOSYLHICLE MILLS PER AUTO THOU MILE&I 50,77T 50o076 10,216 50,044 9,952 9,905
III XGROWTHI 0,25 .2,70 .,3T *5,5 .001,91 .0,07

13IRATIOoNEN RIGIS, TO BEGIN, STOCK RATIOI 000869 0,0100 0,1099 0,1066 0,5065 0,550O
141 IGROPTHI 10176 7,70 .0,95 .0o69 5,67
151 I
I*lRATIOoSCRAPPAGE TO BEGIN, STOCK RATIO 0,0591 0,0715 0,0656 0,0604 0,0886 0,096,
171 %GROWTHI 20,92 |9,65 .6,07 l0,05 9,0?
161
191REAL OISPo INCOME PER FAMILY THOU 17 S1 9,006 9,051 9,665 9o,65 10,000 50,230
201 ZGROWTNI 636o7 0,80 ill5 1079 ls05 1o93
211 . I
221FAMILIES WITH INCOME OVER $155000 1I 22,05 20o90 20123 20,09 21,00 2io60
231 %GROwTHI .0,66 .5000 v3@17 .0071 0,70 7,36
241 I
2SIAVG AGE OF AUTO STOCK YEAR31 Sos5 5,655 5731 SOTS7 5,777 5,704
261 SOROOTMI 0426 3,67 1,35 0,05 0o35 .0o56

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INCl

0



THE NNARTON EPA AUTOMOBILE OL04NO MODEL
ITC BASELINE FORECAST RIuM 10% GAS PRICE GROWTH

TABLE 1,04 MISCELLANEOUS

LINE I T [ M 1981 1982 1983 1986 198S

II[ESReEO STOCK PIR FAMILY AUTOSI 1,300 1,309 1,303 1110 143o1O
i1 SGROWTHI 006o -0,03 os0,0 0961 09o1
S1 I I
OIYLAReENO STOCK PER FAMILY AUTUS1 1,306 1,296 1,294 1,301 I01,13
SI SGRUMTHI 0,Oo6 .Oso .0,33 0,61 0o9•1

6i I I
TIVEHICLE MILES PER FAMILY THOU MILES1 R1OWT 12,891 121920 116964 13,1161
SI XGRONTHI w0#42 woo07 .0,09 0,33 111919I II

IOIVEHICLE MILES PER AUTO THOU MILIS1 9,968 10,016 1o0OS6 10,073 101111
III ZGRONTHI 02,3 0,06 000 016 03611|1 I

I11RATIO-NIW REGIS, TO SEGIN, STOCK RATIOI 0,1107 0111Is 0,1133 0oll1 0,12191
141 ZGRONTHI 0850 072 1,62 6l93 0,651
IsI II
16IRATIO9SCRAPPAGE TO BEGIN@ STOCK RATIOI 0,1002 0,1008 0,0994 0,0983 009671
171 EGRONTHI 30o7 0o63 .1,39 *lot$ .losyl
1 1 I I
191REAL DISPINCOME PER FAMILY THOU 172 SI 10,377 10o51 101664 11,006 11,4361
201 1GROWTHI 10o0 1,36 1'S6 3,01 31511
2II I I
22IFAMILIFS WITH INCOME OVER 515,000 %I 24g,2 25,79 27$36 29,36 31,901
231 SGRONTHI 7,21 6,47 6,07 7o31 6,761
201 I 1
iSIAVG AGE OF AUTO STOCK YEARSI S,673 SS,9 S,506 S,413 5,'316I
261 XGRONTHI .1ili .l14l 1los0 01,72 61,771

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INCo



THE WHARTON EPA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND MOJIL
MVMA GASELINt FORECAST JUNI 1977

TABLE ,OS MILES PER GALLON

LINE I E M 1975 197b 1977 1976 159q 1960

9. . . . ................ 7:;....... 7:7........p. ;;....... 7:;... 9.... ;;wmw7 :o
1JOV[RALL FLEET MILES.PER GALLON * wEFA I 12,89 52,71 12,82 11,0) 13,32 13o70

I1 SGROWTHI Q0670 0,17 0,o7 1,60 2,21 206'
31 I
41NEW AUTO MILES PER GALLON (NEFA)l I
sI I
61 TOTAL I 13,29 11,60 16,66 15,12 IS,63 16,61
TI SGROWTHI ,6m3 1,o4 0,85 4,70 6,89 ao92
al I
91

101
III
121I$I
131
155
1811Ill

161

101

191

2312o1

131
141NEW
asl

SUBCOMPACT

COMPACT -

MID@SIZE

FULL SIZE

LUXURY

AUTO MoPoGO BY FOR/DOM (wEFi

TOTAL DOMESTIC

TOTAL FOREIGN

DOMESTIC SUBCOMPACT

FOREIGN SUBCOMPACT

DOMESTIC COMPACT

FOREIGN COMPACT

DOMESTIC LUXURY

FOREIGN LUXURY

I
IGRONTHI

I
I

SGROWTMI
I
I

IGRONTHI
II

XCROWTMI
I
I

SGROOTMI
I

I10RONTHI

I
I

%GRONTHI

I
I

ZGRONTHI
I

I
XGROWNTI

16,76
1,69

13o94

5,91

11170
see?

10600
A,56

10,51

3136

t7es$

51636

ollo?

3,07

210,0
3,66

13,67

oo12

1O,4I
%to0

Iloea

5o163

3l47•

59o60
8,79

12,75
9,02

15,56
7006

11164

10,78

13,04
5,33

6,37

21,13
6*35

16,13

6,g06

12127

5,864
1,95

10,65

15,50

13,39
5,03

12,62
To31

tllsl
12,30

21,165

2o75
16,92
s,6t

16096

slat

2169,7

2670

12,07

16400,85

IS1,1

39e46,141
55,86

3,66

13,519
6oZ4

8,269

22,04
3,70

19001
6.71

21,60
3,79

15o46

l~oll$20,5

Rot0

6,77

18684
ills

A PRODUCT OP PHANTON EPA, INC,

22,07
,o50

16,66

bta

lJ197
5,91

IS11o3,62

22,67

20,067

23025
1,98

6IS6

20,57

6400

17400
3626

23100
6022

1 7,75

15,62

11,97

1%,98
so31

2 3,09

22,06SoS9

23j96

8,72

21,20
3,05

13,70
6,18

1,039
2132

211
275
216
291
301

5311
541

361
391

401
411
611
631
661
491
461
471
461

'V



TN[ WHARTON EFA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND MODEL
MVMA BASELINE FORECAST JUNE 1977

STABLE 190S MILES PER GALLONi
0 LINE 1 E M 1981 1982 1963 1964 I99S

SIIOVERALL FLEET MILLS PER GALLON * sEFA I 90,95 10,67 15,25 15066 16,531

21 %GROWTH1 3,30 3,70 J194 0,04 4,191
"" 31 I

4INEW AUTO MILES PER GALLON (MEPA)i I
s1 1!

61 TOTAL 9 17028 17,97 18,66 19,36 20,011
71 %GROWTHI 002 0.03 3,84 3,76 3,311
III 1
91 SUBCOMPACT I 23,76 a0e57 2%,28 2bOJ 26,681

909 XGRUWTII i,32 3,39 2,92 a,9l 2,501
119 I

121 COMPACT 1 16,79 19,55 20,34 21,1? 21,88r
131 %GROWTMI 5,66 4,0o 0,07 0,05 3e371
101 9 1
151 MIDOS1ZE 9 16,31 16,95 17,67 18,40 19,001
161 SGROOTWI 40,6 sob6 o,11 4o10 3,091
III I I
161 FULL SIZE 15,07 157l 16,36 17011 17,781
191 %GROWTHI 3,35 4,23 0,25 4o,6 1,921
201 1 I
211 . LUXURY 1 10842 15,05 15,70 16,38 17,021
221 %GROoTHI 3,20 0o35 0,3a 4029 3,911
231

24INEW AUTO M,PG, BY FOR/DOM (WEFA)I I

161 TOT&L DOMESTIC 1 16,70 17,39 16,10 1eg1 19071
271 XGROWThI 0,09 4815 0a06 J896 3,501
all I I
191 TOTAL FOREIGN I 23,55 21,22 20,72 25,37 25,891
301 SGROWTHI 1o97 2g87 2,06 260 a,021
III I I
III DOMESTIC SUBCOMPACT 1 23,07 23s90 20,65 25,59 26,361
331 ZOROWTHI 1,70 3,76 3,78 2,097 3$02
301 1 I
311 FOREIGN SUBCOMPACT 1 24006 2S,20 25,72 26g06 26,991
361 XGROWTHI 2,09 3,01 2,06 2lo0 11991
379 1 I
361 DOMESTIC COMPACT 9 11,65 19,01 20,22 21,00 21,761
399 3GRONTHI 6,09 4009 gl12 o10 3,391

all FOREIGN COMPACT I Ri,63 2a,06 23,15 23,83 20,531
0al %GRONTHI 2197 3,01 2,99 2,91 -49SI
031 1 I
001 DOMESTIC LUXURY I tall$ 14079 5s05 s 1615 16,601
051 XGROWTHI 3,27 0,52 loe0 10o9 0 4,021
061 1
II1 FOREIGN LUXURY I 17,6 186,26 18,76 19,11 19,601
061 %GROWTHI 2,62 2s23 2,63 1,89 2,561

A PRODUCT OF WMARTON EFAI INC,



THE WNARTON FFA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND MODEL
ITC BASELINE FORECAST NITH 102 GAS PRICE GROWTH

TABLE 1,06 DOMESTIC AUTO PRICES

LINE * E T E N 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

IITOTAL AUTO PRICESI
21 I

31 SUBCOMPACT OOLLARSI 3707, 3931, 02590 0S%50 0628, 5090,
41 %GRONTHI 10,91 0,gs 80,9 6191 6,01 5,04
$1 I

61 COMPACT OOLLARSI 4250, 6065, 4600, 5161, 5071, 57891
71 IGROdTI 10,01 6,70 7,90 b660  6,13 Sb9
SI

91 MI0eSIZE OOLLARSI 5171, 5416, S8400 L225, 6s99, b9700
101 1GROW9MI 10,97 1o74 7,61 6,60 6,01 S,b2
IIl I

III FULL SIZE DOLLARSI 5667, 6103, 66?0, 7T0o 77677 7691,
|]I %GRONTHI l1,79 a,72 7,76 6,61 5,96 5,53
101 I
ISI LUXURY DOLLARSI 90o), 9403, 1l0la 10636, 110691 12076,
161 %GROWTMI 15,3 0,65 7o74 6o51 5,60 5,29
1711
ISISTATE AND LOCAL TAXESa I
191 I
i01 SUBCOMPACT
I111 .

III COMPACT
ill

251
61 MID.SIZ

171
IIl

291 PULL SIZE
301OII

31l LUXURY
331
311
3SITRANSPORTATION CMARO$18
361
371 SUBCOMPACT

$01 COMPACT
|ll
III

411

061 PULL SIZE641

ell

S9l LUXURY
S01

*UUUoo.oPqo9U6UPPPU U~gUUoU

DOLLARS
EGROWTmI

I
DOLLARS
ZGROWTHI

I
DOLLANSI
ZGROWTHI

I
DOLLARS
%GROWTHI

I
DOLLARS

DOLLARS I
SORONTMI

I

DOLLARII
ZORONTHI

I

DOLLARSI
ZGRONWTHI

I

DOLLARII
SGROWTMI

155,37
too?3

169,19
6,69

180,10 19l,16
Ise6o 6,64

166, 73
10•10

M03ll 119017 13o0
oleo 7,o6 7,24

211017 119,S1 107,1o
9,90 east Tog?

216,16 2)21,6 255,37 276,73 298,31
16,77 6966 9,7$ 6,36 ?$s0

267,1) ablest 169,03 Me3,1a
16,56 6,63 9,60 Bo0

817157tills 408066 006,T6 0o551
6,50 9,67 6,31

100,60 10t,31 106,90 11a,66
9,03 1,69 4,$3 7,12

134000
Iles$

13T,32
7,71

26Si98
16O 16

361, %9
7,19

'I

522o60 %59150
Tl60 7,06

1al3 1)0351
Seel 7eas

137o10 141110 IslO0 160,o0
Dlc 'b ll 6o67 6187

107,77 151,39 1M1a33 17612S 191120
2IoS9 l0a5 6,ST 10,09 8638

175,93 180,5s 193li1
131•1 2 60 6,96

21•06l
tllsl

233,75
&,90

17IoO

213g&7
10,70

111136
I

DOLLARSI 190,00 19So60 201,60 o26,90 2e6,80 260o50
SOROOTHI 1,02 I5•2 6,65 6s?? 6,77 6,19

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EPA, INC@



THE "HARTON 9PA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND MODEL
ITC BASELINE FORECAST WITH 10% GAS PRICE GROWYM

TABLt 1,00 DOMESTIC AUTO PRICES

LINE 1 7 E M 1961 1961 1963 1960 198S
•O gU U mP~oI•93WS•U99 . 9 9 9 999~Ie~9e • ~ ~O9 U

IITOTAL AUTO PRICESI I
ii I

31 SUICOMPACT OOLLAXII S3021 Sa9e 5740, S991, 6240,1
41 XGROWTHI 11l6 4,26 1189 a,30 o2119
SI I

61 COMPACT DOLLAR31 0O06, 0310, 0594, 0678, 7186,1
1 XGRONTHI 4l43 4651 0.13 olS, 4,o81
SI I

91 MID-SIZE DOLLARAI 7u73o 7593, 7o6s, 62130 6576o1
101 XGROWTHI 6,36 6,40 3,97 0,30 0,111
III I I
III FULL SIZE DOLA4Rl 6127, 5 1111, 8913, 92861 9659,1
III SGROWTHI 4o16 431 1o,6 ogle 4,031
141 I I
ISI LUXURY DOLLARSI 11S03, 13026o 13S63, 10114, 167•o1
101 IGROWTHI 4o0O 4,13 3,6o o0,0 ,19SI
171 I I
ISISTATE AND LOCAL TAXES. I
19i I I
101 SUBCOMPACT DOLLARSI 411893 161,04 278,99 29b,0 313,951
211 XOROXTHI S,91 6,07 S,66 boa1 06104
all I I
231 COMPACT DOLLARSI 261,01 30016 3I17,7S MOTS 3S,771
Ill XGROWTHI 6168 01o9 %,86 6029 6,221
151 I I
261 MIOSIZE DOLLARSI 339,37 360,06 360,1 601,37 127,61l
l71 SGRONTHI 6000 6,10 5,S 60,04 Seel
6ll I I

191 PULL SIZE DOLLAlI 361,6t6 0o0571 61,205 4S3,24 a079,01
S01 IGRONTHI 5s8e 5,97 Sso 5,89 5,779
lit II

121 LUXURY DOLLARSI 5911,5 62618, 0S9,68 697,00 737,181
311 11810"T1I SITS So6 S'30 S,76 Sfal
361 I I
3SITRANSPORTATION CMARGEI II
301 I I

371 SUBCOMPACT DOLLARSI 139,I1 1l7,60 ISS1,0 102,99 109,321
318 IROOWTHI 17oS 6,19 SOS? 0,70 3,911
391 I I

401 COMPACT DOLLARII 166,5O 200110 21lso 2168,0 166,SOl
611 SGROOTHI 7o29 6s37 0,96 0,07 0,801
611 I I
631 MID.SIZE DOLLARSI 230,55 150,30 170,50 le92,70 308,911
661 XGRUNTHI 9,7 81,S 7,92 6,16 S,53
IS6 I I
461 PULL SIZE DOLLARSI 2I7102 S1ll7 136o96 061 360,0SI
471 SOROWTHI 10,12 6j90 8,39 7,00 16,85I
eel I I

091 LUXURY DOLLARSI 292,10 317,70 35,0o0 370,00 009,001
501 XGROWTHI 6,79 6on7 s,7? 8,80 8,78I

A PRODUCT Of NHARTON EPA, INC,



TH[ WHARTON IVA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND MODEL
ITC ,[BALINI FORECAST 4ITH 10% GAS PRICE GROWTH

TABLE oO,? DOMESTIC AUTO PRICtS 9 CONTINUED

LINE I T [ M 1975 1976 1977 1976 1979 1980

IISASE PRICCI PIXEO-NTO AVG TOT DOLLARSI 0253, 0019, 6793, 5103, 539?, 5675,

aI IGROWTHI 10,99 4,41 7,94 6,51 Sei6 5se5
I1 I

41 SUBCOMPACT OOLLAR31 316Jo 3102, )S60, 3796, 401S. 0222,
SI %GRONTHI 14g99 0,4l o,94 best 5,76 5set
61 I
T1 COMPACT DOLLARS1 336?, 353S, 1790, 00413, 4270, 6694l
&I IGROWTHI i6o91 4o61 719o 6,st So76 5se5
91 I

101 MIO.S3Zt DOLLARSI S696, 4070, 0393, 0679, 4909, 5203,
III IGRONTHI 1iD96 6ol1 7o96 6,54 5,76 5be%
121 I
131 FULL SIZE DOLLARSI 43786 6ST7, 8934, S2So s5556, Sa05,
141 ZGRONTHI IS102 4,61 7o94 6,st 5,eb 5ose151 I

361 LUXURY DOLLARSI 709, 7007, 7196, 65161 90074 9073,
171 XGROWTHI IsoO0 4001 7,94 best Sei6 S,1
l61 I
191MAX OPT PRICEI FIXEO.WTO AVG DOLLARSI 330So7) 3377,10 3056,S9 1351SJ 1607132 16704,0
201 ZGRONTHI 10,46 5,48 Sgo0 S,27 Gab6 0,3e
211 I
221 SUBCOMPACT DOLLARSI 1169,61 1233,73 3306,S4 1375,37 1039,76 1499o94
231 SOROnTHI 6,3a 5,18 5o90 st27 go6b 0,18241 1

all COMPACT OOLLARSI 12346S9 3302,27 3379,32 10SI,76 IS917oS I363,27
61 %GROmTHI $$so Soeg 5,90 sta? go66 4,18

2711
261 MIOsSIZE DOLLARSI I26es7 3357,10 4376379 IS12,90 IS36,74 1609,90
91 XGROWTNI 9,97 Sege log0 So,7 4,66 4,16

101 I
311 FULL S1ZE DOLLARSI 3325,56 1398s22 148060, 1558,7% 1633,73 3699,94
32l SOROWTHI 10I51 506 Soso0 5,27 4,68 o146
331 I
341 LUXURY DOLLARSI 320,94 1603,66 3696,S0 1787,98 1871,69 1909,93
3SI XOROWTHI 17,41 Sege ogo 5,27 0,66 4,36

37IVALUE OF OPTIONS INSTALLED I
361 SUBCOMPACT
391
001
111 COMPACT
II1
631

41 MIDeSIZE

461
471 PULL SIZE
481
491
S01 LUXURY
$11

DOLLARS
5GROWTHI

IDOLLARS

1OROWTHI
I

DOLLARS
IOROWTHI

I

DOLLARS
IGRONTHI

3,5080

601, 56

90764)
14,92

1 065, 23
11172

17120

1S9ot!
10,30

9408o94

964e66
6,09

1127,99
S169

1631, 09
5,66

401,09

690,26
7,70

1030,01
?too

1103,00
6,69

1521,66
6,31

040,01
9,70

737, 06
6,76

1 091,400
5,96

3 270, 00
5,67

1607,67

71149079 3,56
7,39

1359,40
6,23

1 693,26
S131

503,35
6,53

653,00
7,76

1 232,90
6,10

1120,3S

5,67

1117,18
419S

A PRODUCT OF NHANTON EA INC$
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THE WHARTON EFA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND MODEL
ITC BASELINE FORECAST WITH IO GAS PRICE GROWTH

TABLE 1,0o DOMESTIC AUTO PRICES m CONTINUED

LINE I TI m 1961 19S2 1963 1964 196S
IleASE PRICEs PIXIDeWTD AVG TOT DOLLARSI 1695, 0524, 035,5 0551, 0626,o

RI 3GROWTHI ),so 3,9* less less Iola31 I

41 SUBCOMPACT DOLLARSI $362, 465, 471lo 669o, S079,1
of 1GROWTH ,60 9o 3,0 386 1;,741Al I

71 COMPACT DOLLARSI 4665 4849, 017, 5211, 5407,l
$i ROROUTMI 3,56 34,S 3,66 lo ya7l1
91 I

101 MIDsIZI DOLLARSI 5001 S601, 5609s 6003, 0R60,5
ISI SGROWTHI 3,65 D,96 Se0l 3,66 3,701I~ll I

131 FULL 3IZE DOLLARII 60*7 6307, 0506,1 by776 7031o1
I14 %GROWTHI 3,S6 3,96 3,45 3it6 i,761IIl I I

101 LUXURY DOLLARSI 9631, lOl0e 10572, 10963, 1139o!I
171 ZGRONTHI 3,60 3,90 3,0S Ise$ 3,741
181 I I
191MAN OPT PRICEI FIXE[OWTD AVG DOLLARSI 1729,6S Il3lo,9 1831l6b 18o7,07 190a,421
201 IGRONTMI 3,31 Je,13 al6o ,9) 2,901
al I 1221 ' SUBCOMPACT DOI.IARll 15491112 IS97oeS 1641,69 1690oi9 It19oell

231 SIRONTMI 313oJll aels o0 2091 20901

261 CMIPACTZ DOLLARSI 1705,67 1867277 5600,9* 169,96 19313S931301 I 1

Sol I I
311 FULL SIZE DOLLARSI 175Io12 1681,01 16*172 1910,s34 5971921
321 XGROWTHI 3031 ),I3 a,6o 1,o9 21001
335 I I
301 LUXURY DOLLARll 2011,37 2077,33 213,ISO 2196,1* 22*61911
III %GRONTHI 3,3o Io13 a6o0 i,93 21901
3*5
3t7VALUE OF OPTIONS INSTALLEDI
361 SUSCOMPACT
391
401
411 COMPACT
421
43'
061 MIDoSIZI
511
41*
471 PULL SIZE
461

Sol LUXURY
III

IDOLLARS
IGRONTMI

IDOLLARS
XGRORTHI

DOLLARS
XGRONTHI

DOLLARS
IGROmTHI

slices

909, *6

1297, 07
5,25

1690, *5

1646,3

18,017

400s

%05,90
5,70

906, 23
60,6

13*3oll
log9

1916, 35
3,79

S96o64
0,16

1030ll1
6142iO

1431,04

1*21, 79
6,16

5965,27
3j69

636,07

5099, 79

150 3,39
S10697

1*91, 76
a,31

1057,55
1,00

1170,091

0,0I

1579,36 1

0,30I

213a1191
3,631

*Ugu~w9gue~ogUugouoQ e@P*3O U @@WUumPo• Of WUHATO Egmm ICgpOu.....gy....u. ooo

£ PRODUCT OF WHARTON EPA, INC,



THE WHARTON LFA AUTOMOBILE ODMAND MODEL
ITC BASELINE FORECAST wITH 101 GAS PRICE GROWTH

TABLE 1,08 FOREIGN AUTO PRICES

LINIC' I T L M 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

IITOTAL AUTO PRICES, I

31 SUBCOMPACT DOLLARII 3907, 4222, 4402, 4629, 0669, 5135,
41 IGRONTHI 1,39 6,06 4126 5,16 5,19 S,48SI I
61 COMPACT DOLLARSI 6405, 7052, 71856 720o, 8)13, 6875,
79 SGROWTHI 9,9) 9055 4,72 5,89 6,31 6:1b
&I
9o LUXURY

101

121

131STATE AND LOCAL TAXES
141
151 SUBCOMPACT
161
171
I1I COMPACT
191
801
21I LUXURY
221
ill
241
TRANSPORTATIONN CHARGES
161
271 SUBCOMPACT
891

301 COMPACT
311
ill

331 LUXURY
351

37lBASE PRICels
351
391 SUBCOMPACT
601
411
411 COMPACT
431
441
459 LUXURY
461

DOLL ARSIIGRUNTHI

DOLLARS
IGROwTH9

DOLLARS 9
IGROTNTI

DOLLARS
ZGRONTHI

DOLLARS
IGROUTHI

I

DOLLARS
IGRONTHI

I

I
I

I
DOLLAR31
SGROWTHI

I
DOLLAR31
XGROWTM*

I

12592,13,39
14103,
1143

165,54 181,29 193,38
0,79 10,12 6.06

273,78 305g73 325078
11,55 11o7 6156

503050 617o01 661,87
15,07 91,52 7,27

10911, 55936, 17091, 18416,
S3al 6087 7oA 7o74

206,62 221,33 237,02
6,9s 7001 7,27

350,99 379,65
7g74 8,16

412,01
6,6m

719,64 785,33 060,87
0,75 9,13 9,60

0•

95,16
9,26

96,69 101,56 109,33 116,04
1,60 4,01 7,16 6,14

125,12
7,62

131,10 133,70 140,60 150,20 160,50 171040
11,10 1,98 S,16 6,03 6,86 6,79

177,00 161,50 193,50
14,46 2Z54 6,61

3320,

,42889o91

3563,
7,92

5971
l0ogo

3706l
3j42

6226
4oj3

210,50 226,90 249010
8,?9 8,17 ,6,2

3873,
0,51

65620
5,66

4059,
0,62

6981,
6,07

4270,
5,19

7036,6,51

DOLLARSI 10517, 11913, 12530, 13398, 10366, 15529,
XGROMTHI 18681 12,29 5,21 6069 7,37 7,95

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EPA# INC#
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THE WHARTON EFA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND MODEL
ITC BASELINE FORECAST WITH 10% GAS PRICE GRUOTH

TABLE 1,08 FOREIGN AUTO PRICES

LINE I T E M I981 1e92 1963 198e lees
IITOTAL AUTU PHlICESI II
Il I I
31 SUBCOMPACT DOLLARSI 5409, 5088, 5964, 02110, 0532,1
Il SGROiiTHI 5,32 5,06 8,93 8o72 '1,591

01 COMPACT DOLLARSI 9801, 10058, 10060, 11271, 11902,1
71 ZGROWTIII 60,0 6027 6002 5,75 5,581
SI I I
91 LUXURY DOLLARS1 19612, 21281, 22102, 28185, 2%70oI

101 SORORTHI 7,56 7,21 6088 0,51 bt29i
111 I I
1I1 I I
ISISTATE AND LOCAL TAXESI II

141
151 SUBCOMPACT
161
171
181 COMPACT
191
201
211 LUXURY
221
231
241
2SITRANSPORTATION CHARGERS
861

271 SUBCOMPACT
Rai
291
301 COMPACT
311
321
331 LUXURY
311
351
361
3715A5E PRICE[i

391 SUBCOMPACT
OII

42l COMPACT
431
441
'sl LUXURY
461

I
DOLLARS
ZGROWTHI

IDOLLARS
SGROWTHI

I
DOLLARS
ZGRUWTHI

I
I
I

DOLLARS
IORONTNI

I

DOLLARSI
XORONTNI

I

DOLLARS
SGROWTHI

I
I
I
I

DOLLARS
SGROOTHI

I

DOLLARS1
3GRONTHI

I

DOLLARS
XGROwTHI

I
254j38 271,89 290,22 309,23 3290131

7,13 6,,0 6074 6055 6,831

47,10 883,069 521,72 561,29 602,821
8,45 8,14 7,80 7ose 7,801

1
942,20 1027,69 1117,33 1l10,78 1308,991

9l45 9,07 8,72 8,36 8111I

133,98 182029 150,50 157,92 108J,15
7,00 620 See81 8,89 8,071

183,90 195060 209000 223,20 28,01so
7,29 6036 0,85 6079 60,51

271,00 290,70 320j60 348,80 379,401
8179 6,7S 6i79 8,80 o 6771

8489, 8706, 89260 512, 5356,l
5,13 4068 4,61 4,37 8,191

7920, 8006, 8898, 93A9, 9684,1
6,87 6,15 5,85 5,51 5,?61

16750, 18000, 192790 20567, 21885Si
?l7b 7lab 7,10 6o69 60,811

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INC#



THE WHARTON EPA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND MODEL
ITC BASELINE FORECAST WITH 10 GAS PRICE GROWTH

TABLE 1o09 USfD CAR MARKET

LINE I T E M 197S 1976 1977 1978 1979 1960

IIAVERAGE WHOLESALE PRICE DULLANSI 2008071 21%8,37 2262e05 2416173 2602,|0 2779,61
21 ZGROWTHI sioO 0,35 $,90 7,77 1,b? 6,82
31 I
41
SIPRICE OF 1 YR OLD CAR/NEW CARl
61
71 SUBCOMPACT
&I
91

101 COMPACT
III
121139 MID.SIZE

151
191 PULL SIZE

171ISl
191 LUXURY
201

221
231TOTAL USED CARS PURCHASED MI
24l

.Uo.o . . .

RATIO
XGROWTHIAIO

RATIO
1GROWTHI

RATIOI
XGROWTHI

RATIO
%GROWTHI

0o873
3101

0,020

302

00636
010,34

0,646
oi1s

0,715
4,59

0,860

0o739
*10,26

0,704

0,695
7,63

0,743
jog?

0,796

0,731

0,635
.11,66

0,591

014866

0,689

O7,?il

0,7O7
91,12

0,710
.2,86

1,06

.0,62

.0,?9

0,60O
2,17

0,72,

0,668
0,96

Oi6t3

41,31
0, ile

01700
1,90

0,806
.0,05

0,724
.0,06

0obs1
0,55

0,616
0,15

0,700
0,07

LL AUTOSI 16,9I 18066 15,78 15,39 16,77 17,39
XGROWTHI 22i74 10T17 .15,4? .2lo6 898 3,68

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INCo

Ii,
N
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THE WHARTON EFA AUTOMOBILE WIMAND MODEL
ITC BASELINE FORECAST WITH 101 GAS PRICE GROWTH

TABLE 1,09 USED CAR MARKET

LINE I T E N 1961 1982 1963 1984 19a5

IIAVERAGE WHOLESALE PRICE DOLLARS 2933167 3076,01 3210,23 1303o24 3496,231

aI ZORONTHI Soso 48,7 4l,8 4,05 4,561

31
41
SIPRICE OF I YR OLD CAR/NEW CARS

71 SUBCOMPACT RATIOS 0,799 0,796 0797 0,762 017691
7f UGROWTHI 0,070 9003 60,19 01866 .1,601

51I I101 COMPACT RATIOI 0,712 07068 01705 0,695 0ob861

I10 CGROWTHI 910,7 mo0od .o0,5 W3S .08141

131 II UURY RATIOI 0,653 Oolb6 0o0652 0601 0,6Os5
141 MIsSZEBROKTHI 0,31 .0,30 0,117 78i .0,3s1

Ill I
161 FULL SIZE RATIOS 0,619 0,616 0,620 0 601 0,5661

171 SGRONTHI 0,50 .0,20 0, 127 01,10 .2,121
Si I

165LUUR RATIOS 0,701 0,701 0,702 0,692 0,6651

R9l LUUR GROWTHI 0010 s0,0s 0,12 to,41 wil001

2011

221
I31TOTAL USED CARS PURCHASED MILL AUTOSI 17,33 17,62 17,99 18,46 161618

241 IGROWTNI .0,36 1,69 2,10 2,62 -1lS21

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFAD INC,



THE WHARTON EFA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND bODEL
ITC BASELINE FORECAST WITH 10o GAS PRICE GROWTH

TABLE 1,10 UNADJUSTED SNARtS BY SIZE CLASS

LINE I T t M 1975 1976 1977 3976 3979 1940
IIOESIRED SNARES ZN STUCK
IBEPORE RECONCILING SUM TO 1O

31
41 SUBCOMPACT 6 COMPACT 0,0210 0,4022 0,3940 0,391l 083917 0,397551
61 MIDOSIZE ' 0,2657 0,2691 0,269b 0,1709 027312 0,2739
71
SI PULL SIZE 1 0o2253 0,12S79 002728 0,2770 0,2775 062166
91 I

101 LUXURY I 0,0922 0,0923 0,0910 0,0910 0,092O 0,09O0

121 TOTAL 1 1,0041 1,021b 3,0283 110139 1,0152 1,0298131

ISIDESIRED SHARES IN NEW REGISTRATIONS
161|FORE RECONCILING SUM TO 3,0 I
3711
181 SUBCOMPACT & COMPACT 0,5093 0,4172 0o,122 0,0028 0,0995 0,4OS4
191 1
201 MIDwSIZE 1 0,2281 0,300 0,265 0,2810 0,2750 0,27S3
211 I
221 FULL SIZE 1 0,18666 O0,63 0,12252 0,2417 0,2511 0,1433

241 LUXURY 1 0,0943 0,0956 0,0900 0,0934 0,090u 0,0961151I

261 TOTAL 1 1,0001 1,0001 1,0166 3,006s 3,0203 1,0201

A PRODUCT Of WHARTON EFA, INC,



THE WHARTON FFA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND MODEL
ItC BASELINE FORECAST NITM 1OX GAS PRICt GROMTh

TABLE 1,10 UNADJUSTED SHARES BY SIZt CLASS

ITEM 1981 1982 5985 1968 198%

IIDESIRED SHARES IN UTUCK
2IBEFORE RECONCILING SUM TO 5,0
31

41 SUBCOMPACT 9 COMPACT O,9009 0,403? 0,03| o0,1jq 0,3gb1

6l MIDSIZE 0,2?29 0,2732 0,2739 0,279% 0,27OI'
TI

8I FULL SIZE 0,2555 0,2512 02oSO 0,2s51 029o•

501 LUXURY I 0,0959 0,0966 0,0979 0,0999 0101a
Ill

121 TOTAL I 11,0246 1,029$ 1,0255 1,0270 1,021?
131 1
141
ISIDESIRED SHARES IN NEW REGISTRATIONS
16IBEFORE RECONCILING SUM TO 1,0
171
lei SUBCOMPACT 6 COMPACT
I91

ZOl MIDSIZE
211
221 FULL S3ZL
231
241 LUXURY
2sl
?61 TOTAL

0,9515

0,2758

0,23•8

0,0979

1,0197

I
bI

'I

0,ol30 0,0113 0,0051 0,90101
1

0,2725 0,2703 0,IStb 0,26781

0,230b O,$al3 002053 O,298$1

0,0996 011012 015042 O,1055l
I

1,0196 190203 1oO2l9 1,02261

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INC,
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APPENDIX E

THE WHARTON EFA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND MODEL
BASE CASE VS. FIT/FER PROPOSAL



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THf
WEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-1985

ITC 10 GAS PRICE GROPTNHASELINE VS TAX/R•BATL POLICY

TABLL 3,00 SUMMARY

LINE I T f M 19TS 1976 IM77 1978 1979 1980

IIOESIRED STOCK OF AUTOS MILL AUTOSI
21 WITH TAX/RE6 1 93,703 961770 9915S3 103,170 1b0,49 107,469
31BASELINE 1 93,743 96,770 99,653 102,695 105•19 1070181
IIDIFFERENCE I CIO 0,0 0,0 0132b 0,298 0,189
51 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0'0 0,O 0131 0,18 Ot,7
81
71ACTUAL VReCND STOCK OF AUT
81 WITH TAX/Rio
9IBASELINE

IOIDIFFEUENCE
11I% DIFFERENCE
III
I13NEO REGISTRATIONS OF AUTOS
141 JITM TAX/R[B
ISIBASELINE
I1IDIFFERENCE
171% DIFFERENCE

191 FOREIGN NEW REGIS,
201 WITH TAX/REB
21IBAS3ELIN[
22IOIFFERENCE
231% DIFFERENCE
2al
251 DOMESTIC NEP REGISl
26I WITH TAX/R[O
2?ISASELINE
201DIFFERENCE
291% DIFFERENCE
301
3IIVEWICLE MILES TRAVELED
321 WITH TAX/RIB
331BASELINE
3410IFFERENCE
391% DIFFERENCE
361
13ISCRAPPAGE OF AUTOS
361 WITH TAX/REB
3910ASELINE
40DIIFFERENCE
Ill% DIFFERENCE

421
31NEN DOMESTIC EPA TEST MOPG

941 PITH TAX/REB
OSIBASELINE
461DIFFERENCE
471 DIFFERENCE

P. . . . . . . ..op....~oo~qOo

08 MILL AUTOS I

MILL AUTOS

"MILL AUTOSI

MILL AUTOS

SILL MILESI

MILL AUTOS

96,73
9b,7530,0

0,0

6.350
8,350
0,0

010

loSIT1,517
0,0

0,0

6,633CIO•Tl
Ole

6,833

O,
0,00

102•14
1027,0

010
coo

Oom
0,0

99,89

0,0
0,0

9,668

000
OtO

1,463
1,063
OlO

Ole

A6o00
ClOsO
ooo

OoO

0,0

co0

609096,909
0,0
O0O

102,11

0,0
0,0

10,953

O00
0,0

1,540
1,500
0,0

OO

9,413
9,413
0,0

o0,

1032,6
0IO32o

6,530

OlO
COO

0,013
90,10

000
000

105,27
105,01

0,28

19,35S
111,912
0,1~43
2?,1

I ,976

Ilsll01,53

01444
28,98

9,379
9,500

-0,201
02,10

1041,1
1040:1

1,
0,11

61190

5,206
,09 17-00,11

101,1"
107,104

0,26

I1, 370
11,3199
0,020

Otis

1,798
9,407
0,344
24,10

9090?
.0,329

IloOsl
11's

0,l0
90001

-0o02

108,7?
106,48

0,26
0lio

1,730
1,449
0,289
19,43

10,117
90,336
.0,299

1076,8
1071,5

5•a
0,49

108041
10,is5
0,076
0,07

I 16,11 16,9o 17,61 1901 19,98 ?100
16,14 16,95 17,O1 1,6,6 99,hp 00,72

I 0,0O OO 0131 0,29 0,27
c 0,0 0,O OO 1,76 1oa0 1,2j

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA# INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
WEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985

ITC 101 GAS PRICE GROaTMBASELINL VS TAX/REBATI POLICY

TABLE 300 SUMMARY

LINE I T t M 1961 1962 1983 3964 I9A%
.U9@W.Sq.......................o....•omI~e •e~e

1IDESIRED STOCK OF AUTOS
I WITH TAX/REB

$1ASELINC
DIFFERENCE
SIX DIFFERENCE
61
7IACTUAL YRVEND STOCK OF AUTC
$I WITH TAX/0R|
9ISASELINE

IOIDIPPtRENCE
111% DIFFERENCE
121

I1INEW REGISTRATIONS OF AUTOS
141 WITH TAX/RE8
1I1BASELINE
1610IFFERENCE
171 DIFFERENCE
III
191 FOREIGN NEW REGIS,
201 WITH TAX/REB
21•ISASLINC
221lIFFERENCE
231% DIFFERENCE

HI9 DOMESTIC NEW REGISS
261 WITH TAX/nEB
7tlASEL IN[
26I0IFFERENCE
291% DIFFERENCE
301
3IIVEHICLL MILES TRAVELED
321 WITH TAX/RED
31IDASELINE
30 DIFFERENCE
3SI DIFFERENCE
361
3?ISCRAPPAOE OF AUTOS
361 WITH TAX/RED
39$DA$ELIN[
00IDIFFERENCE
113 DIFFERENCE

411
43INEW DOMESTIC EPA TEST MP,Go
411 WITH YAX/RED
SI bASELINE
06lDIFFERENCE
I4ll DIFFERENCE

Ii

MILL AUTOSI

I MILL AUTOSI

MILL AUTOSlI

MILL AUTOSI

MILL AUTOSI

SILL MILESI

MILL AUTO03

109,553
109,305

0,206
0,23

109, 4
109,59

O0IS
0,14

11,949
120,01
.0,052
.003

1,617
01,60

0,230
lb,6

104331
10,617
.O,2A6
•2,69

1092,2
106,?

se,
0.50

10,926
10,067
00059
0,50

210,7
219670,10
1,36

111,516
311,1256

0,0263
0,20

110o95
110,76

0,20

0,16

12,252
12,210

0,036
0031

1,697
3,007
0,290
20,60

10,536
101607

11086,
1103,5

sea
0,07

11,1002
13,050
90,0007
.0,07

all6$22,57
0o33
3,16

111,109
131,096

0,211
0,19

112,29

0,12

12,066
12,500
.0,076
.0,60

1 ,66S
1,037

010680

17,505

110,600
013,12
e2,91

1121,0
1123,5

S,5
0,49

30,996
110ol3
.0,016
.0,10

23,61
23,50
0,31"'I,31

115,021

0,203
0,18

134,96
110,65

0,11
0,09

1$,510
11,599

3,613

21,27

II ,70S
12, 100
.00379
.3,31

lia~ble

130,6

0,42

itolqs

31,005

.0,297

2,O60

0,36
1,06

I
II7,215I11790561

011591
o11,1

00061
0,071

13,971I
1,0001
.00,091

e2,6211

1,60

1.5151
0,2991
1917,1

I
I

12,3571
"O1,0651

60,3261

-2,621

2SbI

110S,11
1175,91

toil

0,351

11,1051
IloJO9l
.0,OO0l

0.00I

25,631
25,•111
0o31l
1.20I

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON PFA, INCo
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ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
MEPA LONG 04N AUTO O4DEL 197.-198S

ITC 10 GAS PRICE GROWTH, BASELINE VS TAX/REBATE POLICY

TABLE 1100 SUMMARY • CONtINUED

LINE. I T E H 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979... 1980

...p9u......... 7...................................-------........iINIW AUTOS FLEET MP,G, {iPA)

aI WITH TAX/Rio 1 17017 17,82 l16,6 20,07 20,91 21,8S
MIDASRLIN[ I 17,1? 17,62 16e64 19,S1 20,94 21,40
SI1IFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 OSb Ogg$ Coal
SI DIPFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,17 2,34 1,92
61 I
71 NEW DOMESTIC AUTOS MoPG, I
SI oiT" TAX/RED I 16,14 1619S 17,61 19,01 19,90 21,00
91BASELINE 1 16,1 16,95 17,81 18,68 19,68 20,72

IOIOIFFERENCE 1 0,0 000 0,0 0,33 0,29 0,27
111% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 t,76 1,09 1,32
121 I
III MEW FOREIGN AUTOS HPG. 1
141 WITH TAX/ReD 1 2 2 Is5,o0 26,01 07,29 27,88 26,47
ISIBADELINE 1 24,12 25,24 26,01 27,005 7,66 28,46
161DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,2O 0,13 0,20
171% DIFFERENCE I 010 00 0,0 0,90 0862 0,70

191

01SHIARE OF NEW REGXSTRATIONSI
all

221 SUBCOMPACT
231 WITH TAX/RED 1 00291 023O 0,223 0,129 O,2b6 0,206
2I1BASELINF 1 0,291 o0,2e 00221 01220 0,206 0,199
2SIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,069 0,059 0,O05
261% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 010 0,0 31,42 28,67 22,1b
271
261 COMPACT
291 WITH TAX/RED I 0,219 0,179 0,183 0,159 0,173 01195
3OIDASELINE 1 0,219 0,179 0o16e 0,176 0,166 0,196
311DIFFERENCE 1 010 0,0 0,0 .OOIY .0,013 0,0004
321 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 .9,53 .067s .1,8e
331 1
301 MIDDIZEe
311 WITH TAX/RED I 0,228 0,101 0,111 0,267 08279 0,277
361BASELINE 1 0,128 01301 0,261 0,276 0,270 0,270
371OIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 00011 0,009 0,007
3615 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 4,02 3,29 2,56
391
401 FUL1uSIZE I
411 WITH TAX/RED I 0,169 0,166 0,222 0,17% 0,192 01191
421BASELINE 1 0,169 0,166 0,222 023I7 0o,26 00239
43IOIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 010 .0062 0,0OSa .00047
400, DIFFERENCE 1 010 0,0 0,0 D26,21 .22,00 .19,80

461 LUXURY I
471 MITH TAX/RIB I 0,094 0,096 0,092 0,090 0,091 0,093
48lIASLINE I Oo090 0,096 0,092 0,092 0,091 0,090
4910IFPERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 -0,001 0,001 .0,001
SOI DIFFERENCE I 0,0 010 0,0 .0102 -Io0 -.106

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EVA, INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THENEFA LONG PUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985
ITC 10% GAS PRICE GROVWTH, BASELINE VS TAX/REBATE POLICY

TABLE 3.00 SUMMARY * CONTINUED

LINE I T M 3981 1962 1983 1984 1985
•eeeeeeemee9Qe~e9e•9•ee~e e woov weee awe9•eee9e~e e ae w~ee aa0090ad e ewee

o IINEW AUTOS fLEET MoPoGI (CPA) I
11 WITH TAX/WED 1 22,70 31o6 20,oSb iS56 26o361

, 31BASILINE 1 2,33 a3,10 20,14 25,06 Z5,911
4 IDIFFERENCE 1 0,01 000 0,0? Oso 0,S|
59i DIFFERENCE 1 1,83 1,90 1,76 o,93 1,72189 I

71 NEW DOMESTIC AUTO MPG, I
#I WITH TAX/RD 1 21,97 21.88 231,3 20,60 25,631
91BASILINE 1 21,67 2257 213,50 20,10 25,113

IO9DIFFIRINCE I 0,30 0,31 0031 0,18 0,315
III% DIFFERENCE 1 1,36 1,36 1,32 1,18 3109I
III I I
131 NEW FOREIGN AUTOS MIPIC, 1
103 WITH TAX/REB I 29,30 30,29 30g90 31180 32,1i9

'ISIBASELINE . .. 29,11 30,00 30,69 31,57 32,2la
I610IFFERENCE 1 0,19 024 0,2 0,27 0,253

III% DIFFERENCE 1 0,60 0,79 O,9 0,66 0,791Ill1 I191 1 I

20ISHARE OF NEW REGISTRATIONS, I

I21 SUSCOMPACT I
23• NITH TAX/REB 1 0,227 0,2O 4 0o13 08e23 012oS3
2O4BASELINE I Ot,,6• 0,187 01,18 0,176 0,1721
2SIDIFFERENCE 1 0,039 0,008 0,000 0,007 0,00421
2892 DIFFERENCE 1 20,17 20,74 2Z,12 e6,83 29,SAI
2791 I
261 COMPACT 1 1
291 WITH TAX/IB 0,236 0,01m 0,223 0,221 0tani
$OIDASELINE I 0,21S 0,216 0,221 0,220 0,2201
311DIFFERENCE 1 0,003 .0,005 0,002 0,000 0,0021
3121 DIFFERENCE I 1,21 ',23 O,6 0,13 0,998
331 I 1341 MIDSIZE II
3SI WITH TAX/REB 1 0,276 0,272 0,270 0,271 0,2661

618ASELINE 1 0,270 0,267 0,265 0,i63 0,2621
3?IDIFFERENCE [ 0,006 0,000 0000S 0,009 0,0001
3I69 DIFFERENCE 1 2,17 1,90 1,76 3,37 1,871
391 I 9
001 FULLeSILE II
03l WITH TAX/REB I 09,18 0,180 0,167 0,165 0,1951
021BASELINE I 0,230 0,230 0,233 O,0o 0,2031
431DIFFERENCE 0,0007 0,004 90,0046 .0,0SS .00061
441% DIFFERENCE 1 W20,28 .19,91 019,69 .22,917 039,89

SI 1 9061 LUXURY 1 I
071 WITH TAX/RES I 0,095 0,097 0,096 0,100 0e1021
OSIBASELINE 1 OO09 0,098 0,099 01301 0,1011
491DIFFERLNCE 1 .0,001 0,001 00,001 '0,001 .0,0031
5092 DIFFERENCE 9 01906 610,30 8,06 P1,22 91,121

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OP THk
9[FA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-1985

ITC 10% GAS PRICE GROWTM#BASELINE VS TAX/REBATE POLICY

TABLE 3,01 SARC$ BY SIZE CLASS

LINE I T I m 197's 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
.......... g..9U.WQ~egq99USUU9 WW~PmpWUSY.........................m• mm~~m~

liS~MA[E OF DES1IRD STOCKI

II
31 SUBCOMPACTS I
41 PITH TAX/REB 1 0,231 012011 0,200 0,a4b 0,218 0,231

SIBASLINE 1 00231 00204 0,200 0,205 0,000 0,19A

6I1IFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 00041 0,039 0,033
71% DIPFERENCE I O00 0,0 0,0 20,17 19,30 16,74

Of COMPACTS
1@0 WITH TAX/REB 1 0,2le 0,169 0,178 0,166 0,173 081A4
IISAEALINE 1 0,186 00109 0,178 0,711 0,179 0,167
1lIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 .0,006 .0,006 .0,002
1315 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 -3tbi 03,30 .1,a1

ISO MIDSIZE I
161 WITH TAX/RED 1 o0060 0,26) 01261 0,267 O266 0,267
ITIOBASLINE I 0,260 0,263 0,261 0,262 0,161 0,263
ISIDIFFIRINCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,005 00005 0,008
191% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 l,90 1,73 los

201
I11 FULL SIZE
211 0ITH TAX/RE| 1 0,220 0,2%1 0,261 0,126 0,231 0,220
2I31ASELINE I 0,220 0,02s 0,26$ 0,266 O,67 0,256
241DIFFIRENCE 0 0 010 0,0 .0,039 -0,036 .0,038
ISIS DIFFERENCE ,000 000 0,0 .10,72 .26150 23,123

261
271 LUXURY
261 WITH TAX/REB 1 0,092 0,092 0,092 0,091 0,092 0o,09
291ASELINEI 0,00092 0,092 0,092 0,092 OO93 01094

301DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 010 .0,001 .0,001 .0,001
3115 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 010 0,0 .1,00 altos .1,00

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INC$



ILLUSTRATIVt ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
NEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-1985ITC 10% GAS PRICE GROWTHeBASELINE VS TAX/REBATE POLICY

TABLE 3o0l SNARES BY SIZE CLASS

LINE I T t M 1961 1962 1983 196" 19A5
IiSSARES OF DESIRED STOCKs I

21 I
31 SUBCOMPACTS
41 WITH TAX/REB 1 0,025 0,20 0,224 00220 0O?161
SIBASELINE 1 00193 0,192 0,166 01181 001791
61DIFFERENCE 1 0,0)02 0 03? 0,0 0,0041 00001
M12 DIFFERENCE 1 16,60 149,5 16,96 22,51 22,171

95 COMPACT$ I
101 WITH TAX/REi 1 0,196 00197 0,204 0,205 0,2071
IIISASELINE 0,197 0,200 08204 0120S 0,2061
1210IFFERENCE 1 0,001 o0,003 0,000 00,001 0,0011
1315 DIFFFRENCE 1 0,37 s1,65 0,03 .0,26 0,28l

1SI mIO.SILI I
161 WITH TAX/RED 5 0,270 00270 0g271 0827. 0,2711
171BASELINEI 1 ,002 0,206 0,267 Ot26 00271
I1IDIFFLRENCE 1 0,000 0,000 09004 0,006 0,00S5
1911 DIFFERENCE 1 1053 Iasi 1653 2,82 1,721
201 1 1
211 FULL SIZE 1 1
225 wITH TAX/RED 1 0,213 0,206 0,20S 0,200 012031
21DA3SELINE 1 0149 024S 0,243 0200 0,2875
24IOXFFERENCE I N0036 *0,037 0,039 0 0160 0,0041
2552 DIFFERENCE 1 .0,40 01506 .IS98 .110b0 017,031

271 LUXURY I
281 WITH TAX/RED I 06098 00096 0,097 0,096 0,1001
201BASELINE I 0609s5 0097 0,098 0o099 0,1011
301OIFFERENCE 1 60001 60,001 .0,001 .0,001 000011
355l DIFFERENCE I 9190a 81100 •leo? 01,22 81,611

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INC$



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE S1MULATION OM TNf
NEFA LOANS RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-198S

ITC 101 GAS PRICI GRONTHOBASILINE VS TAX/RISATt POLICY

TABLE 3,02 SHARES BY SMZE CLASS 9 CONTINUED

LINE I T E M 1975 1976 1917 197A 1979 1980
lS~ISMAES0P ACTUAL YRe4NO STOCESIl

31 SUBCOMPACT
41 WITH TAX/ReO I 0,168 0,180 0,190 0,206 0,218 0,227
SIBASELINE 1 0,108 0,580 01190 0,19A 0,204 0,208
610IFFERLNCE 0.0 0.0 O, 0,007 0,014 0,058
713 DIFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,77 6,61 6,70

91 COMPACT
101 WITH TAX/RIB 0,175 0,877 0,179 Ol78 0,178 0,180
1118ASLINE I 0,17S 0,177 01579 0,179 0,161 0,163
1210IFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 000 .0,002 .0,001 00,003
1311 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 -1,01 85,71 15,77
141

151 MIDO9IZE
101 WITH TAX/RIB 00,31 O,2b Otago 0,265 0,250 0,250
1710SAELINE I 0,231 0,213 0,200 0,244 0120A 0,252

8IODIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0001 0,002 0,00j
191% DIFFERENCE 1 000 0,0 0,0 0,52 0i8 1,15
201 I
211 FULL SIZE
221 o1IT TAX/RiB 1 0138 0,ll8 0,301 08261 01264 0,20•8
Z31A[INE 1 0,336 0,18 01301 0,288 Ooi7b 0o265
241DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 .,O007 00,012 .0,017
251i DIFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 0,0 62,13b .0,47 .0,5

all LUXURY
181 WITH TAX/RED ,00,087 0,089 0,090 0,090 0,091 0,091
2910ASELINE I 0,087 0,089 0,090 0,090 00091 0,092
3010IFFERENCE 1 000 0,0 0,0 0,000 .0,000 .0,000
311% DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 .0,14 .0,226 0,37

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
PEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985

ITC 101 GAS PRICE GRONTH#BASKLINE VS tAx/REBATE POLICY

TABLE 3002 SNARES BY SIZE CLASS e CONTINUtO

LINE I E m 1981 1982 1983 1960 198S
1 9 WA , O. ..TUA ' 7 9 " . ..O. ............ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .w

I1
31 SUBCOMPACT
41 PITH TAX/RED
SIABELINE
DIFFERENCE
?it DIFFERENCE
&I
91 COMPACT

101 wITH TAX/RIB
IIIISASEINE
II1DIFFERENCE
131% DIFFERENCE
log

151 MIDSIZE
161 WITH TAX/RID
1 TIBASILINE
I81IOFFERENCE
l9l% DIFFERENCES
Rol
211 FULL SIZE
221 WITH TAX/RIB
23ISA3ELINE
141OIFFERENCE
151I DIFFERENCE

271 LUXURY
181 WITH TAMIRED

9191ISALINE
301DIFFERENCE
311X DIFFERENCE

00136
0,109
0,016
12,67

00190
0,003

0,263
00159
00004
1,st

0,110

00247
0,0106

910070

0,093
00093

00,001
00,59

0,237
0,207
0,030
30o53

0,393
0,196
.0,003
91,61

0o,266
0,062
0,000
1,63

0,210
0,241

.0,031
".W11,6

0093
0,090
00,001

0#069

0,117
0,1203
0,030
16,80

0,197
0,200

.0,00 3

0o269

0,2600,005
I692

0,620
00238

0,090

-0o05•
-01001

0,091
-O0O81

011981
000371

0,1011
01201t

6090011".1,I7l

0,2701
0,2651
0,00sI
3 .991

011981
0,1371

0000391
.16001

0,0961
010961

0,00011
00,901

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INCt

0,232
0011000022
30,51

0,184
03187

00,003
61,60

0,25909256
0,003

0,133
0o155
00,0•1
O6o61

0,091
0,091
O0,00000,06

I

'0



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION Of THEWEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985ITC 101 GAS PRICE GROwTHBASELINE VS TAX/REBATE POLICY

TABLE 3,03 SHARES BY SIZE CLASS 9 CONTINUED

LINE I T E m 1975 1976 1977 1976 1979 1980
lO0ME$TIC SHARE OF NEW REGISTRATIONS$1

2!

31 DOMESTIC SHARE OF TOTAL
41 WITH TAX/RiO 1 0,16 0,052 0,889 0,626 0,602 0,6%8
SIBA[ELINE I 0,616 00852 0,859 018i 01,872 0,8776IDIFFERENCE 1 0.0 010 0,0 O0,0O 6 .0,030 .00021
711 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 .0,19 e3,09 .2,68

91 DOMESTIC SHARE OF SUBCOMPACTS I
101 WITH TAX/Rio 1 0,41694 0,0S73 04600 0.8600 0,8700 0,100
IIIDBASINE I O,4694 0,0571 0,0600 0,0600 0,700 0,0800
I11DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 .0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
1311 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

1SI DOMESTIC SHARE OF COMPACT
161 WITH TAX/REi 1 0,9260 O,9464 0,9,100 0,9000 0,9450 O,09so
ITIBASELINE 1 0,9264 0,9064 0,9000 0,9800 0,9050 0,90sO
I6IDIFFERENCf I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
191% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
201
211 DOMESTIC SHARE OF LUXURY
21 WITH TAX/REP I 0,8792 0,9005 0,9000 0,90S0 0,9100 0,9100
]IISAHLINEI 0,0792 0,9001 0,9000 0,9050 0.9100 0,9100

241DIFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
251 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INC,

I



ILLUSTRAtI't ALTIRNATE SIMULATION OF THE
NEFA LONG RUN AUTO MOODL 1975-198S

ITC I08 GAS PRICE GRONTH#BASELINE VS TAX/REBATE POLICY

TABLE 3o03 SHARES BY SIZE CLASS * CONTINUED

LINE I T E N 1961 1961 1963 1984 1986
.~*******.................................................

IIDOMESTIC SHARE OF NEW REGISTRATIONSl
RII
31 DOMESTIC SHARE OP TOTAL
41 WITH TA/RED I 0o,6S O,66 0,666 0,566 OA.701
I1BASELINE I o0s,6 0oes 086? Ota6o 0,6921
6IDIFFERENCE 1 0.020 .0,023 .0,021 0,04 .0,02e1
71% DIFFERENCE 1 .2,2? 02,63 .2,32 -2,69 .02,21
&I 1 1
91 DOMESTIC SHARE OF SUBCOMPACTS I I

101 WITH TAX/RIB I 0,0900 0,11900 0,o900 0,1900 0,09001
111ASELINE 1 0,0900 0,4900 0,9900 0,0900 01o9001
IZIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0oO 0,0 0,0 I
131 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 I
141 1 I
151 DOMESTIC SHARE Of COMPACTS I
161 WITH TAX/REB 1 0,9500 0,9500 0,9500 0,9500 0,95001
I7IBASELINE I 0,95o0 0,9500 0,9500 0,9500 0,o9O0l
IBIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 I
191X OIFFERENCE I 0,0 010 0,0 Oo 0,0 I
01I I
ill DOMESTIC SHARE Of LUXURY
221 WITH TAX/REB 1 0,9100 0,9100 009100" 0,9100 091001
131BASELINE 1 009100 0,9100 09100 0,9100 091001
24ODIFFERENCE 1 00 010 0,0 00 0,0 I
2Sl1 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 010 0,0 0,0 0,0 I

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INC,



ILLUSTRAIIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
W[FA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975.198SITC 10% GAS PRICE GRONTHBASILINE VS TAX/REBATE POLICY

TABLE 3,04 NEw REG1STRATIONS By SIZE CLASS

LINE I T I M 97s 1976 197?7 5976 1979 1950
SiNEW ICGISTRATIONSI

I1 SUBCOMPACT MILL AUTOSI
61 WITH TAX/Rio I I,0l7 2896 2,005 3,278 3,008 2,892SIBASLINE 2,027 2,344 120441 2t,00 2j333 ?,4o.I1DIFFERENCE 0,0 0,0o 0,0 0,837 0,874 OSUb71? DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 30,29 26,90 23,2Sat1

91 COMPACT MILL AUTOS
101 WITH TAX/REB M 1A82S 1,768 1,999 1,80o 1,975 2,305
IIIBAiELINE 1 1,6825 ,766 5,999 1,954 2,550 2,3371210IFFERENCI 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 .0148 .0,39 .0,031131 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 07,56 .,186 .0,35
1$I IOe3ZI MILL AUTOS
161 WITH TAX/REB I l,90s 2,968 1,073 3,257 3,170 3,279171IBASELINI I l,905 1,966 3,073 3,060 1,083 3,180ISIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,193 0,108 0,099
1912 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 6,29 Jog7 3510
201 1
211 FULL SIZE MILL AUTOSI
221 WITH TAX/RE I 1,400 5,88 2,0427 1,988 2,181 2,26623IBASMLINE I l,008 t,38 2,27 2,636 2,791 2,51124IDIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,00,0 .0,808 .0,612 .O,s0%2512 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 .10,60 .21,90 .19,38
261
271 LUXURY MILL AUTOS
281 WITH TAX/RED I 0,786 0,19S 1,013 5,027 1,000 5,10029IBASELINE 1 0,786 0,945 1,O13 1to,0 1,OSO 5,555301DIFFERENCE I 0,0 00 0,0 0,009 .0,050 .0,0063112 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 088? .0,9? 0O,S0

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EPA# INC$



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THf
NEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-198S

ITC 10% GAS PRICE GROWTHBASELINE VS TAX/RESATE POLICY

TABLE 3,04 NEW REGISTRATIONS BY SIZE CLASS

LINE I T E U 1961 1952 19863 194 1965
SINEW REGISTRATION
21 I
31 SUBCOMPACT MILL AUTOS
41 WITH TAX/RB I z,76 2,0562 2,776 3o0il J,0011
SIASELINE 1 2,257 2,267 2,267 2,395 2,0410
61OIFFERENCE I 0sAID 0,575 0,469 0,t6? 0,1s7!
MI! DIFFERENCE 1 20,34 25,13 21o39 26,24 24,331
&I I I
91 COMPACT MILL AUTOS I
01 WITH TAX/RUB 1 2a602 2,611 2,777 2,961 3,0991

11IBASELINE 1 2,562 2,660 2,771 2,996 3,0751
121DIFFERENCE 1 00020 60,018 0,007 90,007 0,0241
III% DIFFERENCE 1 0,77 .1,62 0,24 80,03 0,711141 1

151 MIXOSIZE MILL AUTOS I
161 WITH TAX/RED 1 3j302 3,336 3,161 3,674 1,1201
ITIBASLINE 3,246 3,264 3,323 3,S?7 1,6661

I81DIFFERENCE 1 0,056 0,074 0,038 0o104 O0o0il
191% DIFFERENCE 1 1,12 2,26 1il4 2,91 1,461
201 1
ill FULL SIZE MILL AUTOS 1
221 WITH TAX/RID I 2,194 2,255 2,310 2,S03 2o7261
23I8ASELINE 1 2,764 2,610 2,919 3,264 31,000
241DIFFERENCE" I 0,1S70 0,552 .0,5019 0,761 '0,674I
251% DIFFERENCE 1 .20,62 .19,66 .20,17 .23,31 019,831
261 I I
271 LUXURY MILL AUTOSI I
281 WITH TAX/RED I ,13S 10184 1,224 15350 1,4261
291SASELINE I 1,5s2 1,193 1,245 1,173 1,4451
301I0FFIRENCE I 0,017 .00009 .0,021 .0,02j 0O,0191
3512 DIFFERENCE I 95149 .0079 01466 - 1,66 - 6,321

.... P........ OF... 9 ON. .. . ......

A PRODUCT OP WHARTON EFAD INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
REFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S.198S

IIC 102 GAS PRICE GRUmTHSBASELINE VS TAX/IREBAT POLICY

TABLE 3,05 STOCKS BY SWE CLASS

LINE I T E M 1975 1916 1977 1978 1979 1980
up.............S.....@.Sg......g...pp............................PS...................9~eeo~ee

DESIRED STOCK

$1 SUBCOMPACT
4I WITH TAX/RIB
SISAI8LINE

lODIFFERENCE
71 DIFFERENCE

91 COMPACT
101 WITH TAX/RIM
IIIBASELINE
IIIDIFFERENCE
1311 DIFFERENCE
IIl

151 MIOsSIZE
11 nITH TAX/REB
11SBASELINI
IIDIFFERENCE
191% DIFFERENCE
201
211 FULL siZe
221 WITH TAX/RE[
231ISAELINE
241DIFFERENCE
2111 DIFFERtNCE
261

MILL AUTOI

MILL AUTO

MILL AUTOI

MILL AUTO

22,300
22,300
0,0
0,0

18,2))
18,233
0,0
0,0

25,582
25,S62
0,0
0,0

21,095
21.969
0,0
0,0

20,296
20,190

090
0,0

156871
18,671
0,0
0,0

20,20?

20,?07

0,0
0,0

2solls
20 113

20,808
20,805
0,0
0,0

16,305
16,205
0,0
0,0

20,690

0,0
0,0

27,014
0,0
0,0

25,910

4,4006

20,4&

117,04
16,254
.0,600
93,29

28,081
27,47?
0,00 4
2,20

24,024
26,100
.4,077
.01,51

2S,573

di,192
19,01

16,594
19,179

.3,05

26,505

27,947
0,556
2,000

24,769
28,597
13,606

.53,35

21,f93
j,058
17,02

20,050
20,247.00 197

.0,01

29,00%S
26,544

1,83

2(,331
27,971
"9,1041
911,02

"I

271 LUXURY MILL AUTO
261 WITH TAX/RE[ I 6,915 9,198 9,389 9,053 9,654 10,121
29IBASELINE 8 6,91S 9,198 9369 9,06S6 90933 10,200
3OIDIFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 0,0 .0,073 .0,079 .0,077
315I DIFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 0,0 V0,70 .0,60 .0,76

A PRODUCT OF MARTINN EfA, INCg

/



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE 81ULATION OF THE PAGE 30
01FA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985

ITC 101 GAS PRICE GROnTNSASELINE VS TAX/RENATE POLICY

TABLE 3,05 STOCKS BY SIZE CLASS

LINE I T I u lost 1962 1983 19604 9065
.~*p~ow us..............................................................

IIOESIR[O STOCKi I

21 I
31 SUBCUMPACT MILL AUTOI
41 WITH TAX/REB 20,j60 2S,066 25,363 25,7Sb 25,7071
SIASELINE 23,309 21,263 211,10 21,005 tl,02AI
6IOIFFERENCE 1 3,505 410,5 0003 0,175 4,6791

71% DIFFERENCE I 16s7b 19,66 19,113 ZZo2 22,6

SI I I
J1 COMPACT MILL AUTOI I

101 WITH TAX/RIB I 2173 21,676 22,931 23,526 240,761
11IBASELINE I 21,6a3 22,203 221696 23,570 20os001
121OIFFERENCE I *0lif .00327 0,035 .00,00 000711
1311 DIFFERENCE 0,51 010o1 015 00,19 Oom

151 MIDSIZE MILL AUTOI i

161 WITH TAX/REB 1 29,601 29,974 30,022 3L".4 6 11,9611
1I7BASELINE 1 29,115 29,070 29,928 30,63S 31,0111

16IDIFFERENCE 1 0,487 0,500 0,090 0,711 O,641
191% DIFFERENCE I ,6?7 1171 3,65 20si 1,791
201 1 1
211 FULL S1ZE MILL AUTOI 1

221 WITH TAX/REB 1 ?3035b 23,030 230002 23,00S •1,9711
231IASELINE I 27,2S3 27,098 27,331 28,205 29,081
24IDIFFER[NCE .3,896 90,066 94s139 "5,202 .5,1101
I511 DIFFERENCE 1 *14,30 ,35,01 .15,6 .3o8,56 o3o5271

261 1
271 LUXURY MILL AUTOI
261 WITH TAX/RED I 10,358 30,606 10,6889 11,268 1117891

20IASELINE I 10,14SO 30,701 30992 13,406 11,916l
3OIOIFFERENCE I e0,092 .0,095 0,100 -00,129 0,01271
Slilt DIFFERENCE I "S0,66 ."0189 . .0,5 at 1113 0- -- 1061-.$.IU9,50UF9[RUSNSS**I9.S5... o$.....eo .... 005............5-0S.......lot........................

*** ~wo ewosowePalwo, PRO•DUCgTea OFe WATO EPA, aNC0000agagwasawove

A PRODUCT OF PHARTON EFAI INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE 3IMULATION OF THE
NEPA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-1985

" TC 1011 GAS PRICE GRORNTBASELINt VS TAX/RtBATt POLICE

TABLE 3,0b STOCKS BY SIZE CLASS 9 CONTINUtD

LINE IT EM 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
*.. .. *.*..e....gesm . .................................................. ..................

IIYIAR.ENO ACTUAL STOCKSI
21 I

31 SUBCOMPACT MILL AUT11!
41 WITH TAX/ROf I 18,296 17,929 19,409 21,66% 21,7u .
SINA$ELINE I 18,298 17,929 19,409 20,827 21,868 22,00
61DIFFLRLNCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,868 1,501 2,071
71 DIFFERENCt I 0,0 0,0 0,0 4,0 68,89 8,97
81 I
91 COMPACT MILL AUTO!

101 WITH TAX/REB I 16,985 17,843 16,254 10,89A 19,079 19,s5b
II11ASLLINE I 18,98S 17,643 16,254 18,841 19,381 19,890
1I21IFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,144 .0o282 -0,324
131% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,17 -l,04 o1,63
141 I
ISt MID-SIZE MILL AUTO!
161 WITH TAX/REI I 2,2129 23•,42 ?40513 25,81R 28,600 27,661
171SASELINE I 22,329 23,W42 24,523 25S,20 26,499 27,280
IBIDIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,197 0,30? 0,381

201 I
211 FULL SIZE MILL AUTO
221 WITH TAX/RIB I 321701 31,070 30,778 29,808 281440 28,949
2I3BASELINE I 3,701 31,T40 30,786 30,249 29,558 28,758
2I1DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 -O,64l li,2U8 01,807
2SIS DIFFERENCE I 0,0 00 0,0 92,11 -u,22 .6,28
261 I
271 LUXURY MILL AUTOI
281 WITH TAX/REB I 8,4Il 6,630 9,1e4 9,483 q,723 9,918
2ISASELINE I 8,435 8,630 9,1U4 9,473 9,723 9,930
JOIDIFFERENCE I 090 090 00 0,010 0,000 .0,011
-U311% DIFFERENCE 1TO, 0 ,-,.02

A PRODUCT OF RHANTON MeA INC$



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
"IEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-1985

ITC 1o0 GAS PRICE GNONTMOSASILINE VS TAX/REIATE POLICY

TABLE 5o06 STOCKS BY SIZE CLASS s CONTINUED

LINE I T 9 m 1981 1962 1985 1986 1985
. g~e••g...u...mmeD• q qs.....y..m....p~w....e ........... e~

IIYEARDEND ACTUI

so SUBCOMPACT
41 WITH TAX/RtB
SIBASILINE
61DIFFERLNCk
MI DIFFERENCE
61

91 COMPACT
101 WITH TAX/REB
11IBASELINE
12IDIFFERENCE
I1I1 DIFFERENCE
141
151 4IOeSIZE
161 MITH TAX/R[B
ITIBASELINE
ISIDIFFERENCE
191k DIFFERENCE
201
211 FULL SIZE
221 WITH TAX/RU6
231BAIELINE
241DIFFERENCE
251% DIFFERENCE
261

271 LUXURY
281 WITH TAX/RUB
29IBASELINE
301DIFFtRENCE
3t DI-DIFFERENCE•

iL STOCKS

MILL AUTO

MILL AUTOI

MILL AUTOI

MILL AUTOI

25$,21
22,971

209239
2006al
.0,3109

26007a

28,026
0,019

25,552
27,924
.02372
.S,09

26, lI
23,81"9

21,031

.0,309

ol ,64

29,219
26,731

1,70

20,036

270315
02,879
glossa

MILL AUTOI
I 10,086 10,275
I 10,120 10,316

I 0,034 .0,0 2

26,620
23,219

l1406?
10,67

21,679
2Z0007
u00327
.1,49

29,957
29,039
0 16l

1,76

23,664
27s062
.3,097
.12,55

10,501
10,561
.0,060
g... U --

27,210
23,276
3,936

24,661

-1,37

30,926
30,310
0 1?p

23,310
•2,356
.w,006
014080

10,607
10,925
601078
00,1o .......-

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INC,

I

27,6501

0,61

23,1801
23,9751

10,2S01

-O,161

3138311

$010941I
--006 18 1- -

23o$601
27,9061

g0,5661

.110311

- ... 0,6)1 .....

I,4



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
WEPA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975.198S

ITC IO GAS PRICE GRORTSobASLLINE VS TAX/M[EATE POLICY

TABLE 3,07 CAPITALIZED COSTS PER MILE

LINE I 7 c N t975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1950

ISAVO NOMINAL CAP, COOt PER MILL S/MILES
if "iTH TAX/RgE 1 o0SM 01108 00222 0,234 01250 00ab5
3IISAELINE I Oe19S 0OO08 0,213 OOS3 00169

1ODIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 000 .OO .0,004 .0,00
51 DIFFERENCE 1 0o0 0,0 000 .1060 0511 91.11661 1
7IAVG REAL CAP, cosT PER MILE 19712 5
S1 WITH TAX/IE 00151 01553 05150 0,154 Ois? 0,1%9
9SlAHeLINE 0I151 0o553 O,15 0O,1s 0,159 00161IODI,,FFRENCE 1 o 0°0 000 0, .o0,00 .0,000 .0o100

tIlM DIFFERENCE 1 1,0 o1110,0 .0ij0 .1141 .5,16
III I
13ICAPITALIZED COST PER MILE bY SIZE1 I

IIl SUBCOMPACTS S/MILL
161 WITH TAX/RO 1 0,152 0,563 0oi7l 0,061 0,1196 0207
1IIBASELINE I 0,im 0163 0,570 0,187 .0,199 01252
1110IFFERENCE 0 0 00 000 0000 00s005 -00005
loll DIFFERENCE I Io 0OO 0,0 1I,6% .WISN -2,1o

11I WOMPACTS 5/MILES
21t WITH TAX/RIB 1 0,176 066 01100 0,11i 0,226 0,139

231SASELINE 1 0,176 0,186 0,100 0,15s 0,'18 0,122
1410IFFtRENCE 1 0 0 00 00 0 002 0000 00,002
151 ODIFFERENCE I ,0 8,t0 .0,11 .o07 -0,97
161 1
171 MI60SIZE I/MILEI
81l WITH TAX/RIB 1 0,596 0,206 00123 0,236 0o,5m 00269

19IBASELINE 0I196 0&060 0,13 O,2j1 0,15' 01269
SOIDIFFIRENCE 1 000 0,0 060 0 0,0 000
351I DIFFERENCE 1 000 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0311

331 FULL SIZE 6/MILE1
301 WITH TAX/R Oll 0 0al 0,126 01213 O0,26 07?7 0,295
ISIBAO[LIN[ 1 0,217 00112 0,113 00159 08217 0,293
161DIFPERENCE I 000 0,0 000 0,002 0,002 0,00O
3718 DIFFERENCE I 0c0 000 0,0 0,74 0,69 0165

391 LUXURY I/MILEI
805 WITH TAXMREB 1 0,121 0,293 0,033 0,336 0,3S9 01362
IIIBASILINE I 0,261 0,293 09313 0,319 0oi1? 00379

il1DIFFERENCE I 0 0,00,0 0,002 0,000 0 003
4318 DIFFERENCE 1 800 000 000 0,50 077 0,73

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EtA, INC$



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OP THE
NEFA LONO RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-198S

- TIC 10% GAS PRICE GROATMBDASILINE VS TAX/R[BATE POLICY

TABLE sOT CAPITALIZED COSTS PIN MILE

LINE I T E m lost 5102 1963 1964 l1os
Siars NOM|INL CAPs COST PER MILE 5/MILl I
21 WITH TAX/RED 0.261 0,295 01311 0,324 003171
3IDASELINE 1 0,6 0,199 01314 O,33 Oo,1O
4IDIFFERENCE 1 .0,001 .0,004 .0 003 .0,001 90,0021
$11 OIFFERENCE I gifts 01110 .Oo, .0190 .00601611

?lAYS RIAL CAP, COST PER MILE 197 SI
$I WITH TAX/lEO 00161 0,1o3 0,165 0,1O 0,1711
91DAIELINE I 0,163 0,1O 5 0o,17 0o169 0,1121

IOIDIFFERENCE 1 .01002 .0o002 .00002 .0,002 -0,0011
III DIFFERENCE I 1,is 91120 .0196 .0,90 .0o691
Ill
ISICAPITALIZED COST PER MILE BY SIZEI

ISI SUSCOMPACTS S/MILEl
161 WITH TAX/RiD 0,220 0,231 O,2s 0,osq O.271
ITIBASELINE 1 0,22S Oz37 0250 0,26S 0ol,01
ISIDIFFERENCE I -01005 oOOO .0oO05 -0,006 00o0061
191% OIFFERENCE W2123 .2,36 .02S15 6114 .9o081
201 1 1
III COMPACTS S/MIL 1
III WITH TAX/RED 1 0o252 0,296 0,260 0,297 0,3131
23IDAStLINE I 0,o25 02o6 0,261 aORoo 01114
241DIFFERENCE 1 0 002 .0 002 .0002 .0,001 .010011
2SI DIFFERENCE I 91891 -0167 -0,60 .0,396 90071

I7I MIOSIZt SI/ILE 1
21 WITH TAX/RED I 0428S 0,300 0,356 0,333 O0o5sl
29I1AIELINE I 0,204 0,299 0,310 0,330 0,3015
3OIDIFFERENCE 1 0801 0o01 0,002 01002 0o00041
3111 DIPFERENC I 8,32 o33 0,s 0,97 1,081
321 1 1
331 FULL SZUE S/MIL[I 1
341 WITH TAXIDO I O0312 00lli 0,345 O0,36 0,3641
ISIBA8ELINE I 0309 Oo32S 0,301 0,3s5 0,3771
361DIFFERENCE I 0,003 0,003 00004 0,0006 00071
371% DIFFERENCE I 0197 5,00 1,32 1,7? 18601
381 I I
391 LUXURY 5/MILEI I
001 WITH TAX/RED I 0,03 0,424 0445 0,470 0o4901
411BASELINE I 0,399 0,059 0,o00 0,092 0,0861
4ZIDIFFERENCE I OOO OOO 0,006 0,006 OO0061
431% DIFFERENCE I 0190 I1O3 1029 1,by 1,701

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EPA, INCo



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
NEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-198S

ITC 101 GAS PRICE GRO61pMASLLINE VS TAX/REBATe POLICY

TABLE 3,06 CAPITALIZED COSTS PER MILE 0 CONTINUED

LINE I M jy9s 1978 1977 1976 591 1960

SICAP, COST PEi MILE ST FOR/DOMI I
as I

31 TOTAL DOMESTIC S/MILl
i1 WITH TAX/RIE I 0,196 0o,2O 0,22S O0l,9 0oss O,2O

SISASELINE I 00196 0,210 W0a2s 0,202 O0i,8 0,2?)
61DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0 0 00 .00003 -0,003 .000003
71% DIFFERENCE I 0,0 &00 0,0 10,37 91#16 still

91 TOTAL FOREIGN s/MILl
101 WITH TAX/RES I 0,188 00178 0,190 0,190 0,20g O 9 0,
1I1SA$ELINI 00166 l0l7i 0,190 0,201 0,218 0,230

I1IDIFF[RENCE 00 0 0 0 0 .0,009 0,009 .00009
131% DIFFERENCE &. ,0 &*s 0,00 .0,o -. 0,1 s3,81

ISO DOMESTIC SUBCOMPACT S/MILl
161 WITH TAX/RES 1 0,154 001,3 01176 0,560 0196 0,208
S7I6ASELINE 0,150 00163 0,176 0,168 0,201 0,113
181DIFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 0,0 .OOO .0o,005 0OOS
191% DIFFERENCE 00 010 010 .2,26 *list 02,31
201
211 FOREIGN SUBCOMPACT I/MILl
211 WITH TAX/REB I 0,151 0,563 0,173 01579 0, 59 0,205
23I8AS[LINE I 0,151 0,183 0o73 0o,85 0,198 0,2511
24IDIFFERENCE 1 00 010 010 .00008 00005 00,005 0

1511 DIFFERENCE 1 090 010 000 .1,9y .1,86 02,05

281 1
271 DOMESTIC COMPACT S#MILI
21 WITH TAX/RES I 0170 0018s 00196 01,21 0,226 0,237
191SAS[LINE I 00176 0o565 01190 0,253 0228 0o239
SODIE•ERENCE I 00 00 010 00.0002 0O002 .00002
i11 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 000 v0,la .0,89 .0O96
311 I

331 FOREIGN COMPACT S/MILl
341 WITH TAX/IRE 1 90199 0216 0,229 0,201 0,2s9 0o,76
3SISAIELINE 1 ol0899 Ool 00,29 0o205 0,181 0,262
361DIFFERENCE 010 0 oO O'o .o000 0,0O00 -0,0004

37il DIFFERENCE C00 0 000 oOells? 95049 9to0
381

391 DOMESTIC LUXURY I/MILl
001 WITH TAX/RES 1 OoZ76 0,267 0,307 0,330 0o,3| 0,174

II1SA$LINE 0,178 O0,O7 0,307 08328 0,349 0,371
41IDIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,002 0,003 0o003
031% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 00 0,59 0087 0162
061 1
051 FOREIGN LUXURY /IMl
681 NITH TAX/REO 0,0,1 O8150 0,171 0,397 0,028 0,046

071ASELINE I 0,316 0,3so 0,175 0396 00426 O,02
4OIDIFFERENCE I 0 0 010 0o0 .OOO 0,0 O00
0911 DIFFERENCE I 8,0 0o0 00 .0,20 0,0 00

A PRODUCT OF nHARTON EFA, INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALVERNATL SIMULATION OF THE
REFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985

ITC 103 GAS PRICE GROwTHMBASELIN[ VS TAX/REBATE POLICY

TABLE 3,06 CAPITALIZED COSTS PER MILE 0 CONTINUED

LINE I T E M 1961 1982 1963 lo0 1965
*•9*~ee•P99eQ9sq9*e*guu~g9..p...gwyo~s..sgmD....*u.*............9...S

IICAPo cOst PER MILE BY FOR/DOWt I
al I
3l TOTAL DOMESTIC S/ILl
41 WITH tAX/[ce I 0t0i5 0,300 00316 0o333 013531
SIiASELkIN I 0,207 0,302 0,3)6 0,335 0,3531
6IDIFFERENCE I 0,00) 90,00) .00000 60100a1 0,0001
?is DIFFERENCE I 00o92 .0064 .0,61 OSO o0,221SI I

91 TOTAL FOREIGN S/WILI
101 WITH TAX/REI 1 0,203 Ois? 0,275 0o291 01101
IIISASELINI OIliS00 09167 0o,24 0,303 03211
12DIIFOERENCE 1 .00009 e0,010 "00010 0,0101 0,0111
1311 DIFFERENCE 1 m3105 -3066 03,00 93g83 -$o561

191 DOM!STIC SUBCOMPACT I/MILl 1
101 WITH TAX/REB 1 0,220 0831 0203 Ois6 011721
I7ISASELINE I 0,o2S 01237 0,909 0,263 0,21A!
IIOIFFERENCE 1 .0,005 90,006 00,006 .00006 .000061
191t DIFFERENCE Ia..3 .26 .I.s? *.1 .2-.11
201
Ill . FOREIGN SUBCOMPACT
221 WITH TAX/REn
23$1ASELINE
20I1IFFLORNCE
H51S DIFFERENCE
261
all DOMESTIC COMPACT
pal WITH TAX/RIe

91ASELINE
OIDIFFERENCE
slit DIFFERENCE
321
331 FOREIGN COMPACT
301 WITH TAX/PCI
351DIASELINE
361DIFFERENCE
3713 DIFFERENCE
361
391 DOMESTIC LUXURY
o01 WITH TAX/REm
411SASELINE
421DIFFFRENCE
31% DIFFERENCE
44i
051 FOREIGN LUXURY
061 WITH TAX/RES
47? IASEL INE
481DIFFERENCE
4911 DIFFERENCE

S/INI

S/MILI

I IM I

I
I
I
I

I/MILI

I

I
I
I

06119
01220

.0,002

0,29?
0,300

80,00)
91,16

01190
0,390
09004
1,006

0,96
0,0495
01001
0t16

01132
0,237

.0,006
*2,36

0,260

.0,002.0o,0

003160,319

'00,003
91,01

00413
0,009
01005

toll

0,530
0,528
01002
0,39

0,206
0,251-00005

00.?0

.0,002
.0061

00033
00,96

0,033

0,006
1,36

0566
0,563
0,0003
005?

09260
01266
00,006
"4#13

0,293

0,001
00,33

00316

.0,003

o0,006

0,605
0,60000600

0100s
0,61

000761
01611.OOO5I

oleO1

O,31OIOo31l1

'0.0011
009301

0,37710,3801

.0,791

0,0711
0, 0091I

0,6431
066381
0,0051
0,621

A PRODUCT OF NHARTON EFA, INC,
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ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
NEVA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975198S

IYC 10 GAS PRICE G0OWtMSoASELIdE VS lAX/REBATE POLICY

TABLE 3109 MISCELLANEOUS

LINE I T E M l59s tol 19 17 lo75 ty079 1806
v.oo.eoo.* a 9 00 a U i . .

IIMESERED STOCK PER FAMILY
II PITH TAX/REB
31BASELINC
4O1IFFIRENCE
51 DIFFERENCE
61
TIVEARsEND STOCK PER FAMILY
81 WITH TAX/RIB
qIBASLINC
OIDIFFERENCE

III% DIFFIRENCE
121
I3IVENICLE MILES PER FAMILY THOU
too PITH TAX/Rpe
ISIBASELINE
161DIFFERINCE
IM71 DIFFERENCE

19IvEMICLE MILES PER AUTO THOU
201 AITH TAW/RI"
It IASUELSNI
221ID1FFERENCE
2312 DIFFERENCE
201
SIRAIO.NEW REGIS, TO BEGIN, STOCK

261 WITH TAX/RED
271DASELINE
268101FF ERENCE
91% DIFFERENCE

301
3liRAtIO.SCRAPPAGE TO BEGIN, STOCK
321 WITH TAX/REB
131BASILINE
30 41IFFERINCE
3512 DIFFERENCE
361
3TlREAL 01S1, INCOME PER FAMILY THOU
311 WItH TAX/RIB
391BASEL INE
0IOIFFERENCE
411% DIFFERENCE
oil
43IFAMILI[S WITH INCOME OVER 1155000
041 PITH TAX/REI
451 BASELINE
46IDIFFLRENCE
071% DIFFERENCE

AUTOS

I
I

MILI

MILES I

RATIOI

RAT 101

I
I

'72

5,25a

0,0coo

OoO
0,0

0,0

13,727

0, 0O66

ilo00l

10171$

00

0,o

0,0195

0,0595

0,0
0,0

II
I 9,o00
I 9o00oI 0,0
I 0,0

21

22,05
22,05

0,0
000

5,195

O'o0,0

1,299
5,299

otO0,0

00

0,5 020

0,0

O°o

0,075 0
0,0710
0,0
oO

0.00

20,9o
20,0

010
0o0

I.eve

0,0
0,0

5,307
15,01
010

0,0

53,259
130259

0,00
0ID

50,239
50,239
0,0
0oO

0,1099
0,1099
000

O'o
10,03

0,0659

OolOsoI

0o0065
0,0

0,0

9,6,5
9,685
DD
0,0

20623
20,230,0

0.0

,1297
5,293
0o00'

5,320
0,0003
0,25

53,093
13,079
0 050

&ool

50,041
50,000
60, 002
.0,01

0,5151

0,10020
all6

0, 0602
0,00400

80,00001

000
Oo,

2009
20,09
0,0
0.0.................. P. W....H.......A.... ....... IC............#

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EPA, lNC,

5, 100

0,0040,26

Ioleo

0,003
0,16

ollos

OollOsO

50,0001

00086
00880

00,0007
"6O121

0O10,00,06610,0002
.0,2

50,08

21,0i
0,0
0.o

2,309

0,000

0,00 3
0,20

53,065
53,025
0,093
0149

91968

0,0003s
0119

0,0971
0,0996
01000b

0,07

10,03

Ovoi

22,oO

0,0

I,,

0 00 0000600



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION Of wtH
W|FA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S.198S

ITC 101 GAS PRICE GON60THiASELINI V1 TAIXREtIet POLICY

TASLE 3,09 MI$CELLANpIOu

LINE I l o 1963 1962 I963 l96s 38S

IlOESIRED STOCK PER PAMI|,, AUTOJI
33 WITH TillIES i 1o30? 1o307 3,305 3,306 3,3061

*ID3FFER[NC[ 3 0,003 0,005 0,003 0,00* 0,0033
535 DIPPLENCE¢ I 0,33 0o36 0,39 0.36 0,36l
Il 3 3
731AR.En-O STOCK PEA FAMILY AUTOSII
63 WITH TAX/RIB 3 1,309 3,300 3,395 3,303 1,3361
9IOASILIN[ 3,306O 3,396 3,396 3,301 1,333l
3ODIPIFERINC[ I 0,003 0,003 0,003 0,00| 0,00|1
1113 DIFFERENCE 3 0,360,3 0,1 3 ot 0,O0 0,071

II3VEHICLE MILES PEA FAMIlY THOU MILESIl
36i 1lTN TAX/REl I 33,033 33,993 33,966 33,036 33,l66l

lIl63D;I[RECE t 0,06$ 0,063 0,0.6 0,055 0,0.11
3711 DIFFERENCE 3 0,50 0o6? Oo69 0,63 0,351

I9IVEHICLE MILES PER AUTO THOU HILESII
30311nTH TAXSIES I 9,996 10,06? 30,091 10,306 30,339l
31ISASEILIHE 3 9,9)! 30,036 30,056 1~0,0? 10,1311
ZOIPIDFERENCE 0 031I 0ol 033l 0,036 0 13 0o03631

335DFFRNE3 ,3l,303 I I 3I
35laATI0.eUl REGIS, TO SEGIN, STOCK RATIOI 3
363 WITH TAIIIAC I 0,3099 0,3336 0,1336 0,1306 0,I3I5I
3I6ASLNEl~ 3 0,330? 0,3115 0,II33 0,3331 0,13I93
36lDlFFlRENCE 3 -0,0007 0,0003 0,,0009 0,o000? 0,o00011
393l DfIFFRENCE 3 .0,66 0,17 .0o76 0,O,7 0,Oo03
303 3 3
3IIISATIOICRAPPAGEl TO BEGIN, STOCK RATIOIIi33 "IT" TAX/REP 3 0,3005 0,3006 0,0993 0,0979 0,09661
3 1ISASELINE I 0,300 0,1006 0,0996 0,0ol) 0,10967
34101FFRENCE 3l 0,0003 .0,000 0,o000 .0,0006 oO0011
3i5t DIFFERENCE I00 3 .0243 O0,O9 00,o31
Ilyl7REA D ITCO PER FAMILY T U ' 3 I

3I3 WITH TAN/REt I 0,130 130,33 10,l66 33,01166 33,l63
49ISASELINE 1 3l03 1330,1 3,o066 1311,

IOIDIFFERLNCE I oo 0 0 0,0 0 0 0,0 0I633 OIFFERENCE 01,0 oOt 0,02 ,0 0,0 3

III I I

13VIAMILI L E PITH INCOME OVER 0151000 El
143 WITH TAX/WEB 3 13 33 15o791 32o0S 1390o 11,96
ISIBA3LINE 3 3lo31 1579 37,60 l39o36 133,93
161IFFERCE 1 0l06 0,061 0,0 0%0 010 I
1715 OIFFERENCE I 0oO 0o0 Oo0 0o0 0,0 I

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EPA, INCo



ILLUSTRATIVE AL'TkfNATf SIMULATION Or THE
WEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985

ITC 101 GAS PRICE ROmTMNASELINE VS IAX/RSI ATE POLICY

TABLE 1,10 MILIS PER BALLOT

LINE I T 1 97 1957 5o97 1975 1979 1910

SI

ilOVERALL FLEtT MILIS PER GALLON 0 111A I
35 WITH TAX/RtiE 1 1109 11611 128,5 13,04 13o38 o360
4IOASILINE 1 Io26 t1471 18,82 I3,O3 13,03 53,70
SIDIFFIRENCE 1 010 0,0 0,0 0,01 0006 O,1o
61% DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,50 0487 0,74

SINEW AUTO MILES PER GALLON (WMEAlI
91 TOTAL I
10 W0T1 TAX/loB 1 11,29 51,80 140,8 15095 16,?0 1819a
IISIASELINE 5 13,89 13,80 18,60 15,12 15163 1,81
121DIFFE[ENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 041 0,3? 0,31
1311 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0I0 00, 258 2,3 5,169
141
IS SUBCOMPACIT
1615WITH TAX/RI8 1 56,!7 190,8 lolls 21,31 uO7 3,00
ITlSASELINEI 1 5 I57 19,86 20,4S 21431 18,0? 13,00
I6I1IFFERENC• I 0C0 0,0 IO, 0,0 0,0 0,0
t95% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,O 00 0,0 0,0

a1! . COMPACT ¢
851 " WITHAX/B 1l98 16,01 IS1,0 Is,86 l61,8 17ITS
183I9ASIINE 1 539•1 16,40 150 1%,O8 18,08 57,97
288DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 000 0,0 0,0 0,0
19O5 DIPFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0C0 0,0 0,0 0,0

R85 WiT" TAX/RES8 1 11070 18,79 13,39 140,10 50,83 15,88
291SASELINE 1 11,10 51475 IS,39 14,50 148,8 15988
S3@IOFFIRENCE 1 000 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0I0
31i1 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 000 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

331 FULL SIE1
341 WITH TAX/RlE I 10,0 15IS lll 613059 5 1397 18IS
3IiASI|LINE 1 10880 lios8 1,0o8 1419 IoS19 1t,96
36IDIFfERENCE 1 0,0 0,O 0,O 0,0 0,0 0,0
3751 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

391 LUXURY
401 WITH TAX/RED I 50.51 15,88 58,35 I2093 I3eal 15397
IOIBASELINE I 10,91 I5,86 5Il3 18,93 11,83 l1197
21IDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 000 0C0

4311 DIFFERENCE 1 010 0,0 0,0 0,O 0,0 ,O0

A PROD:UT OF CANTONN EFA, INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
WEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S.1985

ITC 10% GAS PRICE GRONTHPSASILINE VS TAX/RIBATE POLICY

TABLE ol.O MILE& PER GALLON

LINE ITEM
*euoSeleogiewueseeeeog~esegswupwu...gus...

II
IIOVIRALL FLEET MILES PER GALLON 8 WIFA
31 WITH TAXINED
SIIASELINE
SIDIFFERENCI
61 DIFFERENCE

IININ AUTO MILES PIP GALLON (NEFAli
91 TOTAL

101 WITH TAX/"[$
111IASILINE
1lDIFFIRENCI
131 DIFFERENCE

11 SUBCOMPACT
161 WITH TAXMRES
ITIIASELINEIS1DIFFERENCE

191% DIFFERENCE
101
Ill COMPACT
all WITH TAX/REB
13IIASCLINE
241DIFFIRENCE
2I1I DIFFERENCE
261
271 MIDelIZl
III WITH TAX/RED
29IIASELINE
3OIDIFFERENCE
311) DIFFERENCEIII

331 FULL sIZE
341 WITH TAX/RlE
SIBASELINE
361DIFFERENCE
3TI7 DIFFERENCE

391 LUXURY
401 WITH TAX/RNE
611ASELINE
42IOIFFERENCL
1313 DIFFERENCE

1931 19S2 2953 19S0
POCCUuWuSSgUCUWSuuQCS.9.gq...SCoooSqe

14,o8
16,15Ooil)

27,59
17,25
0,31
1,79

13,76
23,760oa

003

10,79

16,79
230$1

0.0
,O0

16,31
16,OT

0,0
0oo

15,07
15,07

0,0

0,0

16,41
16032
0,0
0,00

1418e
IU,67
0,17

oleol

lose

24o57
241sT

Oo0
0oO

19155
19955
COO
0o0

o6,31
16,57

0,0

0IO

19,55
19,55
000

0,0
16,95
15,05
000
0008500I

15o05

0,0

A PRODUCT Of WHARTON EFA, INC,

15.25

0,20

26,99
23,66
0,32
1,73

15,15
25,26

CI0

Colo

20,36
20,34

0,00
CIO

17o67
17,61

0,02Coo]

26,36

16,3s

0,0

0,0

15,70
15,70
0O0
0,0

16,is
16036
0,0
0,0

16,09

19,74
39,36
0,38

26,01
0,0
0,0

21,17
I1,1y
0,0
010

16,40
1684O
0,0
0,0

17,13
17011
0I0
00I

196S
me....

26,75I

16,S1

01141

16,511

CIO0 I

190,1I

0I0 I
0,0 1

0o10

171021
07,02I
0,0 I

090o0

19,06I
0,0OI
0,0 I

17,7OI

27 6o B
0,0 Il
0.0

17,0O

7,8021
0,0 I
0O0e

'4

N
U,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
NERA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985

ITC 10% GAS PRICE GROTHP4DASELINE VS TAX/REBATE POLICY

TA8LE lol MILES PER GALLON * CONTINUED
LINE I T C m 197S 1976 1977 1976 1919 1980

S. . Ww9...U,. ... .. ... ... ... ... C. . ........

°INEW AUTO MIPG9 BY FOR/DOM (wEFA),
a3
31 TOTAL OOMESTIC
of WITH TAX/RNE I 31,38 13,00 1117? lo4,6 1[,ts 16,17SIDASELINEo I its)$ 3,3O 13,72 1as0so 15! 25,9861DIFFERENCE 1 040 000 0,0 0,13 011 0,19711 DIFFERENCE 

10,0 00 0,0 1662 1,3S 1,20
91 TOTAL FOREIGN

101 WITH TAX/RlE 19,61 20,49 aloe5 2o,22 R2,63 23021111DASELINE 19,82 20069 21,25 ?2608 21e,7 23,09121DIFFERENCE 0,0 0oO 010 0,18 0,o6 OtisI131 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0'0 0,79 0,72 0o2
ISI DOMESTIC SUNCOMPACT 1161 WITH TAX/RED I. fl,13 17,91 18899 19081 20,87 22oO0ITIBASELINE I 17,23 17,9 260,9? 19,31 20,67 2Z,08ISIDIFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,01911 DIFFERENCE 0,0 oO 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,RolI
ill PFORKGpN SUBCOMPACTIl NITM TAX/RED 1 20, 21133 also9? 1,80 13,12 21,9613IDASELINE 1 R010, 21,33 ele97 221,0 21,25 23,962I4DIFFERENCE I O,0 0o0 0oo 0,0 0,0o 0,00002 DIFFERENCE 1 000 010 0,0 0,0 010 0,0141 1
271 DOMESTIC COMPACT
R1o WITH TAX/RED 13,67 28,13 1,66 15,46 16,08 17,569IDASELINE 13,57 14,13 false Iso58 16,36 17,1%301DIFFERENCE 1 00 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0oOI1 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 000 0,0 0,0 010321
331 FOREIGN COMPACT
341 WITH TAX/RED I 6,11o41 1,0 loss? 20,0 20,? 2112o0ISI1ASLINE I t6,02 19,06 loss? 20,18 20,57 211,03IDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 OoO 0,0 000 010 0,0371 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0HI61
391 DOMESTIC LUXURY I801 WITH TAX/RE8 20,06 II0,31 11,07 31,45 1,20 1337041IDASELINE 1 10,06 I1,31 11,07 12,65 13,16 13370410IFFERENCE 1 010 0,0 Oo 0,0 0,0 010431% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 Oo, 010 0,0 0,0 0oo

Oil FOREIGN LUXURY461 WITH TAX/RED I IS119 35,4 24,09 1484 1700 11i397IDBASELINE I 15119 15o44 24o09 16,46 17,00 17o304110IFFERENCE 0 0,0 o00 010 0,0 0,04913 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 Oo 0,0 0,0 0,0

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EPA, INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
NEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985

ITC 101 $AS PRICE OROwTHeASELINE VS 1AX/ARIATk POLICY

TABLE 3,11 MILES PER GALLON w CONTINUED

LINE I T E M 1961 1962 1963 1904 1965

linEN AUTO MoPoSo BY FOR/boM (nEFA)II

31 TOTAL DOMESTIC
41 WITH TAX/RED 16.90 I7,61 16,$2 19,07 19,701
SIDASELINE 2 16,70 17,39 18110 16,61 19,071
61DIFFERENCE 1 0,21 0,2? 0,22 0,ob 0,231
7it DIFFERENCE I l2ea 1,26 12,2 Io16 1,191

91 TOTAL FOREIGN
101 WITH TAX/RED 2 23166 2o,39 2o0,6 25,57 26,071
1IIIASELINE I 23,55 2,22 2o,72 25j31 25,692
I11IFFERENCE 0,13 oil? 0915 0,20 0.161
131% DIFFERENCE Dos? 0,70 0,62 0,77 0701

Is1 DOMESTIC SUBCOMPACT I
161 WITH TAX/RES 2 23,07 23,94 26oes 25,o' 26,361
II1ASELINE I 2307 23,96 20,85 25,59 26,361
I81DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 00o 0,0 0,0 0,0 I
191% DIFFERENCE 1 00 0,0 0,0 0,0 00 1
202 1 2
211 FOREIGN SUSCOMPACT 1 1
221 WITH TAX/RE[ 2 204,6 2so20 2so,7 260o6 26,991
2IIUASELINE 1 26,66 25,20 25172 26,46 26,999

410IFFERENCE 1 0,0 00 010 0,0 0,o 0
211% DIFFERENCE 1 010 000 0,0 0,0 0,0 1
261
271 DOMESTIC COMPACT
281 WITH TAX/lNE I 18,6S 19,02 20,22 2l1,0 21,761
2918641LINE 2 186,6 19,62 20,2? 21,10 21,761
3OIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1
312% DIFFERENCE 1 00 00 0,0 0,0 0,0 1
322 I I
331 FOREIGN COMPACT I I
3So WITH YXA/RED 1 21,63 22,66 lsts 23063 24,531
35ISASELINE 1 2116) 21166 210oS 23,5 14,IO53
3610IFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 O 00 0,0 0,0 1
372% DIFFERENCE 1 010 0,0 0,0 000 0,0 1
38111

392 DOMESTIC LUXURY I
002 WITH TAX/REB I tolls 14,79 Iso65 ,lolS 160601

4IOIASELINE 1 14,15 16,79 1so,6 16,11 16,601
42IIFFERENCE 1 0,0 010 0,0 0,0 0,0 1
6312 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 010 0,0 0,0 0,0 I

652 FOREIGN LUXURY 1 1
461 NITH TAX/RED 1 170,6 16,26 18676 19,11 19,601
ATIBASELINE 1 17066 26,26 16,76 19,22 19,601
4OIDIFFERENCL 1 010 0,0 010 0,0 0,0 1
0922 DIFFERENCE 1 010 0,0 0,0 0;0 0,0 1

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INCa
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ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE"REPA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-198S
ITC 101 GAS PRICE GRONTH#BASELINE VS IAX/REBATE POLICY

TABLE 3oll DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN AUTO PRICES

LINE I T I M 397s 1976 1971 1978 1979 1980

IITOTAL DOMESTIC AUTO PRICES:I

It
31 SUBCOMPACT DOLLARS:
41 WITH TAX/REB 1 3707, $ 393, 809, l191i 0533, 0191,
SIBASELINE 370?, 3933, 42s'9 asses 06281 ,090,

OIOIFFERENCE 1 0, 01 o0 o.261 "a91s .199,
71% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0'0 .5,76 .6,10 *5,o6
SI

91 COMPACT DOLLARS:
101 wITH TAX/RED 1 0160, 448S, O800, 506,o 5383, S65?,
IIIBASELINE i 0260, lmBss, o0eo, 513, s5lls 5769,
1IOIFFERENCE I 0 0, 0, 993, .940 61108
I331 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 Oo allot, 6l872 .2,3

ISI M|D-SIZE DOLLARS
161 WITH TAX/RiE I s1it, S4lo, S4O0, 6022, 6599, 6090,
ITIBASELINE I Sill, 5013, 5640, 6215, 099, 6970,
ISIDIFFERENCE 1 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0o
1911 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0'0 0o0 0,0 00 0,0
201 1
all FULL SIZE DOLLARS
all WITH TAX/RiB 1 S6OT, 6143, 6600, 717so IS931 Boos,
23IBASLINE 1 107, 0183, 66010, 70s7o 7477, 7691,
241DIFFERENCE 1 0, 0, 0, 37i, 116, lire
2531 DIFFLRENCE 1 0,0 Oo, 00 1,66 1,56 3,o8
261

all LUXURY DOLLARS:
181 WITH TAX/REB 1 90230 9403, 101740 10953, 33650, 32203,
29IBASELINE I 903, 9443, 037O0, 10863o 114609 12076,
3OIDIFFERENCE 1 0, 0, 0, 117, m85, 165,
3331 DIFFERENCE 1 00 0,0 010 1,08 6o61 31113

331TOTAL FOREIGN AUTO PRICES: 1
3411

353 SUBCOMPACT DOLLARS:
303 WITH TAX/RiBI 31907, 022, 4402, 1292, 0459, 4010,
3118ASELINE I 3907, 221, 402, 0629, 08609 51s35
3lIOIFFERENCE 1 0, 0, 0, .336o .$20, .3051
3931 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 010 0,0 o0,71 .6,57 06,30
4011

411 COMPACT DOLLARS
021 WITH TAX/RIB 6435, 7OS0, 7365o 7SS5 8075o 8030,
41IBASELINE I 64Jo 7052, 7385o 7820, 6J33, 6875,
I41OIFFERENCE 1 0, 0, O0 o1J51 .236e 62018
4031 DIFFERENCE 1 0'0 0,0 0,0 .3,00 .2,66 .1,72
4611

471 LUXURY DOLLARS:
481 WITH TAX/RED 1 126092, 3034, l4933, 356ab6 37093, INOI6,
O9I1AOELINE 1 12691, 10143, 30933, 15936o 37093, l"9l61
SOIDIFFERENCE I o, 0, o, -49, 0, 0,
Sit DIFFERENCE 1 0'0 0,0 0,0 .0,1 0,0 0,0

A PRODUCT OF wHARTON EFA, iNC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE"WEPA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975.198S
IYC 101 GAS PRICE 41OUTHoiASELINI VS TAX/RmlAtE POLICY

TALE sell DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN AUTO PRICES
LINE I T C N lo9l lose 1913 l986 1985

IlTOTAL DOMESTIC AUTO PRICESoa, 
I

31 SUICOMPACT DOLLARS 1
41 WITH TAX/Ill 1 9906, 5160, S3390o 064, 8610,I1iASELINE I i01o W3oo 5744, 1991, 6l2661lODIFFERENCE .008 .343, 0346, .3641, .38?,711 DIFFERENCE .5,7o .0.10 .0,0 .5o80 .86111

of COMPACT DOLLARS I101 WITH TAX/RES I 1906l 6l2 6473g, 0616 711218IIIOASELINE 1 60061 6016, 60579, 6oho 731o6
IIDIFFERENCE 1 :1 :106 :106 0601 06501312 DIFFERENCE 1 e13 .1001 10o .087 803,1114121 .~o .06 0913313 M3DD.Z5E OOLLARI1
103 WITH TAX/IRE D 7317, 76S3, 020, 63l7o $807,1I1I1ASELINE I falls 793, ?69s1 61234, 8S76o1181DIFF[RENCE I 15 600, 1US 110, 21i91911 DIFFERENCE oils 0,79 11,5 1,oS ,0691201

ill FULL SIZE DOLLARll
221 WITH TAX/REm Oni10 17D10 9I89o 9LAR OloSI
ISIBASILINE I bil0, 661, 93116o 92061 ne9o114IDIFFERENCE 1e1i 10-, 7691 3319 01911 ,511 DIFFERENCE 202 2339 9,0 al7l 40331 %
i71 LUXURY DOLLAR8
j6i WITH TAX/RE1 12120o 13361o 13926 14606o IslOeo290IASELINE I 11560, 33062, 13S910 10000, 1J6,2013OIDIFFERENCE I is?0 10o, 335 0lo S26,03111 DIFFERENCE 2101 160o 303 lo g9o lost,321

31ITOTAL. FOREIGN AUTO PRICES, I
343
351 SUBCOMPACT DOLLARII
301 WITH TAX/Rke 1 1103, $1i1o S649, 5s9oo 0I5, l37INASELINE 1 1609, S0684 S3900 6140, 6S32,1
1610IFFERENCE I .300, .363, 0313, .306g, .337 13938 DIFFERENCE I 051 .S0,103 .5,16 .OS,3 7S11
401 1I
433 COMPACT OLLARO
Ill oITH TAX/lEM DOLoARIO91o 10061, 111011 11716,1431BASELINE I 906, 10 0 6OOS 10000, 11730 11902,34410IFFERENCE 02.1a, o197o .199 :170, 9186.14IS1 DIFFERENCE 1 1,16 01196 t .o,;0 1loe0
461 1
all LUXURY DOLLARIlIl1 WITH TAX/RES 1 19166, 11307, 22900, 40663, 260l6,1491SASELINE 1 19611, li01 217021 201863 21700,;SOIDIFFERENCE SS 126n l98n 208o 121oSill DIFFERENCE 1 06 O30, 1o96 1,21 112SI

A PRODUCT OP NNAHTON EFAI INC$



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
WEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975.198S

ITC 50% GAS PRICE G6OAIHBASELINE VS TAX/REBATe POLICY

TABLE 3o|3 USED CAR MARKET

LINE I T E N |9y7 5976 5977 5975 5979 1910
...,..,..,...9..PP ........... q.............................IIAV[PASE WHOLESALE PRICE DOLLAPSI

aI WITH TAX/WEB I 2000o75 21SO6,3 2262,15 2359,O0 aslSl3 IJ76,66
3IBASELINE 9 006715 2|SS163? 2242o4S 2416,73 260,16 2779,61
I1DIFFERENCE I00 0oo 010 .S7?72 .0334S *46293
Sit DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0tO 62119 t1,o1 o94

7f I
SIPRICE OF I YR OLD CAR/NEW CAOR
91
S01 SUBCOMPACT RATIOI

III WITH TAX/PEa S 01673 01860 01791 0761 0,001 0,80S
IMIMASELINE 1 01873 0,860 0796 0,767 080o 0o804
I3IOIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0 0 0 0 .O 004 .0,004 0o001
1416 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 1o0 6oO Ioss .0,4S 0,09

Ill COMPACT RATIOI
III PITH TAXIRES I 0,524 0,739 0711 0,66s 0,7is 0,724
IS|ASIELINE I 00624 0719 0735 0,710 0,715 0,724

191OIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0o, o0,02 0 00 0,000
2019 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 93,S 1014 0,02
111 I

221 ýnIesIZE RATIO
131 WITH TAX/REm I Oo636 0,704 0,631 0S165 O,64 06ol41AMELINE 1 0,163 0,704 0,15 01642 06o8 0,6%1
21IOIFFERENCI 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,004 0,002 .0,001
2611 DIFFERENCE 1 010 010 010 0os .0,30 ol 010

Ril FULL SIZE RATIOS
891 WITH TAX/Pll 1 0,646 0691 ,•os9l 01169 01o10 0S117
3OI6ASELINE 1 0,164 0,695 08%91 0,566l 0,613 0,111
311DIFFERENCE 1 010 0oo 0 0 0,0509 .0,000 0,001
ail3 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 010 18*Oo0 •.3- 9 ,0,96 0,26

331 9
361 LUXURY RATIOI
319 WITH TAX/RPE I 0,711 0,713 00669 0,6O0 0,69oS 0170
36IIASELINt 0ol7ts 01743 0S669 0,6O 7 0700 0o,70
3IDMMINPENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 .0,00? "0,00S 0ol0l
3513 DIFFERENCE 1 010 0,0 000 .0,97 99,16 0,111
391 9
401
OIITOTAL USED CARS PURCHASED MILL AUTOSI
421 WITH TAX/PCI I 16,94 16,66 is$?7 1S,46 o6,31 17,s!
63IBASELINI 1 o6,96 16,66 it$?7 15939 56,77 17o39
*I4DIFFIRENCE I 010 0,0 010 0,09 .0,25 0ol,
0I99 DIFFERENCE 1 010 0,0 0,0 0,56 o1,24 0,0I

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INCo



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATIUN OF THt
NEVA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S51985

ITC 30% GAS PRICE GROWTHBAI|INE VS TIAXRISATE POLICY

TABLE 3011 USED CAN MARKET

LINE I T I M 1951 look 198) 3960 198S
|IAVERASE WHOLESALE PRICE DOLLARSI

al WITH TAX/RME I 253,O 500010 $11S,679 3335060 3097,051
JISAS[LINE 2013807 3076o|1 32110as 3343,14 30960,31
*OIDFFR0NMCE I 039.77 036011 826,40 07,05 1,01
sit DIFFERENCE 81930 .3,18 00688 001o) 0,001
71 I

SIPRICE Of I YR OLD CAR/MEN CARl I

101 SUBCOMPACT RATIO
III WITH TAX/RIB 1 01600 00799 0,796 0,780 0,7711
IlIIASELINE 1 0,796 0,795 Ot797 0,ISE 017o91
11IDIFFERENCE I 0,001 0,001 0o,00 0,001 000011
141% DIFFERENCE I 0,15 1Oso 0,1o 0,31 0,111
151 1 1
101 COMPACT
III WITH TAX/RIB
tlIIASELINI
I9IDIFFIRENCE
101l DIFFERENCE
ill
111 4I0.SIZE
131 WITH TAX/RED
10 IASELINE

51IDIFFtERNCE
161% DIFFERENCE
717

181 FULL 81IE
191 WITH TAX/R[B
30IIBAELINE
3110IFFERENCE
311% DIFFERENCE
331
301 LUXURY
359 WMIT TAX/RED
JOISAIELINE
S7IDIFFERENCE
3615 DIFFERENCE
39'
001
OIITOTAL USED CARS PURCHASED
all WITH TAX/REI
431SASELINE
OIOIFFERENCE
4111 DIFFERENCE

RATIOI

RATIO
I
I
I
I
I

RATIOI

RAI 101

MILL AUTOSI

0,730
0o711
00005

.0000l

0,019
.0.0004
O0,57

00701
0,703

00,11

S7039
17,330,006
0,30

0o7110,706

01003
0,35

0,05%
0,051

60,000
0,030

0,039
0,061

0,09

00701
0,701
0,0000

0o03

17,75

0,73

0o709
0,70S
OoOO4

0,690

.0,32

0,015
0,610

0,702
.0 0o

Oo6O0

17,9o
17,99
00,03
.0017

01702

0 000

0,0SO

0,002
0,35

0,1950o601
0100 0
03,02

0,090
01691

.0,005

OolaO

36,5018,46
0 600
0o06

006871
O06O01
010011

01191

0,0100S
olool
0001

.0o0051
-0,711

0,08011

0,7I

0,?I

A PRODUCT OF "HARTON EFA, INC,
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ILLUITRATIVi ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
MEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197$-Ig8S

ITC 01; GAS PRICE GROWTHBASELINE VS TAX/REIATE POLICY

TABLE 3,14 UNADJUSTED SHARES eY SIZE CLASS

LINE I T I M 1975 1976 197S 1978 1979 1910
...p....g....P...9..9P9p...••................... .........°e

IlOES|RED SNARES IN STOCR

IISEFORE RECONCILING sUM TO too

4l SUBCOMPACT £ COMPACT
SI WITH TAX/Rat I 0,9110 04022 0o3940 Ooooss 01010 0,o1141
6IIASILINE 0,4110 Olon4 Ol,940 0,391 03937 0,397S
TIDIFFERENCE I 0,0 00 010 0,074 0,0168 0,0159
61% DIFFERENCE I c,0 0,0 oO 4112 so?$ 3099
95I
901 1I~ll

101 MID.SIZE1 I
III WITH TAX/RES 1 0,2657 01291 012o96 0o26,1 0,2649 02o6se
ISISASELINE 1 011657 0o,191 0o6916 0,2709 0,2711 012719
ISIDIFFERENCE 1 00 00 0,0 .0o0070 .0O0061 .010060
1411 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 00 .8016 .2233 01,21

I1l FULL SIZE I
IIl WITH TAX/WREB o0,13 0ols5 0o728 0,2157 0,1304 0,22a5
I18AIAELINE 01IS3 01579 01728 0,1770 0oy7s O?664
I9IDIFFE[ENCE 010 00 00 o0,0513 o0,047 .O,0419
2011 DIFFERENCE I 0o0 0,0 0,0 .11os, a16,99 .11,47
|111

21 * LUXURY
131 WITH TAX/RES 1 00922 010923 0,0910 0,0910 0,0916 0,0931
141BA$ELINE I 0,0912 0,0923 010920 00920 0o0920 0,0941
ISIDIFFLRENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 .0,0009 .000010 .0,0009
illS DIFFERENCE 1 00 00 0,0 e.1,000 O1,05 o1,00
7ll I
1a1 TOTAL I -
91 WITH TAX/Rtl 1 140061 IsomT 1,0183 0,9900 0,O907 0,9949

1@I8ISELINE I 1,0041 180211 1,0263 1,0319 1,031s Iloilo
SIIDIFFENRNCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 -00OIlV 00o0376 0,0350
3111 DIFFERENCE I 0oo 010 0,0 "1o0t .1,13 .3,40

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON tFA, INCo
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ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
WEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985

ITC 10% GAS PRICE GROWTN#OASELINE VS TAX/REBATE POLICY

TABLE Sel UNADJUSTED SNARES Bv SIZ3 CLASS

LINE I T I m lIel 1402 1963 1914 198S

Ji8DEIRED SHARES IN STOCK I

2IBEFORE RECONCILING SUM TO 1,0 1
31 I

.41 SUBCOMPACT a COMPACT I
51 IhIT TAX/EtI 00,110 0,1210 0,4222 01420S 0,o1679
6I1ASELINE 001009 0,4032 0,4031 0,3997 0,19889
TIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0170 00176 0,091 010201 0,02101
61% DIFFERENCE 4025 ,042 ,75S S,19 5,551
91

I01 MIDeSIZ$
III WITH TAX/RIB 1 02885 0,2865 0,270 0,2679 0,26731
IRIBASELINE 0,2729 0o,712 0,1739 0,2705 0,27098
IIDIFFIRENCE -.01,000 .0,007 -0,0070 .0,0006 .0,00761
141% DIFFERENCE 98416 w2.49 D2,45 .2,08 O2o751

108 FULL sIzE
It WITH TAX/RIB 1 0,110 00,06 0,2016 0,196J 0,10001
IIBASELINE 1 0,2sss 0,51 0,ISP 250 0,12533 0,2585
I9lDIFFERENCE 8 .0,0052 .0,0065 .0,0463 .o007O .001011
201% DIFFERENCE 1 .17170 -61809 .19,31 .221,52 .211,1218

Ill " LUXURY
231 WITH TAX/RE 1 00984 0,0958 0,0909 0,096a 01001
I2I ASELINE 1 0,0951 0,0966 0t0979 0,0994 0110121
ISIDIFFLRLNCE 1 0,00010 00000 .000010 .000012 .0,00111
261l DIFFIRtNCL 1 01902 .1,06 *ISO? sslad 911111all
284 TOTMl,
191 WITH TAX/RIB 1 09691 0,19679 0,9679 - 0,9627 0,9068t
S0IASELINE 1 1,0246 1,003 loo0 1,0270 1,01721
3IIDIFFLRENCE 1 o0103S6 .01,034 .0,0372 .0,083 00104061
321 DIFFERENCE 1 .3,17 .3,55 .3,l3 0.,31 .3,978

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
MIFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-198S

ITC 10 GAS PRICE BROOTHBASELINE VS TAXORE8ATE POLICY

TABLE 3.1S UNADJUSTED SHARES BY SIZ CLASS * CONTINUED

LINE I T t M lO9S 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

RIDE$|REO SHARES 3N NEW R;; ISTRATION I
II1EFORE RIECONCILVJG sUM TO 101
31 1
II SUBCOMPACT I COMPACT I
91 WITH TA!RLB I 0,509) 0,172 0,4122 0,4S|1 0,6663 0,64556IUASELINE 1 0,1093 0,6172 01,12a 0,6028 0,J995 0140S4
71DIFFERENCE 1 010 0,0 0.0 0,0513 0,049 0,0401
sIx DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0oo 0oo 51,73 11123 9,90
91 1

101 MIDuSIZE I
I| 1ITH TAX/RE$ I 0,1181 0,3008 0,2OS2 002910 0,2829 002811
IIIBASELINE I 0,2265 0,3006 0,26S2 0o810 0,27S4 0,275J
13I0IFFLRENCE I coo 0,0 0,0 0.0100 0,007s 0o00se
ellS DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 00 31s6 ,1 ?? 2110

l61 FULL SIZE
171 WITH TAX/REI 1 0,166 0,5863 0,11s 0,1776 0,1946 0,1901
ISIBASELINE I O,686 0,1863 0,Z252 0,617 0,o51ll 0,2433
I9IOIFFERENCE 1 0,0 00 0,0 .000641 0 0,056O 0,091
201% DIFFERENCE 1 010 0,0 010 .26,5S3 .o1e7 .0,016
III I I:
ill L LUXURY I
i15 WITH TAX/RIB I 0,0901 0,0955 0,090 0,0916 0092A 0,0947
86IBASILINE I 0,0961 0,0958 0,0960 0,0916 0,09o 4 0,0961
ISIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 000016 o0,o016 00,001s
1612 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 010 010 6l,71 01169 .lol271

al1 TOTAL
191 WITH TAX/REB 1 1,0001 1,0001 110166 I,0144 1oO,16 1,o0s1
SOIBASELINE 1 180001 1o0001 I3066 110188 110203 12010
31IDIFPEIRNCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 90g0014 00,0057 .o00046
$ill DIFFERENCE I 0,0 010 010 .w0@4 .0o55 .0,4S

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INCo
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ILLUSTRATIVY ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
NEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-198S

ITC 101 GAS PRICE GROWTMHASELINE VS TAX/RE8ATL POLICY

TABLE 3115 UNADJUSTIO SHARE1 BY SIZE CLASS • CONTINUED

LINE I T I M 19 lst1 1 ls 0Io 16a 1965

IBDESIR[D SHARESINl NEW REGISTRAIIONSI

2lIEFORE RC€ONCILING SUN TO 1,0 1

41 SUBCOMPACT I COMPACT I
SI WITH TAX/REP I 0,0sio 00,019 0oa53O 0,451 0,01s6l
61BASELINE 1 0,4111 0,1130 0,0113 0.40011 0,40101
TIOIFFCRENCE 1 0,0009 0,0409 0,0017 010470 004061
SII DIFFERENCE 1 9,95 9091 10,13 01,60 11,331
91 I I

log MIDOSIZEII
III WITH TAN/are 1 0,o07 0,2766 0,27412 0o,276 0,M711
121ASELINE I 0,2756 0,17as 0,2701 0,2683 0,16761
I1IOIFFERENCE I 0,0004 0oOO3 0,0039 010061 0,00391
llls DIFFERENCE 1 1176 1,59 1104 3,02 1,061

161 FULL SIZE II
I71 WITH TAX/RNBO I Oal65 0oI72 0,1901 0,1663 0,39933
I16IASELIN9 I 023046 0,oJO6 0,2370 0,23S3 O,4031
I9IDIFFERENCE 1 .0,0061 -0,0107 .0,0073 -000570 -0O0o091
101o DIFFERENCI I .209so 020,19 19,940 923,l3 039o8,3
all . II28I LUXURY 1

131 WITH TAX/REB 1 0,0965 00961 0,0999 03016 01011
41OBASELINE 1 0,0979 0,0996 0,1011 0,1032 0olOS51
19I1IPFERENCE I 0oOI .Oo0011 0010014 *OoOvlb .0,00103
1611 DIFFERENCE 1 1,0s silos 9,017 gloss5 81o311
271 I

261 TOTAL I
291 O1TH TAX/RED I oo Is 1,,0160 10173 3, 16014 1020o
3OIBASELINI 1 1,0197 1,0O96 lo3o0 1,0239 1,Ol261
J3IOIFFERENCE I .0,0000 0,40036 -0O0031 0,o0030 -0,002II
311% DIFFERENCE I .0o39 .0O3S .0,33 .0,39 .Oo111

A PRODUCT OF CARTONN EFA# INC$
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APPENDIX F

THE WHARTON EFA AUTOMOBILE DEMAND MODEL
BASE CASE VS. FIT PROPOSAL

S,-Its 0 , 1?7 It



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF TIN
NEFA LONG RUN AUTO 400FL 1975-1985

ITC 501 GAS PRICE GRONTMDAIELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 1gO0 SUMMARY

LINE I T I M 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1160
.**,..... V.......9............... . . . .

SIIDSIRED STOCK 01 AUTOS MILL AUTOSI
Il0ITH TAX ONLY 1 913,70 91,770 99,o53 1o02eos MOM,19 1071o753I1AIELINE 1 95,703 96,770 99,853 102o6e5 105,199 107,161
4O1IFFERENCE 1 010 0,0 0,0 0oOO 00009 0,006six DIIFFRENCE I oO 0,0 0.0 0,00 ,0,01 0,o01

71ACTUAL YVuEND STOCK OF AUTOS MILL AUTOSI
SIMITH TAX ONLY 1 96173 99o19 102,11 104o9S 106,99 506,03
91SASELINE 1 96,73 99,69 101,11 105,01 107,004 108,46IOIDIFFER[NCE 1 00 010 010 0007 sol0,05 e0,03111% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0o0 0,0 .O0O0 9010S .0,0a

Ill I
131N[0 REGISTRATIONS OF AUTOH MILL AUTOS
IGIMITM TAX ONLY a 6,350 9,e68 0,oS3 11,026 11156 11,600SISBASELINE $:6,O50 966 50,93S 11,112 114,31 51,7851I61IFFERENCE 0,0 oO 0,0 90,064 0006 OOIS171% DIFFERENCE 010 010 010 00,17 0,0 0,e)

191 FOREIGN NEW .19613a MILL AUTOSi
IOIwuYM TAX ONLY I Iosly I1,6I ls5o 115,6 1,066 1,086
IlSASEILINE I loll 110e3 l5,10 lo5,3 lea7 lo00922IDIfFERENCE 1 0 010 0,0 O,06 0,005 Oos0231% DIFFERENCE I Oo 090 010 2,16 loss also

251 DOMESTIC NEW REGIS, MILL AUTOSI
261ONTH TAX ONLY 1 6,633 ,00os 9,053 9,140 9,e6Y 10,354I21iASELINE I 6g#13 16,0S 9,113 9,56O 9,902 10,I332SIDlIFERINC I 0,0 0,0 0,0 -050 .0 03is 0,o022241% OIFFERENCE aoO 0,0 0,0 ,li lolls -00,2
301 1
3IIVENICLE MILES TRAVELED BILL MILISI
3IWIITH TAX ONLY 1 1027,1 5029,0 501216 500,0 0osses 1075,03SISASELINE 1 lov0e, 019,0 1032,6 10400, IOSS02 lO0l7,
1410IFFERENCE 1 0,0 010 010 -Oo .0o,6 .OoS
351 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 060 -ODOM 0o0eo .0oO0
311 1
3TISCRAPPAGE OF AUTO$ MILL AUTOJI
I61wITM TAX ONLY 1 S5S,6 69909 6,51 6,190 9o3l3 los?39ISASILINE I SS,0 6,909 6,535 6,106 9,320 10,31S
OIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 .0,056 0,011 0,006455% DIFFERENCE 060 0oo 0,0 a0,21 o0012 0,07OilI

43INEW DOMESTIC EPA TEST M0P0G,
4OIWITH TAX ONLY 161,o 16oes l7111 t6,77 19176 t0o604SIIASELINE 1611 l6o9S 17,61 1161O 19,68 ao0,2
4I6DIPFERENCE O0O 0oo 060 O006 0,0? 0,070752 DIFFERENCE 1 010 0,0 010 0,08 0,17 036

A PRODUCT OF WHANTON EPA# INCo

N



ILLUSIRLTIVt ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF TWI
M(FA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1979,198SITC 1O0 GAS PRICE GROwTH#5AI[ELIN VY TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 1OO SUMMARY

LINE I TI 1 ls6 1962 los 19811 loss

IID111R&O STOCK 01 AUTOS MlIL AUTOSl IlIWITH TAX ONLY 11969276 111,226 113,042 Il119e2 l16,9631
1ISASELINI I 169130S 11,1256 113,096 11%0021 II7o0Sbi61DiPPERECI 0 017? 0,030 .0,0Os .0,059 .000931
51s DIFFERENCE 1 6O100 0OB03 olo0s so0os .0068169 I
TIACTUAL Y1e1ND STOCK OF AUTOS MILL AUTOSI I6IlITH TAX ONLY IOo0so 1106T 1121lS 11669 17IlS1
IISASILINE o109eS 110,76 11.209 Its$$% 1117711IOIOIFPESINCE I 0,09 .0,060 00,1 .0,17 .0020III1% DIFFERENCE 0,0S .10008 90o13 00,1l 0O6171Ill I

13141W REOISTRATIONS Of AUTOS MILL AUTOSI II1IIITH TAX ONLY 1 11,922 12.226 114o60 Ij1,966 119591
ISIAS8 11NE I 1,001 11,1o 12,56 Is,$99 14,000116IDIFFERINCI 1 .0,079 oll 0 0,07b "0,OSi "0,061
11I% DIFFERENCE 1 .0066 0,10 .0060 69139 .0,201
16I II
191 FOR1ION NEW REGIS, MILL-AUTOSI I
IOIWITM TAX ONLY 1 1,686 1,6S9 1,677 I0587 1,608121ISASiLINE 9 1 I118 19107 9o,97 1I,9 mtosis
1DIOIFFERENCE o 0,042 0,052 0060 0:091 0,0912391 DIFFERENCE I 3,o0 3,2 4,23 6,9 6sIo1

Il DOMESTIC NEW 1EGIS, MILL AUTOS, 116IMMTN ?AN ONLY 1 10,696 10,67 10,993 19,9S9 12,i391
17ISASELINE 9 10,617 1ol0,6 11,127 120100 12,66512ilOIFFRENCE1 -0,111 006040 .0,139 o0,161 o.01361
291% DIFFERENCE 91014 .0,37 v1oll 91,20 .io0o
301 19
SIIVENICLI MILES TRAVELED BILL MILSII
8I1I41T TAX ONLY I 1046g4 1901,6 9120,7 112,7 1170,o33IBASELIN 1 1066,7 1[0tllOso llie 113,9 1175991

340OIFFIRENCE -Oo0, .0 9 00,6 01 2 ao,6i
3591 DIFFERENCE X10,340~ .0,07 0o61 .9061,212
369 9
37IlCRAPPAGE OF AUTOS MILL AUTOSI
SOIMIIN TAX ONLY 1 10,6110 9llo05 90,990 11,006 1i,096119SASELINE 1 10,667 I9oso 11,012 11,03% 118109l
*OIDIFFIRENCE .0,0907 04009 .0,016 .0,026 .0,09194191 DIFFERENCE 8016 0,ol 0o o0,16 o0,2o 901104

41INEW DOMESTIC IPA TEIT Mpe, 11
441NITH TAX ONLY I R1ato 22,6o 21386 21o66 2501so05lASELINE I 21,67 22,97 13830 26j46 25,311
161oIFFERENCE 9 0eal 0,11 0,15 0,21 0,191671% DIFFERENCE Ooll Oll 06o Ole 01179

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, IJNC



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
0[FA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL k978.1985

ITC 10 GAI PRICE GROPnI.IASELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 3o00 SUMMARY * CONTINUED

LINE I T 1 N 1975 1976 19?? 1978 1979 1980
*g~g..o@U..9gg....egBigp.•....,.gwUUDBggpy9•p9e9.eg9 pg.9..opu9.P9.W9...puuaru9Ue9s•*9•oet~•e ~ eq~e6 S 9

SINEW AUTOS FLEET MoPoG, (EPA)

2lMITH TAX ONLY I list? ties? |5,60 19,62 20,S3 21,53
31SASELINE I 57,17 17,62 168o6 1|9oS 102,43 i,44
4IDIFFERENCI I 0oo 0,0 0,0 0,11 0,09 0,09
S$i DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 00 0,0 os5 0,49 000
61 1
T1 NEW DOMESTIC AUTOS MP,G,
6131X1 TAX ONLY 1 16,11 16,95 7,86 168077 19,76 ao0SO
91IASELINE 1 16,1o 16o9S 17,61 16868 59,66 20,72

IOIDIFFERENCE I Oo 0,0 0,0 0,08 0,0? 0,0o
III% DIFFERENCE I 000 000 0,0 O0*0 0117 0,34
IlI I
131 NEM FOREIGN AUTOS MlP,G,
14IWITH TAX ONLY Paoli 2512l 26800 27,0 27,66 26,50
|SISASELIN[ 20,12 2o,20 26o01 27,o0 27l66 26,o6
16IDIFFERENCI I 00 0,0 0oO 0,02 0102 0,02
171 DIFFERENCE 0o0 . 00 0oO 0,09 0,06 Oos

191
lOISNARE OF NEW REGISTRATIONS,

221 SUBCOMPACT I
231WITH TAX ONLY 1 0,291 0,2)8 00223 0,227 0,212 0,Z04
20I1ASELINE I 0,291 0o,36 0,22) 0,220 0,206 0,199
i15DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 00 0,007 0006 0oOOS
261% DIFFERENCE 1 000 0O0 0,0 3039 3,01 2g66

j61 COMPACT
29107T4 TAX ONLY 09219 0,179 01163 0ol.6 01501 OO2
SOISASELINE I 0ll9 0,179 0,683 08176 0,166 00198
111DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 00 0,0 0,006 0 006 0oo0
321 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 13,3 1*,08 2866

11MIOSIZE
351WITH TAX ONLY 0,221 0olO0 0coa1 01260 0oo77 0oal%
36I6ASELINE I 0,o2l 0,01 0,281 0,276 OotyO 00270
37IOIFFERENCE 1 00 0,0 0,0 0,009 0,007 OOOS
3811 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0oO 3009 20o6 2,01
391 I
401 FULLeSIZE I
05lWITM TAX ONLY I 0,569 0o06 0,222 0,216 0,228 0,223
48I1ASILINE I 00159 O,186 0,222 0,237 01,06 C1259
431DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0, oo 0o0 0,0022 .0,06 .0,016
441X DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 00 0,0 .9,11 .7,33 .6,SS

4061 LUXURY
411WITN TAX ONLY 0,090 0,096 04092 0,095 0,092 0,090
ISIIASELINE I 01094 0,096 00092 0,092 0,093 0,090
091OIFF1[NCE 1 0,0 0,0 0oO -. 0,00 0 0,000 .0000
SOI DIFFERENCE I 0oo 0,0 0oo .0,31 .90,02 o0oI

A PRODUCT OF WMARTON EFPA INCt,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
WEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985

ITC 10% GAS PRICE GRONTMSASELINE VS TAX ONLV POLICY

TABLE 3,00 SUMMARY C CONTINUED

LINE I E M fell loll 199 5966 19S
lINER AUTOS FLEET MP,9, (EPA) I

1l"ITH TAX ONLY 1 22,46 23137 24131 25,31 26,54l
ISBALINE 1 22,33 23,24 24,16 2S,06 25195l

41OIFFERENCE 9 0,13 0oil oil Otis 01231
SI DIFFERENCE 1 0,60 0os, 0,73 0,9o 0o671

71 NEW DOMESTIC AUTOS 01,P16 I
SINITH TAX ONLY 9 21,79 22,69 23,6S Zo4,66 s5,o0
9IBASELINE I Z,67 22IS2 23,50 1o,44 2s,311

IOIO[FFERINCE 1 0,1 0,11 Ooll coal 0,591
IM9 DIFFERENCE I•N0o OoSI 0164 0oO7 077l

131 NEW FOREIGN AUTOS MoPoG 1 I
14101TY TAX ONLY 9 29,o0 30,04 30,74 31o6S 12,3S5ISIBASELINE I 9,oll 30,00 30,69 311S 32,286
SAI1IFFERENCE I 0oo0 0o04 0oOS 0,0 0,071
1719 DIFFERENCE 1 01,1 0152 Oi1 0,23 0,23118111

191 9 1
ZOISNA4E Of NEW REGISTRATIONS, Iall

221 SUBCOMPACT
23l01TH TAX ONLY 1 00196 0o,1o 0192 0,169 0o1659
209BASELINE 1 0,156 0,67 0,562 0,I76 01729
2I5DIFF[RENCI 1 01006 01007 0 t00 o0103 00121
261% DIFFERENCE 1 oo03 3196 10o2 Yo,6 70109
279
all COMPACT 9
899WITN TAX ONLY 1 0,224 0,826 0,232 o0,36 OzSI
JOIBASELINE I ovals 0,o10 0,221 Oli0 0o,10
1iIOIFFERENCE 1 0,009 0,006 0011 0,016 0,0ISI
Jill DIFFERENCE 1 3,99 3,66 5109 710 60901IIIl I
SAIBASIN00IZ{ I I391I|TN TAX ONLY Po0et6 Oo17a 0o270 0o872 012611

3710IFFERENCE I o0OOS 0,005 0oOOS 0,009 0009SI
369* DIFFERENCE I too? list o162 3,s5 11629
391 1 9601 FULL-SIZE I
4IIMITH TAX ONLY 1 01209 0oIO 01207 01203 0,2Ol1
629BASEINE 9 0,230 0,230 0,233 Otago 012439
OSIOIFFERENCE 1 .0,021 '0,000 oO. 6 80,037 90,0321441% DIFFERENCE .09,17 06,82 801099 .ISo46 .53,001

469 LUXURY I
IIIMITH TAX ONLY 9 0,096 01097 0,099 0,100 0,1039
4IIBA3ELINE 1 0,096 0,090 0099 0,10 051051
491DIFFERENCE 0,0 0O00 00OO00 0,000 0,001 0,0009
S509 DIFFERENCE 1 .00,0 00141 w0942 So0%? .0,639

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA# INCo



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
NEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-1985

ITC 101 GAS PRICE GRONTIlIS[ELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 3,OI 1MARES BY SIZE CLASS

LINE I T E M to?% 1976 1917 1976 1979 t9AO
.at....aU. . ... . t. . . .p . .

IBIMARES OF DESI RD STOCKi

31 SUBCOMPACTS
l0IT1H TAX ONLY

SIBASELIN[
610IFFERENCE
7I DIFFERENCE
$I
91 COMPACTS

IOIWITM TAX ONLY
IIIBASELINE
121DIFF[RENCE
131% DIFFERENCE
l01
151 MIDoSIZE
16IWITH TAX ONLY
I7IBASELINI
IOIDIFFERENCE
leis DIFFERENCE
201
III FULL SIZE
221WITH TAX ONLY
23IBASIELINE
28IDIFFERENCE
2951 DIFFERENCE
261
271 LUXURY

0,231
0,231
0,0
010

Oog0l
ogles
00
0,0

0o264
0,264
0,0

0,0

0o022
O,220
00

00

0,208
0020a
0,0

060

00,19
00,19
0,0
coo

0,263
OoO63

000
0,0

Ool52OoO

0,252
0,0
0,0

0,204
0,204
0,0
0,0

0,176
0,0

0,0

00261
0,261
0,0

0,00

0,265

0,0
000

0,210
0, 20S
0100S
2,40

0,1176
0,117
0,000
2,40

00266
0,261
0,006

00,0 1
.0,91

01104
01200
0,008
2,19

0,004
02119

0,265
0,261

1,43

0,255

.00012
.8,39

0,202
0,196
00008
2, 05

01191
0,187
0,00O
2,05

0,267
0,263
0,004
1,33

01287
Ois$
.0,011
-8,10

81wITH TAX ONLY 1 0,092 0,09? 0,092 0,092 0,092 0,09
29IBASELINE I 0,092 0,092 0,092 0,092 0,093 0,094
SOIDIFPERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 .0,000 -0,000 .00000
311t DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 010 0,0 -0,24 o0,35 .0,33

A PRODUCT OF NWARTON E[Al INCo

7.1



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF 'vE
NEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-198S

ITC 101 GAS PRICE GROWTHN#ASILINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 3,01 SNARES BY SiZE CLASS

LINE I 7 E N o1ll 1292 16 lo0 196s

IIANIRES Or DESIRED STOCKI I1i I

31 SUBCOnMPACTS I
4101TH TAX ONLY 1 0,199 0,196 04196 01391 01191
SIBASELINE 1 0,193 0,192 0,188 09,18 0,1791
I1DIFFERENCE I 0,006 0,006 0,006 0,010 0,0101
711 DIFFERENCE 3,OS 3,12 41,l 5,S9 S,721Sl I

91 COMPACTS I
IOIXITH TAX ONLY I 0,203 0,10? 0,212 0,127 0,2156
IIIBASILINE 1 0,197 0,200 0,20 0,20% 0,2061
IZIOIFFIRENCE 1 0,006 0,006 0,008 0,011 0,0121
1312 DIFFERENCE I 3,0S 3,12 4,i3 SS9 5,721
141 I
I25 MIDSIZE I
II1WITM TAX ONLY 1 0,260 0,170 0,170 Ol73 0,171

111BASELINE 1 0,111 01,66 0,17 0,9w 0,1171
ISIDIFFERENC[ I 0,000 0,004 01004 0,000b 0,000
191% DIFFERENCE 1 2,37 l1,Q 1,02 2,30 1,631
101 1
III FULL SIZE I
IlIwITl TAX ONLY I 0,236 0,229 0,224 0,219 0g22I1
2IBASELINE 1 0,249 0,12S 0o,2a Oo062 092471
4I1DIFFERENCE I 9.001S 90,016 .0,0o0 -0,07 -0,0161

fil1 DIFFERENCE 1 .61n0 9,115 u6@02 -I11005 o10o1l

III LUXURY I I
I1I01TH TAX ONLY I 0,095 OO96 0,097 0,099 0,102I
8I9BA8ELINg 1 01096 0,097 0,096 0,099 0,1011
IOIDIFFERENCE I N0,000 .0,000 .0,000 o0,001 -0,0012
32l1 DIFFERENCE I .00,1 -0,O1 .01110 o.07 -0,011

A PRODUCT OF OMARTON EFA, INCq



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OP THE
WEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-1985

ITC 10 GAS PRICE GRONTHeBASELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 3,02 SHARES BY S1Z1 CLASS a CONTINUED

LINE I T I m 1975 1976 1077 197S 5979 1960

|ISHARES Or ACTUAL YROEND STOCK$I 1

31 SUBCOMPACT
1IMITH TAX ONLY 0,|18 0,560 0,190 0,199 0,206 0,210SIBASELINE 1 01,16 0160 0,190 0196 0,20a 0,20661OIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,001 0,001 0,002718 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,38 0,66 0,93

III I
91 COMPACT I

IOIWITH TAX ONLY 1 0,171 0,177 0,579 0,910 0,182 0,C8lIIBIASELINE9 0,17S 0,177 0,179 01,79 01,14 0,1853121I1PFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,005 0,005 0,0021318 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,35 0,67 0,961411

ISI MIDSIZE I
16INITH TAX ONLY 1 0,23 0al C 6 0,240 0,245 O,29 0,lss171ASELINE 1 0,231 0,136 0,20 0,246 0,266 0,252
1IIID|FERENC[ 1 0,0 ,O0 0,0 0oOO 0,002 0,002191% DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,03 0,63 0,6820!

Ill FULL SIZE
2ZImITH TAX ONLY 1 0,338 0,318 0,301 0,286 0,272 0,259$IS1ASELINE 1 0,338 0,316 0,301 0,268 0,276 0,2654IIDIFFERENCE 1 0 0 ,0 0,0 0,002 OOO4 .0 006 oIsis DIPFERENCE I 0,00,0 .00,77 al,8a 71
161I
271 LUXURY
ISIWITH TAX ONLY 0,067 0,069 0,090 0,090 0,091 0,0911I9BASELINE I 0,067 0,069 0,090 0,090 0,091 0,091ZOIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,000 0000 .0,0003118 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 so,0o s0,06 .01

A PRODUCT OF NHARTON EFAo INC,

• ,+,;



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
NIFA LONG RUN AUTO "ODEL 1975-1985

ITC 10% GAS PRICE GROWTINIASELINg VS TAX ONLY POLICY
TABLE lost SNARLS mY SIZE CLASS 0 CONTINUED

LINE I T l 1 115l963 1905 195S"'"'"-..-...-..-•,•~~~~~~ ..•.-.................. .... ... .......... .. .....--. ............. ... ..... •:ISMARiS OF ACTUAL V499N4 STOCxI
31 SUICOMPACT I41WITH TAX ONLY 0,212 0,213 0.111 0,106 0,2059SISIAILINE 1 0,110 01209 01210 0,203 O069AI71DIPFERENCE I 0,003 0o003 0001 0,006 0,0071M9 DIFFERENC 1o30 S0oi 2,o9 2iS5 35o0O
91 COMPACT IIOINITH TAX ONLY I 0,90 0,195 01201 0,206 00111SIIISA$LINE 1 0,:67 0,192 0,o96 0,200 0,2061121IOP0ERENCE 

01003 0,001 0o005 0006 0,00611313 DIFFERENCE 
Joao0 los 2o37 3ol6 3,8•9IS I 

I
16I1ITH TAX ONLY 0,Oi6 0103 00266 0 ,2709ITISASELINE 1 0,230 OIS9 0o262 0o2a6 0,2691I59D1FFERENCE 

09003 0,003 0,000 0,00o 0,0051l9is DIFFEREN4CE 1 5,03 5,19 1134 ,068 1,799

209 
Io] lI oalS oTI

III FULL SIZE 9
1IRI.TH TAX ONLY 9 0,247 0,237 0,229 0,222 0,2569Z1SASELINE I 0o25e 0,267 0,211 0o236 0o23712419DIFERENCE 1 .0006 0,0500 .0,012 .0,010 00,01912593 DIFFERENCE I silo0 o0.01 05,oi .,608 .88041
I7I LUXURY I
IIINITH TAX ONLY 1 0092 0,093 0,096 0,095 0,0961191IAS3LIN[ 

I Ooe0 0,093 0,094 O005s 0,0961
3OIDIFFERENCE I OolO00 008000 .0,000 0,000 .0,0001
sAPO 

UIFFTRENCE O1 0AT 60 A, &ti

A PRODUCT o O•NARTOR EFAI Ino



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
0EFA LONG RUN AUTO MO0L 1975-198S

ITC 101 GAB PRICE GROWTNTIASELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 3,03 SHARES BY SIZE CLASS m CONTINUED

LINE 1 T E M 197s |9T7 1977 1978 1979 1980

llOOMESIC $MARC or NEW REGISTRATIONS, I
21
31 DOMESTIC SNARE Or TOTAL
S1WITH TAX ONLY
SIASELINE
61I0FIFRENCt
?is DIFFERENCE
&I
91 DOMESTIC SNARE OF IUSCOMPAi

IOIWITH TAX ONLY
11IBASELINi
IZlOIFFNRENCE
131% DIFFERENCE
III
II1 OOMlETIC SHARE OF COMPACTS
lIlMITH TAX ONLY
IT BASELINE
1610IFFERENCE
1916 DIFFERENCE

III DOMESTIC INARE OF LUXURY
22INITN TAX ONLY
2I3BASELIN[
I8IDIFFERENCE
ISI DIFFERENCE

S999699...U..99S.

CVs

06161
0,818

000

08009

014690

0,0
000

oga6l0
0,9264
0,0

0,0

0,6620,65?

010
0.0

0,0
010

04859

0,0
0.0

010

0,656
0?861

0,6000
0,4600
0,0

010

0,869
0,687

o0000a
.0.01

0,0700
0, 0700
0.0

0,0

06741
0,877
0,0003
.0,30

08,000
0,0600
0,0

0,0

0,9050
0,9050
0,0

coo

0,1791 0,900S 0,9000 0,9050 0,9100 009100
0,6792 0,9005 0,9000 0,9050 0,9100 0,9100

1 000 0,0 0,0 010 0,0 010
1 00 0,0 00 00 00 0,0

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFAI INC,

,-

00,946 0,9000 009000 0,9050
009064 0,09000 0,9000 009050
060 0,0 0,0 0,0

0,0 000 0,0 0,0



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTEnNATE SIMULATIOT4 OP T14
PFFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-198$

ITC 101 GAS PRICE GRONTNBASELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 3o03 SNARLS BY SIZE CLASS 9 CONTINUED

LINE I T I M tell 19O2 193

1IO0NESTIC SNARE OP NEW RECISTIATION$1 I

31 DOMESTIC SNARL OF TOTAL I
OIITM TAX ONLY I 0,000 #$all 01162
1IeASEINE4 I 0Cels 000e6 00,es
IDIFPfERENCE 1 90004 00010 .oOOS
Ti1 DIPPERENCE I o0,66 0,0o7 .006
61

91 DOMESTIC SNARE OP SUBCOMPACTS I
IOINITH TAX ONLY 0,900 0,0900 0,4900
IIIIASELINE 1 0,0900 0,900 0,9O00
IZIDIFPERENCE I 00 C00 0,0
31% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 000

151 DOMESTIC SNARE OF COMPACTS 1
I6INITH TAX ONLY I 0oS90 0,9500 0,9S00
ITISELINE I 0,9500 0,9SO0 0,9s00
I1IDIFPERENCE I 0o0 0,0 000
jolt DIFFERENCE I 0o0 0oo 0,0
101I

III DOMESTIC SNARE OF LUXURY
Z21INTH TAX ONLY 1 0,9100 0,9100 0,9100
2316ASELINE 1 0,9100 0,9100 0,9100
2IlDIFFERENC I 0,0 0,0 0,0
SI% DIFFERENCE C0O 0,0 0,0

A PRODUCT OF "NARTON EPi, INCo

Joao 196S

0,690 0189?1
.0,007 .0,0071
.0,03 .076

0,6900 0,09001
0,0900 0,89001
,0O 0,0 I
CoIqO O000 i

0*9500 0.18

000 0,0 I

0,8900 0,91001
0,9100 091001
00

0,0
0,0 I

010 I



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OP THE
"NEPA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-198S

ITC 10 GAS PRICE GRONTWSASELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TAKLE 3006 NE. REGISTRATIONS IY SIZE CLASS

LINE I I M t1975 1976 1977 1976 1979 1960

lINEN REGISTRATIONSl

II11 SUICOMPACT MILL AUTOSI
IlWITm TAX ONLY 1 2,927 2 S 2,0461 ,5050 21805 1,412
SISASELINE 1 20,27 2,306 2,66: 2,all a,333 2,3406
61OIFFERENCE I Oo 0,0 00 0064 0,072 00066
711 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 Oo 0,0 2161 $j0o 2079
SI I
o9 COMPACT MILL AUTOSI

IOIMITH TAX ONLY I 1,ols 1,768 1,999 2,003 8,175 2,401
ISISASELINE oI t,6t5 1,76 11999 1 oOs 21110 2,J37
12IDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 OOl 0,00s 0,006
I111 DIPFERENCE I 0,0 0D0 000 1061 3,06 2,79

III MIDSIZE MILL AUTOSI
161MITH TAX ONLY I ,90s 2,906 3I07 313S 31160 3,028
ITIBASELINE I 1,90 20610 31073 3,06 3,03 3,1o0
ISIDIFFIRENCt I oO 0,0 0,0 09071 0o077 0,060
1911 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0oo 0,0 2,11 aool 2,1o
201I

211 FULL SIZE MILL AUTOS0
221ki1H TAX ONLY 1,08 1,635 2,627 2,171 2,o69 2,610
ISISASILINE 1 1,608 1,63i 2,627 2,1036 21793 0Otl
8I1DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0 0 0 .0 2o5 80,203 80,161
o511 DIFFERENCE I 00 8o00 olo 04,79 .7126 w6041

161 I
a7l LUXURY MILL AUTOSI
ISINITM TAX ONLY I 0,76 0,965 1,013 1:006 110oe 11106
29IBASILINE 1 0766 0,965 1,013 IOle 1,00 1111
3OI0IFFERENC 1 0,0 00 000 00,011 0,00, o0,003
3111 DIFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 Oo .1,06 .0,37 .0,26

A PRODUCT OF NWARTON EPA, INCl



tLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
AEFA LONG RUN AUTO NODEL 1975-198S

ITC 10% GAS PRICE GROoTHpBASELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE J300 NEW RI13STRATIONS by SIZE CLASS

LINE I T f M 1961 1962 183I 1960 1985

Il I

31 SUBCOMPACT MILL AUTOS
41WITH TAX ONLY 1 Iom 2,360 2,194 2,59 2,5781
SIBASELINE I oM 1 ?1 6,?87 o ,39!1 Z1o411
6lDIFFERENCE I 0107s 0,093 0110? 01164 0,16O 1
71% DIFFERENCE 1 3,34 o,07 Qb9 6,AS 6,791

o9 COMPACT MILL AUTOSI
IOIWITN TAX ONLY 1 ?,667 2,76S 21,97 3,19? 3,2781
1IIBASELINE 1 2,s5z 2g660 o,771 21996 1o07sl
I1IDFF[RENCE I o006s 0,106 0,126 0100 0o2051
131% DIFFERENCE 1 3,31 3090 alb 6e6, 6,SOI

IS I4eSlIZE MILL AUTOSI 1
161NIT TAX ONLY 1 3o266 36327 3l363• 21682 3,?71
171AIELINE 9 )3,16 3,a6a 3,323 ),S7 396661
t6IOIFPE4ENCE 9 0,082 0j063 0,000 0,1ld 0,0569
1991 DIFFERENCE 9 1,30 1,92 1,11 Sol I,51
201 1
2ll PULL SIZE MILL AUTOSI 1
l2l2ITH TAX ONLY 1 2,090 2,S6S 21,53 2,709 2,9061
l1I1SIELINI 9 21,60 2,610 o,919 3,1o6 3,1001
lIOIFFERINCE 1 .0 -10 .0olu -0,336 0,151$5 .0,05s
1591 DIFFERENCE I .4o77 .6,73 .11s5 -15o79 0111291

261 - II
279 LUXURY MILL AUTOS3 I
181017N TAX ONLY 9 1,140 11189 1,232 I,360 1,339
E9OIASELINI1,15 Iol119 12 Islas 1,373 10o11

OIODIFFIRENC I o0 012 60,000 .0,013 .0O013 .000111
H191 DIFFERENCE I 6,Os .0,32 al0lot .60,19S 9017

A PRODUCT OF .HiATON EFA, INC0



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THI
WEPA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975.198S

ITC 10% GAS PRICE GROWTN.BASELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE oOl STOCKS BY SIlt CLASS

LINE I T E M 5971 1976 1977 1978 1979 1960
.................. .................................................

|I[SOSRED STOCKS
iiI

31 SUBCOMPACT MILL AUTOS
4IW1TH TAX ONLY 1 22,300 20,196 20,806 22,026 Z11080 21929
SIBASELINE 1 220,00 20,Z96 101800 81,S26 21,363 t5,093
6IDIFFIRENCE 0,0 0.0 010 0102 01159 01,36
711 DIFFERENCE 1 00 0.0 0.0 2,13 2,15 1,03
al1

91 COMPACT MILL AUTOS
IOIKITH TAX ONLY 1 18,233 18,671 laJOs 106680 191591 20,6o6
II1BASELINI 1 18,33 16,671 18,20 16,25 19,179 20,247
IZSDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 Oe,62 0 '11 0,10
131I OIFFERENCE I 0,0 0.0 0,0 2,33 1,i5 2,03
III
III MID68IZ9 MILL AUTO
16INITH TAX ONLY 1 5,sJ562 261207 26,690 27,908 26,336 26,918
ITIBASELINE 1 25,582 26,207 26,690 27,677 27,907 286,56
ISIOIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 010 0,30 0,3O 7 01174
191% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 00 0,0 its? 1119 1,31
201 1
211 FULL SIZE MILL AUTOS
2ISMITH TAX ONLY 1 21,695 25113 27,010 26,705 171329 Z6,762
2I1BASELINE 1 21695 25,113 27,010 2,1100 260597 271971
2410IFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 00 -11096 911267 91,210
Isis DIFFERENCE 0,0 0o0 0oo 94897 ".1,0 "1o93

271 LUXURY MILL AUTO
2SNITN TAX ONLY 1 6,915 9,196 9,369 9,627 9,696 10,164
89SBASELINE a 6,9gi 9,159 9g369 9,656 9,933 10,200
3OIDIPPERENCE S 0,0 a00 0,0 0O019 O ,01039 -00036
lilt DIFFERENCE 1 0o0 0 10 -0, .0,30 -0,)9 .0,5s

A PRODUCT OF *MARTON [FA, INC@



ILLUSTRATIVt ALER[NATE SIMULATION OF TN&"NEPA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S.198SITC 10 GAS PRICE GROWTNIBASELINI VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 3,O0 STOCKS By SI| CLASS
LINE I T [ N 1981 1962 jobs 1980 I9AS

IIODE1RED STOCKi21 I

31 SUBCOMPACT MILL AUTO
GIWITH TAX ONLY 1 21,777 210931 11,967 ?21,07 22019JISIBASELINE 11,109 21,261 211,50 25100S ?1,02616IDIVFERENCE 00623 0,646 0086 1114a2 1016SITI DIFFERENCE 2o97 )Soo 1000 5,IQ SoiSI I
91 COMPACT MILL AUTO I5OIWITM TAX ONLY 1 22,265 22,676 211853 M0,652 2%6601IIIUAILINE I ?1,613 22,203 i2o,96 231,SO 2403001I1IDIFFIRENCI 1 0,601 01676 01917 5 165 1,0171531l jIetEINCo Io70 0,00 00541105 

I
IIl NIOIlIZE MILL AUTOI II61WITH TAX ONLY 1 29,091 19,856 30,315 31,185 31,5741ITIBASELINE I 29,15s 29,070 19,918 30,6IS 31,1o71ISIOIFFERENCE I 0,376 0,386 0,367 0,670 010$81loft DIFFERENCE 1029 1031 1o29 2,19 o,06120OI 

I
Ill fULL IIZE MILL AUTOI I221"1 m TAX ONLY I S2S57 25,35 15,106 2o07 26,000813IIBASELINE I1 1,11 1',091 27,331 26,245 1990811GOIDIF[¢RENCE 1 911612 .19700 .2,223 .I,167 D310731ISIl OIFFERENCE 1 06117 0602 ,80153 ello1l0,571261 I
271 LUXURY MILL AUTOI
I8IwITH TAX ONLY I 1o0,99 100607 10,920 51,320 I11,61I2l9BASELINE I 10,040 50,701 10,992 11016 i11i95613OIDIFFERENCE I .0,0i1 v0#040 0,0668 .0,092 0009213II% DIFFERENCE I .0,06 .0,ols0 906a .001 .0,771

A PlODUCT OF CARTONN EFA, INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
WEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-198S

ITC l01 GAS PRICE *RORTHISASELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 3,08 STOCK$ BY IIZ[ CLASS 0 CONTINUID

LINE I T E M 1975 I9T8 1977 1IM6 1979 1960
p.....................u9w.9......up.............................

IIYEA.e[ND ACTUAL STOCKSl

32 SUBCOMPACT MILL AUTO!
SIITH TAX ONLY 1 18,906 17,919 19,009 20,693 22,005 llosO
IIASeILINE 1 1 7296 9199 19400 20,821 21186? 21,600
6IDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0.0 0,006 00138 01104
?I% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 032 0,83 0,90
Sl

9l COMPACT MILL AUTOI
IOIWITH TAX ONLY 1 160965 17,603 Isas0 18,869 19,o6? 20,076
IIIIASELINE 1 16898S 17,883 16,os5 16,84) 19,161 19,090
IIDIFFERENCE 1 000 000 0,0 olosa 011•0 0ol16
1311 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 010 0.0 019 0o2 084)
ji I
III MIO-81zI MILL AUTOI
18IWITH TAX ONLY 1 212o29 23,541 o1,523 15,89S 26,052 21,502
ITIASELINE I 22,329 23,S41 240,S3 25,o10 18,099 17,160
IsIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 010 010 0107S 0,150 Oo22
191% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 010 0o0 0,19 0os 0,61
201
211 FULL SIZE MILL AUTOI
22IlITH TAX ONLY I 32,101 311700 30,77o8 19,996 19,139 16233
2I3IASELIN I 3120101 31,700 30,778 30,209 919Ses 26,758
241DIFFERENCE 1 010 000 0O0 .00,51 .00,09 Oo0,8J
Isis DIFFERENCE 1 010 0oo 0,0 00,63 -Iasi .1,17

All LUXURY MILL AUTOI
61SWITH TAX ONLY I 6,0&3 &so63 9,1o8 9,083 9,710 9,918
191lASELINE I sel0s 6,630 o 9,11 9867) 9,713 9,930
3OIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 .0,009 -00012 -0o014
3111 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 010 .0,10 -0,12 -001

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EPA, INC$

'0

0'



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
NEPA LONg RUN AUTO 1O0EL 1975-198S

X1C 10% GAS PRICE ORONTNBIASELINI Vs TAX ONLY POLICY

TALE ,006 STOC3 8BY SIZE CLASS 0 CONTINUED

LINE 1 19111 1 9) 1953 i9e. I96M

IIYIAN-IND ACTUAL STOCNSI I

aI I
II SUBCOMPACT MILL AUTOI

410ITH TAX ONLY 1 15,151 l3ol7 3,o689 13,907 16,0601
SI$ASELIME 1 21,971 231oS9 ?3,119 ?3'78 213,1o 1
0IDIFF111I94E 1 002o0 O,30? 00,67 0,,6 0,77SI
711 OIFFERENCE I fal lost zoos 1,70 )$131
III I I
o9 COMPACT MILL AUTO I

IOIITl TAX ONLY I 0OollO 21i003 221oO 13,003 4,o4171
IIIBASELINE I 3481%5 11,131 1,007? 2o,97S 13,97SI
IZIDIPFFERNCI I 08271 00,71 0049o Oo68 0,8721
1I1i DIFFERENCE I ili1 1,7S 2025 2,99 3o0111
141 1I
1SI MI$OSIZE MILL AUTOI 1
IOIITH TAX ONLY I 1ae93 1900o2 19,y79 30,776 31oe931
ITIBASELINI I o81016' 10,731 29,439 301310 31,1o01
IBIDIFFERENCk I 0116b 0,321 Otis$ 0,a 6a 0,bOOI
191| DIFFERENCE I ot95 111 1121 I',S3 2,01
101 1 I
III FULL SIZE MILL AUTOI I
2I2117N TAX ONLY 1 17,006 16,100 25,636 21,001 254es?1
2SI3A80L1NE I 27,918 27,3IS 17,001 717,s3 27v9o61
2I1DIFFERENCE I 0,0880 01ells 91,14o W1o,69 .2,2691
2i9S DIFFERENCE I slo15 .s606 05,10 w6,93 98,191
801 1 I
271 LUXURY MILL'AUTOI I
11lTINI TAX ONLY J 50,090 10,109 10952a 10#706 1110261

9IB1AIELINE I 1o0,to 10,101 10,501 109,95 1161071
3OI0IFFIRINCE I 0,00l .0 019 0,0039 006090 -0O0561
$11l DIFFERENCE 0,11 6&0828 00,37 .0,6S o00511

A PRODUCT OF NHARTON EnA, INC,

-a



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
NEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985

ITC 101 0AS PRICE GROWTHMlAStLINg VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TAILk 3,O0 CAPITALIZED COSTS PER MILE

LINE I T tM lots 1976 197? 1978 5979 1980
*ee9so~ug~g~empeuuWW~ee~pupa~9Wg~w9gpeg~090,-V.........................................

5IAV6 NOMINAL CAP, COlT PER MILE S/MILtl
DIWITH TAX ONLY 1 091 9 0208 Olen @ Oo2s OlS 0,269
|IBASELINE I 0,e9S OiO0 0O,22 0,2RI O25$ 0,269
IIDIFPERENCE 1 0,0 060 0,0 .0,000 0,000 0,000
SI DIFFERENCE 1 060 0. 0 0,0 .00o0 0oo0 0,04
Al

7IAVG REAL CAPs COST PER MILE 1972 $S
SIMITH TAX ONLY 1 01552 Ols) OS1 0is? OIIS0,9 0o016
9IIASELINE I 00192 Ools0 0olso 0,5ST Ool0 O 06161
1OIDIPPIRENCL 1 0,0 00 0,0 .0,000 0000 0000
III% DIFFERENCE 1 090 0o0 oo .0,00 0,0S 0,04

ISICAPITALIZED COST PER MILE BY SIZE1

151 SUSCONPACTS S/MILLS
0IWITH TAX ONLY 1 0,11 0,103 O,1N 0,567 0,199 0,211

1718ASELINE 0,1S2 01613 0174 0,17 00|99 09212
ISIOIFFERENCE 1 00 DO0 0,0 OD 0,0 00
191% DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 060 010 0,0 Oo 0.0
205
ill COMPACTS S/MILEI
PRINITH TAX ONLY I 0,576 0,186 01200 OolS 0ooze 00,42
23I3ASELINE I 0,170 01o6 0,200 0,11 0,228 0o202,
ZO41IFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 0,0 000 0,0 0,0
2558 DIPFERENCE 1 0,0 0'0 0,0 010 00 0,0
161 1
271 MIDGIIZE S/MILES
SIISTH TAX ONLY I Oslo$ 06108 0,213 0,236 0,256 0,269

19SIASELINE I Oo5 0,208 0,223 01136 OS 0,26,
SOIDIFFERENCI 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,00
311| DIFFERENCE 1 010 010 0,0 0,0 0,0 00
321 1
$31 FULL SIZE I/MILE

41WITH TAX ONLY 01217 O,22 0,203 0,261 0,277 0,295--
SSISASELINE 0,21? 0,226 0,103 Oos, 01275 OO9
3IIDIFFERENCI 0 0 1o0 0,0 0,002 000 0,002
fIM DIPPIRENCE I o 0,0 0,0 0,7O 0,09 0,65

391 LUXURY S/MILE
40INITH TAX ONLY 08211 0,293 0,313 0,336 0,1S9 O,16
IIIUASELINI 0,261 0,29) 0,313 0,33S 0,357 0o379
I1II0FERINCE . 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,002 0,003 0,003
431% DIFFERENCE I 010 000 0,0 O0SO 0,77 0,73

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INCt



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTEANATE SIMULATION OF THL
MEPA LON$ RUR AUTO 0OO1L 1975-198S

ITC 101 GAS PRICE GRONTHIBASELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 3,07 CAPITALIZED COSTS PER MILl

LINE I T [ m 1961 1961 1911 1958 198S
ISAYG NOMINAL CAP. COST PER MILE S$/MILEI

IINITM TAX ONLY 1 0,284 0,299 Oit5 0,11a 003511
)IIASELINE 1 01284 $0ol9 0,314 0,1o ,OsoO
4I1IFFIRENCE 1 000 01400 0 001 01001 0001l
5I1 DIFFERENCE 1 1011 0ti 8014 0081 014,1Al II

TIAVG REAL CAP, COST PIR.MILE1 197? SI
OIMITH TAX ONLY 1 00163 Ol,5 01187 0,170 01731
91DAIELINE I 0,653 01o5 0,187 00,19 011721

5OIDIFFIRENCE 1 0000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000I
III% DIFFERENCE 1 04,1 0Ot8 Otis 0j,1 Ot1
III I I
13ICAPITALIZED COST P9R MILE By SIZ It411

III SUSCOMPACTS S/MILEI
18IMITM TAX ONLY 1 0,115 0237 0o2so 00268 0,0600
1TIBASELINE 1 0,225 00237 0,150 0,26S 0,2001
56IDIFERINCe 0 0 0,0 0,0 060 0,0
1915 OIFFIRENC[ 1 1,0 o1O 0,0 00 0oO

Ill COMPACTI I/MILEI I
12l0ITH TAX ONLY I ol0,0 0,286 0,022 01296 03141
IIIASELINE 1 0,254 0,186 0628 0296 01141i

4I1DIFFERENCE 0 0 0,0 010 0,0 0,0 1
1II% DIFFERENCE 1 80 OO 0 0 ,0 0 ,00
717 MIDOSIZE 5/MILES
OI$1ltm TAX ONLY I 0o155 0,100 O,3I5 0,331 0,3S21

191SASKLINE 1 0,204 00199 0,14 0330 0,$081
3OIDIFFERENCE 1 0,001 0,00O 0002 0,001 010001
311i DIFFERENCE I cl 0,33 0,85 0,87 1,061Ill I

331 FULL IZ1 S/MILLI I
34IMITH TAX ONLY 1 0,311 0ogle 0,345 0365 0,1841
3SIBASELINE 1 0,09 Ois1e 0,361 0Oo55 093715
36I1IFFERIMCE 1 01003 0,003 0,000 0,006 0,001
3751 DIFFIRENCI 1 0,97 5,00 1os3 1,o? 116013S1 I
391 LUXURY S/MILES I
40INITH TAX ONLY I 0,603 00t14 O0,ls 01470 0,941
IIBASIELINE 1 0,399 01419 0,000 0,682 048681
4110IFFERENCE 1 0,000 0,00 0,008 00006 0,0061
4311 DIFFERENCE 1 0,98 1,03 5,29 5,67 1,701

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA, INC,

V "m



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF TmL
WEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-198S

ITC 10% GAS PRICE GROPTW#OASELINE V1 TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 3.08 CAPITALIZED COSTS PER MILE a CONTINUED

LINE I T E 197 96 1977 1979 199 1960
|leAP, COST PER MILE my FOR/DOMIit I

31 TOTAL DOMESTIC S/MILl
4IwITN TAX ONLY 1 01196 0,210 0o0as 0,202 0,217 0O,73
SIBASELINE 1 0,196 0,110 01225 0,242 0Cl5a 0,273
6IDIFFERINCI I CIO 0O0 0,O 00,000 .0,000 0,000
71% DIFFEPENCE I 0,0 000 0C0 -0010 00,0O 0,00

*I TOTAL FOREIGN S/01.
SOImITH TAX ONLY I 00166 0,1IT 01190 0,03 01117 0,234
IIIBASELINE 1 0,166 0,170 0,190 0,203 00216 0,o34-
$11DIFFERENCE I 0,0 000 0I0 .0,000 .0.000 .0,000
1311 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 .0,24 00021 0,0sO
141 1
III DOMESTIC SUBCOMPACT S/MILl
1I610TH TAX ONLY 1 0,154 00163 00176 0,166 0,201 0,213
I1I1ASELINE 1 01S 00163 0,116 0,166 0,101 0,213
IIIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 000 000 0C0 000
191% DIFFERENCE 0,0 0C0 0,0 0C0 000 0,0

211 . FOREIGN SUBCOMPACT S/MILI
22IwITH TAX ONLY I 0,151 0,163 0017) 0C16e 0,198 01211
23ISASILINE I 08151 0,16) 0,173 0C165 01198 0,121
24IDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0C0 0,0 0C0 000 0C0
2l1% DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
61 .I

271 DOMESTIC COMPACT S/MILI
IIlWITH TAX ONLY I 0,1?7 0,ols 00196 0ja3 0,226 00239
29ISASELINE I 0,178 0C16e 0,198 0,113 0,226 0,239
3OIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0C0 000 0,0 0C0 0,0
3111 DIFFERENCE 0,0 0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
3111
331 FOREIGN COMPACT /WILl
341IWTH TAX ONLY 1 0,199 01116 0,229 0,28S 0,263 0,262
3SISAS[LINE I 0,199 0,216 0,229 0,21S 01863 0,202
36IOIFFERENCE I 0C0 000 0,0 0C0 0C0 0,0
3M DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 000 0,0 00 ,O0 0C0611

391 DOMESTIC LUXURY S/MILl
4OIW0TH TAX ONLY 1 0,276 0Col? 0107 0,330 08313 .0378

IISASELINE 1 0,176 00,27 01307 0,326 0,349 0,371
411DIFFERENCE I 0C0 0,0 0,0 01002 00003 0,001
6311 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0059 0,87 0,02

asl FOREIGN LUXURY S/MILl
46INITH TAX ONLY I Oll6 0,310 01371 00397 0,826 0,862
87ISASELINE 1 00,18 0,110 0,371 0,396 0,826 0,0462
48IIFFERENCE I 0 0,0 0,0 00,001 0,0 0C0
$Olt DIFFERENCE 1 8 00 0000,0 0,020 0,0 C00

A PRODUCT OF "HARTON EPA: /NC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF 14t
01FA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-198S

ITC 10% Ail PRICE GRORTMBAUILINE VI TAX ONLY POLICY
TABLE 3o00 CAPITALIZED COSTS PER MILE 9 CONTINUED

LINE I T E M 1901 l9o1 lo63 1980 198SSI~~~~~ICAP, COST PER MILE SY FOR/DON, o••e0Q U9q9PmDeoeoo DI~m•• • m~• •w•~~~w ~ ~ mo•emo, il 2 2

31 TOTAL DOMESTIC 8/1ILI.41ITH TAX ONLY I 02•86 0,303 0o316 0,336 0,3l51SISASELINE I Oola? 0,302 0,316 0.33S 0,3131IIDIFFIRENCE I oO00 0,000 0001 0,001 0o,002TIM DIFFERENCE I OOS 011 0,22 010 0,136 l I 2
92 TOTAL FOREIGN S/IMLI IIOlwITH TAX ONLY I 0,2Sl Oi66 0,183 0,301 0,320111IlASELINg I 0o252 08,26 0,264 0,303 0,3221IZIDIFFERINCE 1 .0,001 o00001 .0,001 .0,001 D0,00213I32 DIFFERENCE I s0ofa -001 .0,3o .0,40 .0DOM

15 DOmesTIC SUBCOMPACT 5/MIL I1I6MITH TAX ONLY I 0os 081)7 Oo0,9 0,2o1 0,2761ITIBASILINE 1 0o21 0Oa7 cello 0,11 0,2o81II1DIFFERENCE 1 010 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 21921 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 oO 0,0 0.0 0,0 I
201 I
211 FOREIGN SUBCOMPACT $/MILl21INIIN TAX ONLY 1 01224 0137 0,653 0,26i 011802231IASELINE 1 0o220 01237 09251 Oo20 6 0202i2IIDIFFERENCE 0,0 00 0,0 0,0 0,0 1I151 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 O, OlO Oo 0oO
271 DOMESTIC COMPACT S/"ILI IiSIMITH TAX ONLY I 0,2S2 0o,21 01279 0,290 08)12219IASELINE 0,2152 0O, 0,279 0,290 01332l301DIFFERENCE I t0o 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 Is11i DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0o0 0,0 1

331 FOREIGN COMPACT S/MILI
3AIM|TH TAX ONLY I 01300 0,359 *0336 0,S39 0,3o03SISASELINE I 0oO0 Oll3 0,336 0,3O 9 003601361ODIFFERENCE I Oo 010 0,0 0,0 0,0 I3711 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 Oo, 000 0,0 0,0

392 DOMESTIC LUXURY S/"ILI I40NITH TAX ONLY 1 0,30 0,013 0,033 0,057 0,o791IISASELINE 1 0,390 0,009 0,027 0,009 0,o732412DIFFERENCE I o0OO0 0oOOl 0006 0oOO 0,0091
4321 DIFFERENCE 1 o,00 1112 los0 1,16 1,812
651 FOREIGN LUXURY S/MILl 24I1WITH TAX ONLY 1 0,06 9 04530 0,566 ,Po0S 0e41l4IISASELINE 1 0,095 Oo,52 OS3 0,600 00.J61OBIDIFFERENCE I 0o,00 0,002 0,003 OOOS 0.l00%091% DIFFERENCE 1 0,38 0,39 O0SY 0,02 0,821

e A PRODUCT UF WMARION EFA, INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF TI["MIFA LON$ RUN AUTO MODEL 197S-198S
ITC 10o GAS PRICE GRONTHM|ASELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 3009 MISCELLANEOUS

LINE I T E M 19M 197a lol7 1918 1979 1960
g.pgrg*.ggg"*pps........ p..gg....... 0.99 ... r .......W@WS@UP .......m.... 0 ... ..... m.

IIDESIRED STOCK PER FAMILY AUTOS$

1IMITH TAX ONLY 1 I,252 le1,6 tl76 1,293 1,300 1,102
lISASELINE 1 1,252 1,261 1,2768 1,191 1100 1,302

IIDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0oo IO0 0,000 .00000 .0O000
Sil DIFFERENCE 1 00 00 0O0 0100 .0,01 .0101
61
7IYEARhEND STOCK PER FAMILY
SlIMTH TAX ONLY
OISASELINE

1OIOIFFERENCE
III% DIFFERENCE
121

I3IVEHICLE MILES PER FAMILY
IIIITH TAX OLY
ISIBASELINE
161DIFFERENCE
1I11 DIFFFRENCE

liaVEHICLE MILES PER AUTO
IOIWITH TAX ONLY
21ISAPELINE
211DIFFERENCE
2311 DIFFERENCE
4ll

1I9RATIOmNEM REGIS, TO BEGIN,
161WITH TAX ONLY
2?ISAIIIELINE
I6lDIFFERENCE
1911 DIFFERENCE
301
31IRATIOoSCRAPPAGE TI
38IWITM TAX ONLY
$31GAIELINE
31 DIFFERENCE
351% DIFFERENCE
361
37IREAL DISP, INCOME
ISlMITH TAX ONLY
391IASELINE
40IDIFFERENCE
4111 DIFFERENCE
41I

AUTOS

THOU MILES

THOU MILES

STOCK

0 BEGIN, STOCK

RATIO

RATIOI

PIR FAMILY THOU 172
I

'I•Q
11192

I 1,292

1 131727

0,0COO
I 0IO

1 10,776

0 10,6

1 0,088

1 0,088
1 000

I 0,0591
0lO591
IOo
000

9,606
9,606

IO,
0,0

l1199
11299
0,0

COO

110407
111407

CIOT

0,10

13,007O

0,0

0,0
0,020

0,0

oo

0,10204

0,0

0,0

90481
9ot81

0,0

0,0

1,307
1,307
O00

coo

13,216
13o216

CoO
0,0

10,236

0o1099
0,o1099

0,0

oO

0,0

9,665,

O'o
O'o

9,665
0,0
0o0

1,320
1,320

.0,001
.0,06

13,076
13,079
.0,0102
60,08

10104S
10,048
0 001

1,001

0, 1060
0,1066

.0, 0006
0,Ilb

010801

0, 060

0,0606

.0,000a
O0022

1,322
1,323
0,000 I

13,030
11,00

0,0108

9,950
9,952

.0,02

0,1062
0, 1061
0,0001
0,111

0,00017

.0,06

9,656 10,060
9las6 10,040
0IO 0,0
0,0 0,0

1,316

.0,000
,0102

13,015
13,011
.0,006
s0l0s

9,986
9,965

.00001
.0010

0,1103
0,1101
0, 0002

0,17

0, 0966
0, 0966

.0, 0000
.0,03

10,236
10,238

CI0
0,0

'11

N,,

OjIFAMILIES PITH INCOME OVER 51SO00 II
IIIMITH TAX ONLY I 2,o05 20,9o 10,23 20,09 21o04 22,60
4SIAS[LINE I REo0S 20,9o 20,23 20,09 21,10 00,60
6IlDIFFERENCI I 0,0 X 00 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

6711 DIFFERENCE I 0O0 0,0 0D0 0,0 010 0,0

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON EFA# INC@



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTEnNATE SIMULATION OF THE
wEPA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-198$

JTC 10% GAS PRICE GRONTNMAUELINE V& TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 3,09 MISCELLANLOUS

LINE I I E N e9S1 1962 1983 19$4 195S
*...,.g#,1p,@.,,9ggg99 *.U**qggW.9mU9gWS99SS*S9W*9 U.........w~e

|II|SR STOCK PIR FAMILY AUTOSI I
RINITH TA9 ONLY 13 I06O 5,0 1,30O 11301 io305
1I8A4LINE 1,304 16304 o,303 1,303 1,3061
SIDIFFEI[NCE g 60,000 .0,400 .0,005 60,001 .0,0011
591 DIFFERENCE 1 0-OO2 .0,03 .OoOS 00,0% .0,001
61 I 1
7IYEAROeND STOCK PER FAMILY AUTOSI I
SIWITH TAX ONLY 1 1,307 1,291 1,292 1,100 103111
9ISASELINE 1 11308 1,298 1,194 1,301 1,3311

IOIDIFFERENCEI 1 0,001 .0,001 -0,002 .0,002 -0O0020
II1% DIFFERENCE I -.0008 .000 0,013 .l0,1 .01791
III I I
ISIVEHICLE MILES pER FAMILY THOU MILS81 I
IlWIITH TAX ONLY 1 12 961 1 1,915 1,951 la,949 131,021

ISISARELINE 9 12,967 12,931 152920 52,961 13,1161
1610IFFERENCE 1 .0,004 .0,015 .0,009 0.0014 .0,0151
III% DIFFERENCE 1 .0003 -0,08 .007 -0,11 -00121
5!9 I I

191VEHICLE MILES PER AUTO THOU MILESI
lOIWITH TAX ONLY I 9,970 50,055 50,060 10,076 I0,I159
IIBASELINE 9 9,968 IO.OI6 50,06 10,073 10,1111
22IDIFFERENCE 1 0,002 .0,000 0,003 0,00! 0,0041
8311 DIFFERENCE 1 0,02 o0,00 0,03 0,03 0,049
241
2SIRATIO.NEW REGIS, TO BEGINS, STOCK RATOI I
Z61ITH TAX ONLY 1 0,1099 0,1117 0,l127 0,1208 0,12171
lISAIELINE 1 0,1107 0,5515 O01133 0,1211 0,51199
281DIFFLRENCE I -0,0007 0,000? .0,0006 .0,0003 -.000091
o1l% DIFFERENCE I .0063 0O1t .0,52 .a026 -01o9
3O0 I I
311RATIO-SCRAPPAGE TO BEGIN, STOCK RATIOI I
32i1ITH TAX ONLY 1 0,1001 0,1010 0,0993 0,0902 0,09601

$1ISAIELINE 0,100? 0,1006 0,099 0,0986) 0,09679
],lDIFFERENCE 1 .00005 O 0,0001 .0,0005 10,0001 000009
359 DIFFERENCE 1 00,13 0,16 .0,009 0,12 OOs
369 I 1
17IREAL 01SP, INCOME PER FAMILY THOU '71 I1
SOIWITH TAX ONLY O1,37T 50,s5I 10,6048 51,06 11,0361
4ISAIIILINE 1 50,377 10,521 50,684 11,040 15,4361

1OIDIPPERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 I
4193 DIFFERENCE 1 00 00 00 0,0 00 1

FAMILIES WITH INCOME OVER 8151000 %1 1
44IWITH TAX ONLY 1 24,22 2%179 27,36 29,36 15,919
48IOAIELINE 1 24o2 25,79 2?736 29,36 31,941
46IDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 OO 0,0 0,0 I
471% DIFFERENCE I 000 000 0oo 0,0 0,0 I

A PRODUCT OF WHARTON SFA, INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTfRNATE SINULATION OP THt
WNFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL '197S-gas

ITC 10% GAS PRICE GROnTHNIASILINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE ,olo MILES PIR GALLON

LINE 1 T 1 M 19TS 1970 197? loll 1979 less*@~eeU3US@@U*9SSWUgm •~mpgS6uquB9gee.,.p....p....,n .W9@99W3P9• o oUW910sm e @96.ws•Q pU.............. Ig
II

OVERALL FLEET MILES PER GALLON EPA I
3INITW TAX ONLY 1 1269 11,71 11862 1100) I1o33 13,71

|OIAIELINE 1 18969 11071 12061 13103 13,3o 13,70|IIIFENCE 1 00 O 0  
010 oco0 001 002ill DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 00 0.0 0,01 OoO, Coll

71 1
SINEW AUTO MILES PER GALLON (WNFA)I 1
91 TOTAL I

IOINITH TAX ONLY lisle 13080 14944 Is5o0 1So,9 16967IIIIASELINE 13,19 13,60 0,0u IS1l1 IS1,63 1,01IZIOPIFPEENCE 1 0,0 0,0 00 0oo, 0,0o 0,0o1311 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0o0 0,0 o0so 0,01 0,37

III 4UICONPACT
1IlNITN TAX ONLY 16,7? 59o0 106os 21,32 2,0o7? ?3800ITlIASELINE 16,74 19,00 lo0,s 21832 12,07 23100ISIDIFFERENCE I 0oo 0oO 0,0 0IO 00 0,01911 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0oo 0oo ,O0 0,0 Oo
101
2it • COMPACT
22IITNH TAX ONLY 1 1)390 10,02 5l5o0 IS,6 10,0 17,75 m13ISASELINE 1 13,90 140,0 1,o10 15,06e 10,0 1787s8410IFFERENCE 1 0,0 0o0 000 0o0 0o0 0005I1l DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 CI0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0IO

171 NIDSSIZI
l61WITH TAX ONLY 11170 12,15 53,39 10,10 15,83 I55,289ISAIHLINI I'11170 IR175 13039 10,10 10,63 ISj,2JOIOIFFERENCE I 0,0 00 0oo 0,0 0.0 ,O0311i DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0.0 0oO 000 0,0
SRII
331 FULL SIZE
34INITH TAX ONLY t 10,6o 1io, 118 11 0o19 153,9. 501%6
39ISASILINI 10:60 11150 126o2 13,19 13,97 10ass6OIDIPPERENCE I 0O0 00 0,0 0oo 0,0 0,0371 DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 ,O0 0,0 0,0 0o0 00

391 LUXURY
40IMITH TAX ONLY 1 10,51 11,00 11238 12,93 53,03 13097OSIIASELINI 1 o051 11900 51138 52,95 13,03 43s9?
8OIOIFFIRENCE 0,O 010 0,0 0o0 0,O ,O0031% DIFFIRENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0oo 010 0.0

A PRODUCT Of W"ARTON EFA, INCo



ILLUStRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF TIt
WEPA LONG NUN AUTO MODEL 197S.1985

ITC 10% GAS PRICE GRONTMIOASELINI VS TAX ONLY POLICY
TABLE 3,10 MILES PtR GALLON

LINE I I EJlo ll 96 1963 1 l5ss

IIOVERALL FLEET MILIS PIN GALLON *I VFA I
IIWIT1 TAX ONLY 9 14,17 14,00 Is1g 11,9* 16t01!IiASILINI J Isl 14,07 Isls IS1,l 10,$31
9IOIFFIIENCI 0,08 0,03 0ef1 0,00 0071il1 DIFFERENCE 0,10 0,8 0,19 0,36 0,oSI
71 9
SINEW AUTO MILES Pin SALLONe (EFA)I I
91 TOTAL II

101111M TAX ONLY 17,37 |1,07 18879 59990 10,171
IZISASELINE 17,12 list7 15660 59136 10,011SlIDIFFIERNCE 1 0110 0,10 013 0to0 0,161131 DIFFERENCE 1 OS, O,9 0,0 0,9 0,081

I5l SUBCOMPACT I
lIlMITH TAX ONLY I 83,70 loes? 1,518 8 0O1 16so61579IBASELINE 1 13,76 0,17 Is,1a 10,03 8,06l1
I111IFFERENCE I to0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 I1991 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 I101

all COMPACT
IalNITH TAX ONLY 10,79 19,s$ I0,j3 21,1? 11,801131BASELINI 8179 5lo9s, 80,3o o11,7 21,681 N1OIOIFFIRENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 Iall% DIFFEIINCE 1 0,0 0,0 0 0,0 000 1101 1 1871 MIDeSIZII IISIMITH TAX ONLY 1 10,31 5o,96 17,67 56,o0 59,001lIOIASELINEý 9 10,35 50,96 17767 56140 19,001OI3DIFFIRENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1I2t DIFFERENCE D 0 , 0 0,0 0,o. .. 0.0 ,

339 FULL SIZE I 9OIMlITN TAX ONLY ISI ,7 1,71 16,36 1701, 17,6711$18AIELINE 15,07 IS1,7 50,36 17,11 17,j78
16IDIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 000 I3711 DIFFERINCk 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 000 I50 9l I
1401 LUXURY 9
*09IwTH TAX ONLY I 14,4 IsOS Is,1,70 1,38 I7,O?l
IIIASELINE 11902 5o05 2,7ISo70 5,36 17,021IR9OIFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0I0 1031% DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 0,0 000 0,0 1

A PRODUCT OF "HARTON EFA, INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF TMf
REFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL.I97$-198S

ITC 10% GAS PRICE GROWTHBASLLINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE Sal1 MILES PER GALLON * CONTINUED

LINE I T C N 197S 1976 1977 1978 1979 1960

IINEN AUTO MooP,0 BY FOR/DON (wEFA)I 121
31 TOTAL DOMESTIC
4lWITH TAX ONLY I 2,36 13,04 13,72 l400S 15,22 16,03
IISASELINE 152,038 13o04 3,T72 14,0 5sl7 15598
6IDIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0.0 0oO 0,0S 0,05
71% DIFFEENCE 1 00 0.0 0,0 0.37 0.31 0.30
SO
91 TOTAL FOREIGN

SOINITH TAI ONLY
55 ISASELINt
I2IDIFFERENCE|II|I [LN1$1% DZPFFNINCE
141
ISO DOMESTIC SUBCOMPACT
16IwITh TAX ONLY
17ISASELINE
ISIDIFFERENCE
191% DIFPERENCE
201
211 FOREIGN SUBCOMPACT
2INItM TAX ONLYI3 IBASELINE

2'1DIFFERENCE
211 DIFFERENCEI61

III DOMESTIC COMPACT
269 WITH TAX ONLY
SISAISELINE

)OIDIFFERENCE
111 DIFFERENCE

331 FOREIGN COMPACT
1ilNITH TAX ONLYlISSAlELINE

610DIFFERENCE
s71l DIFFE.[ENCE

Sol DOMESTIC LUXURY
SO W0ITM TAX ONLY

421DIFFERENCE
431% DIFFERENCE

8ll FOREIGN LUXURY
4AIWITH TAX ONLY
ITIBAS[LINE
oSIDIFFERENCE
419% DIFFERENCE

59,62

0,0
0,0

0,0
0,0

20,199i
20,94
O,
080

13,6l
53.67
O,
OO

58141
18805
0,00
0,0

50,01
10,06
0,00
OO

20469
20,69
0,0
0,0

17,9557,95
* 0,0OoO
000

21,33
21,33
000
000

511123
14,23
000
Oo

59,06
59,06
0O0
000

51,32
55,32

000
0.0

Z5o2s

0,0
000

5 6192
56,92
0,0
0'0

25,97
25,97
000
0,0

Imag6

010
0,0

59,57
59,57
0O0
0,0

52,07
12807

0,0
0,0

22,06
22,091

19.11
19o81

OoO000
59,60
0,00
0,0

22,60

OoO

OlO

OoO

0,0

l0,10

50,96

l5o96

0,0
0,010,59

120,55
0,0
0,0

22,O9
22,9 7
0,02

20,67
0,0
0,0

2 3,2S
0,0
0,00

16,96
16,06
0,0
0,0

20,57
t0,57
O,0
0,00

53,56
53,56

0,0
0,0

2joll
23,09
0,02
0,07

22,04
0,00
0,00

2 3,96
23,96

0,0
OO

57,Sb

0,0
0,0

21,20
25,20
O,0

joO

53,70
13,70
0,0
0,0

1 15959 S5,69 16,09 169o6 57000 57139
1 551119 15,69 56,09 1,66 570O0 17,39
I 0o0 00 0.0 0,0 0,0 00
I IOO 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

A PRODUCT OF MWARTON EFA, INC$

I
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ILLUSTAATIVE ALTI1I44T SIMULATION OP TWi
"E[PA LONG RUN AUTO MODeL I97!,.1g-x:,

tIC 501 GAS PICt 4OO0THBASIL1Nt VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE 3,51 M5LCS PIM GALLON - CONTINUtO
LINE I loll 1O01 t983 196 IO N'S

IINEN AUTO MP,9. fY POR/DOM (i1iA)l |II I
31 TOTAL DOMESTIC I
4IITH TAX ONLY I 50e77 17,07 18020 181o6SIBASILIN| I o070 79 1,10 1SN1 19,071,lDIFFRItNNC I OjoO Oj0o0 0,10 ols 0,1o17l1 OIPPlALNCE 1 0,07 OS 0,16 0176 0,9I"61I
91 TOTAL PORCIGN I
IOIwIIM TAX ONLY I eiT? loln 20,76 a0too 2,OIIlIIAMELINE Is 3, I ?a 24072 is,7 150SDID|FFIRINCE I 000 0,00 0,03 OjoO OooslIll OIIPENINCIE 0,10 0,11 0,14 Oo1O OoOlal

IIl O0OEITIC SUNCOMPACT IlIl/Ith TAX ONLY 1 3,07? l,0 o 14o68 lies* a61361171IA6ELINE I als07 Isle$ fias 2SoS9 l6,lS1SAIOIFFIRINCE OO O, 0,0 0,0 0,0 I191o DI0PEIENE I0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 I101 I

all FOREIGN IUBCOMPACT Ill8l0w TAX ONLY 1 -o1o46 1o,10 21512 206,o 1,99123INASELINI I 240,0 2soO 2s,72 26,00 a6,991lO1DIFFfOiNCE I 0,0 O, Oo O, 0,0 IIlsl DIFPFIRNCL 1 0,0 OO 0,0 0,0 0,0 II11

Ill DOMESTIC COMPACT I I
8I1ITH TAN ONLY 1 16,05 19,14 20,11 11,01 1,01,184ISA6ELINE I 1 8165o 19,14 ?0022 21,04 215761JOIDIFFERENCE I O, OO 0*0 oO 000 IWll DIPFLFENCE 1 0,0 Oo0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1
ii FORE ION COMPACT I
34I11tH TAX ONLY ?loll 200 al0ai$ 23,10 I1IIIIILINI 11103 late$ 3o ll, is,$) 12.5313OIOPFERINcE P 00 OO 0o0 O 00037s1 DIFFERENCE 0o0 00 0,0 Oo OO I
Sol DOMESTIC LUXURY I
40IWITH TAX ONLY I 415 l0,79 Islas 1ol08 leo01III6ASELINg lol$5 , Jae?* Ila$ 10t,5 1,601I2lDIFFg[ENCE 1 00 0,0 0,0 00 0,0 I0311 DIFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 00 0,0 0,0 IallI

II9 FOREIGN LUXURY I4OINITN TAX ONLY 1ost$ 16,76 19,70 19i5 90107?ISASLINE I0176 5l6,6 18.76 19,.5 190601
SOll DIFFERENCE coo 000 0P0 00 00 II A 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 I

A PRODUCT OF WMARTON EPA, INCo



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THE
REFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985

ITC 101 GAS PRICE CRONTMDSAIELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE J,12 DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN AUTO PRICES

. INE I T E m 1975 10TA
oof V 9 0 ww. . o Sp.wo

IITOTAL DOMESTIC AUTO PRICES!

31 SUBCOMPACT
IlwItH TAX ONLY

SISA3[LINE
6IOIFFERENCE
7l2 DIFFERENCE
$I

of COMPACT
IOlWITH TAX ONLY
IlIIASELINE
1?IDIFFIRENCI
I1II DIFFERENCE
101151 MiD.5iz[
1I6WITH TAX ONLY
I7IA8ELINE
18101FFiRENCE
19ol DIFFERENCE
209
ill FULL SIZE
2ZlPITH TAX ONLY

SIIlASILINE
410DIFFERENCE
o51% DIFFERENCE

271 LUXURY
ISINITH TAX ONLY
29ISASELINE
3OIDIFFERENCE
3111 DIFFERENCE
Sal
33ITOTAL FOREIGN AUTO PRICES
ill
35s SUICOMPACT
361wITH TAX ONLY
371SASELINE
36$0IFFERENCE
3911 DIFFERENCE
001
all COMPACT
I21WITH TAX ONLY

O3ISASELINE
00IDIFFERENCE
0592 DIFFERENCE
461
a71 LUXURY
481n0TH TAX ONLY
*9ISASELINC
0101 VIFERENCE
11% DIFFERENCE

DOLLARS 9
I

DOLLARS

I
DOLLARS

DOLLARS

IDOLLARS I

DOLLARS

DOLLARS

3707,
3707,

0,
0,0

I 0,
I01

1 0,0

5667,

5667,

0,
0o0

9023,
90?13

0,
0O0

390?,
3907,

0o
0,0

6035,
603s,

0o
0,0

12691,
126921

00

3913,
3933,

0,
0,0

if $So

0,
0,0

S0161

0,
010

6103,
6101,

9003,
0,

010

on?,0ost,

?Oso

0,0

70510

0Z2,

0,0

11013,

010

1977

0259,

01590,

0,0OoO060 0,

0300,

S840,

OoO
0,0S6o0,

56600

0,
0,0

bb0o,
b60,

10170,
10170,

oo

4000,

0,
0,0

0,
0,0

1i091,
10911o

0,
0,0

1978

0550.

0o
0o0

5161,
S161,

0,0
0,0

6225,
6225,

01
010

7057,
Ilils
117,Iobb

10913,

10636,
1000

o,

7620,
01

080

15686,
1593bs

-0,31

A PRODUCT OF *MARTON EFA, INC$

1979
Sc... S

1980

S0901
5090,

Oo

000o0,

0,0

57,9o

6970t

0,

0,0
o97o

0aza,

0,0

S077,.

0,
0,0

05996
,o

0,0

7S90,
1077,

116,

1 1650,

106b91

08694
l0,

0,0

8313,6313,

0,
0,0

B00o,
76910

lilt
loot

17093,
17093,

0,
0,0

7,,o

12261,
12076,

lose

1,53

513so
0,

0,0

6675,
8675,

0,
0,0

180160
18016,

oio0o

llllso



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OP THE
1II LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-1985ITC 103 GAI PRICE GROMI0mIASELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TALL ol12 DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN AUTO PRICES

LINE I I c M 19ll 1982 loss 198o los5
IITOTAL DOmQETIC AUTO PRICESl
If
SI 8USCOMPACT DOLLARIl
OIWITH TAX ONLY I 5302, $559 570, 5991, 6d4O,SIIASILINI %$"I S0740 SO9l, 6241,1tOIIFFERENCE 0 ,o ,0 O 017lM DIFFERENCE 0.0 0.0 0 0 A A A A

1 -1- -1 a 5
91 COMPACT OLIARI
lOlMITH TAX ONLY Oas31, 0S790 68707 7180IIIIAHILINE 00e0o e11i, 0S79, 0876, 7186IRIOIFFIRENCI 01 to 0o ,1 ,
111% 0IFFERENCE o00 0o0 0,0 00 010

III NIOU0IZE DOLLARII
16MITH TAX ONLY I 7127, 7653, 8020, 8370, S007,1IOIASILINE I 7273, 7%93, 76s9 8sil, OSbS,ISIOIFFERENCE I IS, 00, 12S 1360 231,l191 DIFFERENCE I 0,7S 0,79 lose 1,si ?2o0i01 I
Ill fULL SIZE DOLLARSI
221M1T1 TAX ONLY I sOlos 6781, 9169, 9070 10078,I3IIAIELINE Sin7, 8552, 69138, 9280, 96S90
213DIFF0EENCE I 163 199, 276, 1910 019,201% DIFFERENCE 2o21 il3 3v09 4,21 0,33261

Ill LUXURY DOLLARS1II1XTH TAX ONLY I 1620, 13)01i 139201 146060 1S1986IeISASELINI 12563, 13062, 13$630 111, 10672,- - Q ID I F F t A N C 1¢ ... ... -• ' • ~ " " *' O l •-- ) 6 3 l ~ l~ -. . ..- ý 5 2 6 ;

W11 DIFFERENCE d61, 2068 J1u9 3,sq

33l7OAL FOREIGN AUTO PRICES

Sol SUBCOMPACT DOLLARS
36IW17N TAX ONLY I00o 5000, 5900, 0200, 05322637ISAiSLIN 5009, 09e 68, 59600 6200, 05INDIFFERENCE I 0, 01 0, 01 01391 DIFFERENCE O1, 0,0 0 0,0 00 0,0" I
001 1 1iI1 COMPACT DOLLARSI IO1I01T1 TAX ONLY N 9001, lOOSe1 106600 11273g 1190l11ISISASELINE1 9001, 0 lOOs5 10060, 11273s l190i1I4IDIFFERENC! I 0, 0, 0, 0.0513 DIFFERENCE I 0,0 0,0 010 0,0 0,0 I
001 I
471 LUXURY DOLLARII
0SIWITH TAX ONLY I 1980660 21367, 2900o, illoal 26026'1O9IIAIILINt I 196120 al2lots P702, OUI8a, 2570oISOIDIFFERENCE I s5o 1260 196, 198, 3a1.ISi1 OFFIERENCE I 0o26 0oS9 0,67 1,tj I'm

A PRODUCT OF NATIONN EFA# INC,

'I
'I
II
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ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF THL
NEFA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1975-198S

ITC 10 GAS PRICE GRONTH#SAIELINL VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TAULE 3,13 USED CAR MARKET

LINE I T I N 5975 1976 197r 19?7 1919 19N0
.... . . .............................9...................

SIAVERAGE WHOLESALE PRICE DOLLARS

2IWITH TAX ONLY 20008671 216%,7 2 oal2,s 219091 ,6140135 ?791150
3I1ASELINE 2 1008171 1156117 20m.05 2016,7S 2600816 2119,oI
4IDIFFERENCE 010 0c0 0,0 35,4l 1,11 51109
SI1 DIFFERENCE 1 000 060 0,0 0,13 0,07 0,o2
61 I
71 1
8IPRICE OF I YR OLD CAR/NEW CARl
91 1
101 SUBCOMPACT RATIO
1IW1T1 TAX ONLY 1 00,73 0,160 0O79s 0,769 0000 0,601
|IIBASELINE Oo$?) 05000 0,790 0,707 OoA04 0,604
I3IDIFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 0,0 GO OZ 00001 .00001
141% DIFFERENCE 0.0 010 0,0 ol0 00,1 P0112
151I

161 COMPACT NAT|OI
I1WITH TAX ONLY 1 O,62 00719 00731 0!14 0o725 0,711
IISASELINE I 0,624 007)9 0o731 0,710 0.72S 0,710
|I9IIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 000 0 004 0,001 00,001
201% DIFFERENCE 1 000 010 0,0 90,5 0108 *0011
all I
ill NIDOSIZE RAT|OI
M3WITH TAX ONLY 0 01,03 0,704 06035 0o 66 0,067 00650
RIIIASELINE 0,636 0700 0o635 0o641 0065 0ObI
RSIDIFFERENCE 1 0.0 0,o 0,0 0,000 o0,000 0,0001
201| DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 oO 0,0 0,066 0006 .0,13
a71 I
I01 FULL SIZE RATIO1
20IWITH TAX ONLY 0,o646 0,095 Oo5 O,56 0,615 0o615

-3OISAMlINE 051- 063 060
I1101PtENE 1 0,0 0,0 0.0 - .. 0,01 o0,00? .0,001

321% DIFFERENCE 010 O0o 0,0 .21O0 0,03 0.009
131 I
II4 LUXURY RATIOI
ISIwITH TAX ONLY I 0,715 070I3 0,689 0060 0,699 0,700

61BASELINE I 0O,5S 0,743 0,689 0,607 0,700 0,700
TIDIFFERENCE I oO 0,0 0,0 .0,003 0000I .0,000

sell DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0oo 00441 0,011 0o0os
391 I
4011

4IITOTAL USED CARS PURCHASED MILL AUTOSI
4IIRITH TAX ONLY I 16094 18006 ISO78 5S,3t 16,066 17,S
4I1ASELINE[ 10909 16,066 Iso7l S139 50,77 17,39
41IDIFPERENCE 1 090 Oo 0,0 .0003 00j .0,08
1511 DIFFERENCE 1 00 000 00 .0,18 05o0 e0,25

A PRODUCT Uf WHARTON EFA, INC,

0



JLLUStRAtIVf ALtIRNATE SIMULAIION OF THt
M[FA LONG RUN AUTO MOOEL 197S.I-9S

ITC 10 GAS PRICE GROnRHDBA3ELINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY
TALL i,1l USED CAR MANKfT

LINE I T E M 1981 1982 1Q93 IUR9 19mb

IIAVERAGE AHOLESALE PRICE DOLLARS21iITI TAX ONLY 1 ?9501J9 3102,69 soolls? 3iQlo? $S%8,771SI1ASLLINE I 29)3,67 3076,41 3ata,23 S3S4j,? J9961,JI41DIFFERENCE 16o72 2b,28 33,29 09,pa bao8Ul5IX DIFFFRENCE i O0St 0,85 1,00 loa 1f79161 I1l I
SIPRICE OF I VR OLD CAR/Nth CARI I
91 I
101 SUSCOMPACT RATIOIII!WITH TAX ONLY 1 0,799 01799 0,797 0,781 0,1701SISlAILLINE 1 0,798 0,196 o,7q9 0,781 01,691I3IOJFFERENCE I 0,001 0,001 0,000 0,001 0,0011III% DIFFERENCE 0,06 0.1? 0,05 0,26 0,001
151
161 COMPACT RATIUIllIWITH TAX ONLY 0,713 0,709 01706 0,698 0,0861I8IA5ELINE I 01712 0,706 0,705 0,69S OobwI19DIFFERLNCE 1 0,001 0,001 0,001 06000 0,0001201% DIFFERENCE 1 0,19 0,08 0,48 0,33 0.002211 1,O 1?21 NI -10SIL RAtOI I11ItITH YAX ONLY 1 0,65s OSI 0,6s0 0, 6s0 0,601I41BASELINE I 0,6S3 Ob,1 0,652 OU612SIDIFFERENCL 1 00,00? -0,000 -0,002 0,001 "O,OOSI2il1 DIFFERENCE 1 0,30 .0,00 -0,32 0,3"271 1, l281 FULL SIZE RATIOI

291,WZTH YAX ONLY QjL
. . .SIID EINC*E 0,629 0,618 0,620 0,601 O,SRFI311DIFFRINCEI .0,005 0000 .0,006 .0,001 80,00011211 DIFFERENCE I .0,86 0106 0,91 Iii| 00SI331 I O
3$1 LUXURY RATIOI IISIITH TAX ONLY 1 0,700 0,702 0,700 0,689 0,06SI3618ASELINE 1 0,701 0,701 0,70? O,b69 0,68513I1DIFFERENCE - 0,00? 0,000 .0,002 '0,00a 0,00013811 DIFFERENCE I 0 0001 .0,26 .00,5 0,001191 0I00901 I

ISItOTAL USED CARS PURCHASED MILL AUTOI 
I42141tY TAX ONLY 1 17925 17,70 27,91 228,57IO318ASELINE I8,lll99lDIFFFRENCE 17,33 57,6? 57,99 28,96 28,511

I FFR C .0,08 0,08 .0,08 0,02 0,0201
0S1X DIFFERENCE I .0#o6 00,6 0,O94 0,01 00,08

A PRODUCT OF AWARTON EFA, INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OF 1.4
NEIA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 1915-1985

ITC 10 GAS PRICE GROT, 'TNASFLINt Vs TAX ONLY POLICY

TASLK I,10 UNADJUSTED SNAPS BY SIZE CLASS

LINE T I M 1975 1976 19?1 1t7, 1979 1960
IIDESIRID SNARES IN STOCW

aIItPORE PECONCILING SUM TO too

4I SURCOMPACT t COMPACT
SIVIYm ?AN ONLY 01410 OO? 01,960 0,10s? 0.1970 0,007
AISASELINE 0,6210 0,000? 0,1940 0,o9?1 011937 001915

IOIFFERENC[ 1 000 00 000 0,0011 0,0005 0,003?
S!i OItFIRtNCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,75 0,Oe 0,00
91 1

101 '410SIZt I
811WITH TAX ONLY I 0,16sy 0,l691 Ol69b 0o,&Oq 0ola7 0o111
I1IBASELINE 0,h%7 004091 O0,b69 0,I709 011711 0,1719
131DIFFERENCE 1 0,0 000 0,0 0,0001 000003 0,0000
II DIMPIRENCE 1 000 0,0 0,0 0,03 0,11 0,09151I

161 FULL SIZE
7I1It IAXN ONLY o0,1) 0,0579 0,1716 Oeas%9 0,lb19 0osis
ISIBASLINE I 00oM 0,4179 00,171 0,t170 Oo0l, S 02666
19IDIFFERINCE 1 0,0 0,0 100 00,0171 0001$6b .00,046
to0l DIFFERENCE I 00 010 0,0 6,141 0,206 01O11allt

I12 LUXURY
l31nIlt TAX ONLY I 0,0914 0,09?3 0,09?0 0,0911 0.0915 0,095?
SIS1ASELINE I 0109M1 0,09i 0,090 010910 0,0918 0.0961

ZSIOIFF[RENCI I O0 0,0 000 .0,0004 .0,0003 V0,000.
2bI6 DIFFERENCE 0,00 010 0,0 W0126 0,3oS 00,33

281 TOTAL
29101TH TAX ONLY 1.0041 1,0116 1,003 110171 I0049 1,0180
3OIBASELINE 1,0001 1.0l16 1,03 1,00319 1,01S 110298
31IOIFFERENCI 090 0,0 0,0 .0,0140 '0O0121 .0,013%
321% DIFFERENCE 0,0 0,0 0,0 01144 91819 •-,II

A PRODUCT OF WNARTON EFA. INC,



ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNAT0 SIMULATION OP ?IN
NIFA LONG RUN AUTO OOEIL 1975.19$S

|TC If$ GAS PRICE RO01T1oASELII0 VS TAX ONLY POLICY

?IALE 5,1' UNADJUSTIO SMAMES BY silt CLASSLike I t fe 1912 loss 1964 I985

Al~ ~lOl$l IN STOCK
lISUIORI RECONCILING T 1.0 ISI 

I
11 SUBCOMPACT 6 COMPACT
SINITH ?AN ONLY 0o040S 0 O0090 00o11s 01401 0oOe4 l6IIASILINE O1 0,4009 00oO2 04031 0399? 0,)96b17lOIPPERINCI 000%6 0,0OS9 01o08 000106 00ol02MII DIPPERENCE II I,0S agoo 21,0 J,10199I1, NID.SI ZU 

I
IIINITH TAX ONLY 0,1Oo1S O,,716 otl7O 0,171ml18ISASILINE ,11 008731 0,17)9 0,2765 0,1749113DIIPPRIINCI .0,000* .l00007 .0,0016 00o015 0,00011tlll DIPPIEINCE Solis *Off0 .0,5e 801%6 $0,661

161 PULL sltE I
ITlRITH TAX ONLY 011360 0,8515 0,0826 0,1265 0,11221ISIIASILINE 08$51 0,1Se 1 m Oolsoa0 0o,1 0,15451IOIOIPPIIRNCE .Oo 0194 go00198 "0046 .00101oO .90:011lloll DIPPIRINCE gofos .7,07 .9,l3 .o3660 .11,701
lI LUXURY I

lIwlITH TAN ONLY 0,09O0 0,0962 0,0976 000901 00o10III1A41LIN O41 0109%4 0,0966 0,0979 0,0996 01011ilSIlOPPElRNCI o0O0000! o0000 .0o0000 vo0oOO 6010006l61i OPPRENCI 0,1 .01o eo0so 0067 o0o61all 
IO~l

W TOTAL I89IwINw TAN ONLY 1 10090 1,0093 110068 1,0007 10031lSOIIASlLINI i 110166 101103 1,0011 10,070 101721)IlDIPPIRENCE o o0,1069 .Ool0O .0O0163 00,0261 .0O01O3llllB DIPPERENCE P .,65 "1ATO .ol0# INC56 o$,19l

A PRODUCT UP UMARTON EPA, INCo



ILLUSTNATIVE ALTERNATE SIMULATION OP fwL"IEPA LONG RUN AUTO MODEL 197$.198S
ITC 50o GAS PRICE GSOWIMTSIASLINE VS TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE )$is UNAOJUiTIO SNARLS NY Slit CLASS 0 CONTINUID

LINE I T I M I9M 59T6 M i5?9 1$?$ 5950
S1DES|RCO SNARES |• NEW RESISTRATIONS$
11E90411 RECONCILING SUp TO I,0

41 SUBCOMPACT a COMPACT
SIoTH TAX ONLY I 0el0e$ 0,6578 0,4521 0.1540 0,4109 0,611s
6SASIELINE I OS,09 0111171 0o12 01,401 01390s 0o0s
TIDIPPERENCE 1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0132 0o0551 0.0503
1il DIPPERENCE 1 00 0,0 0,0 )$?a too? 20$

101 MIOfXEI

ISIWItH TAN ONLY
IMMUSELNESIOIIPPERENCE5ol9 DIPPEFENCE

141 PULL sliZ
11TW"It TAX ONLY
ISIISASL INC
I9IOIPPtRENCE
1l0% OIPPIRENCIlit .all LUXURY

ISINIIN TAX ONLY26IIOA5EpNE1|SIP•I|N¢[
AilDIFFERENCE
8641 OIFFERENC[
all
aSl TOTAL

0otel0l0,2261
0,0

0,0

0,00
0,0

0,0965
0,00011
000

0,0

0,300S0, 000|
0,0Ogo

011661
O91661

goO
goO

olo~es000
010

0,0

0olie

010 goO

000

0,0
0e0

0,0940
0,0960
0,0

000

011646
0121500o6006

0,0006
1096

0,2e57

o.002
.9,10

0,o0930
0,09 36

.0,0006
.0o65

09115?
0,27se
0,0046

02115

0,0525

.0,00011
0.0914
0OoO004
"6O1400

0o2601
0,213s
0,00se

611OI31

0,096|0,0945
901000s

.0,10

il9IITH TAX ONLY 1 110001 1,0000 Io016 1o05076 110189 1.0169
JOISASELINE 1 10000 1100001 1,0144 lo0566 5,0103 1,001
3SlOIFF11EEcr 1 0,0 000 ,o0 .010050 o000015 -000012
3liI otPPpItNCE 0,0 010 ,o0 -00,0 00,16 .0,12

A PRODUCT or "WANTON EPf, INtC

I*



ILMUSTRATIVI ALTIRntt SIMULATION OF TNt
WIFA LONG RUN AUTO NODEL 197S.198SI1C lot GAS PRICE ORO.TNSASELINE Vs TAX ONLY POLICY

TABLE )*is UNADJUSTED SNAMIES si ltZ CLASS * CUNfINUCO

LINE I I 0 $*At 59o1 1961 9M$ lo9s

IlDE91141 SNiARS IN NEW REGISTRATION1 I
lllEFORE IECONCILINO SUN tO to I3 5I I

l S UICOMPACT I COMPACT
SimiT" TAX ONLY 1 10681 1$08110 0,8317 O014Mb 0o,61
ISSAS111,4E 1 0,64111 004130 014113 0,I0sI 0140101
TIDMIFFRNCIE I 0,01S6 0,01s8 0,0020 0,0178 0,066*1
lit0DIFFIRINCL I )so0 ilia 1,19 6116 61,61
*I I I
101 W1091IE1 I IiIIWITH TAX ONLY 1 00*207 0,1769 0,2744 0,1767 0,271S
11ISASELINE 1 0,2756 0,271a 0,1703 0,*613 0,26718
1SIOIFPRENCE 1 0,0069 0,0066 0,0042 0,0064 0.00i01

o 1411 O IFFERENC lots 1t61 le g 3o13 1649
161 FULL slit I I
I7IWITH TAX ONLY 1 0,1129 0,151s 0,o250 0,20*5 0o11i3l
l118ASELINE 1 0,1)so 0,13t6 0,2316 0,1245 012631
I9IOlIFFIENCE 1 04,0210 0,04o11 00o0167 '0,0317 .00)0311
2055 DIFFERNCE 1 9913* .6,99 9;1013 D15,79 *13,311
Ill . I
Rai LUXURY 1 I
1310ITH TAN ONLY 1 0.0973 0,0990 0,1oo$ OlOO2 0,10711
2iiBASELIN1 1 0,0979 0,099* 0,1011 0,5031 Oo0ssi
811DIPPIR[NCE 1 .0,000* 0,000* .0,0007 .000010 .0000091
fill DIFFIRINCE I e0g60 '0060 *00il .0,95 00411
171 1 I
III TOTAL II
9INwITN TAX ONLY 1 1,017* 5,17 5,0575 5,0560 1,01931

3OISASELINg 1 1,0197 1,0596 101003 5,0219 1,022*1
3IIIDIFFIIEENCE 1 0,00001 -00001 -0,0026 000010 0,000331
lilt DIFFIEIENCEI 0,020 .081 .•0,1 .0O,3 .00,31

A PROOUCT OF WHARTON EFAO INCI

i


