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"The administration is using a parade of horrors to justify an extreme rollback," said Daniel Becker,
director of the Safe Climate Campaign. "They lead to the conclusion that safety will be impaired. This
will lead to more polluting vehicles, cost consumers more, and it won't save any lives."

Freeze fuel-economy goals to save lives? A closer look at feds' claim
By: Greg Rasa

A key point in the Trump administration's argument for rolling back Obama-era fuel economy standards is
that those standards will increase the number of traffic fatalities. Specifically, the claim is that 12,700 more
people will die if the standards aren't frozen at 2020 levels through 2026. The lifesaving argument is so
central, the proposal has even been dubbed the SAFE Vehicles Rule ("Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient").

"It is now recognized that, as the stringency of standards increases, so does the likelihood that higher
stringency will increase on-road fatalities," wrote Trump administration officials in the draft of the
proposal. "As it turns out, there is no such thing as a free lunch."

Yet the Obama administration's analysis of the same rule back in 2012 found that improving fuel-economy
standards would actually reduce auto-related deaths by about 100. No surprise that two administrations
with two different agendas and world views would interpret the same data two different ways.

Freezing the incremental increase in fuel-economy standards, the government's theory goes, will save lives

in a number of ways:

o People will drive fewer miles if they're getting fewer miles per gallon. (Yet they'll burn a half-million
more barrels of oil per day, the report says.) Plus, the fuel will cost more.

e Vehicles won't have to be made lighter. Heavier is safer.

e Relieved of the costs of meeting the Obama-era standards, automakers will sell cheaper vehicles, and
the public will more quickly transition into newer cars with the latest safety technologies.

"This rule promises to save lives," said Heidi King, acting administrator for the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, who was a key author of the proposal. "It could save up to a thousand lives annually
by reducing these barriers that prevent consumers from getting into newer, safer cars."

The first point has merit. The overall trend line for vehicular deaths in the U.S. has been downward since
the 1980s, but as the nation emerged from the recession of 2007-08 and employment rates climbed, so did
vehicular miles traveled — and so have fatalities, jumping to over 37,000 in 2016, the most recent year for
which there is data. There's a correlation between vehicle miles and more deaths, for sure. But there are
also confounding variables for the increased deaths, such as increased driver (and pedestrian) distraction
from use of smart phones.

The second point is perhaps half true. The proposed rule estimates that decreasing by 100 pounds the
weight of a lightweight car (defined as less than 3,200 pounds) increases the risk of death by 1.5 percent.
Stands to reason, right? And of course the situation is worse when a light vehicle collides with a heavy
vehicle. But here's where the proposal is half-wrong, and even provides the documentation that it's wrong:
Reducing the mass of a heavier vehicle such as a truck or SUV "has a great benefit" to the occupants of the
lighter vehicle in the crash. And the Obama-era CAFE standards have been the driving force behind
automakers' many steps to reduce the weight of hot-selling pickups and crossovers.

Plus, a far bigger factor in safety is engineering. Consider the amazing crash protection built in to
lightweight race cars. David Zuby, chief research officer at the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, told
The Associated Press other factors will likely more positively affect traffic deaths, such as automatic
emergency braking becoming standard. "They're making assumptions about stuff that may or may not be
the same," he said.

"Allow me to be skeptical," said Giorgio Rizzoni, an engineering professor who heads the Center for
Automotive Research at Ohio State University. "To say that safety is a direct result of somehow freezing the
fuel economy mandate for a few years, | think that's a stretch."



Experts say lighter vehicles with metals such as aluminum, magnesium, titanium and high-strength steel
alloys perform better in crash tests. Alan Taub, professor of materials science and engineering at the
University of Michigan, told the AP he would choose a 2017 Malibu over a heavier one from 20 years ago.
It's engineered better in all ways. "You want to be in the newer vehicle," he said.

Which is a nice segue into the government's third point: Freezing fuel economy standards will get people
into newer cars faster. But does it seem plausible that automakers would lower MSRPs by significant
amounts if no longer faced with that 2026 deadline? The average new-vehicle transaction cost hit $34,700
in 2017, up from about $30 grand in 2012 when the Obama-era standards were implemented. But once
again, many other factors helped drive up the increase, including post-recession pent-up demand for new
cars, the new safety technologies the SAFE plan is hoping you'll ditch your old car to buy, and especially
the strong consumer trend away from traditional cars and into higher-priced, even luxury, pickup trucks
and SUVs.

We'll hear many voices in the weeks to come saying that the Obama goals, rather than serving as a boot on
the neck of automakers, were more of a boot to their backsides, spurring innovation that in fact could
make cars not just more fuel-efficient and safer, but cheaper as well. Professor John DeCicco of the
University of Michigan Energy Institute, who has had his quibbles about EVs and hybrids, had this to say
this morning about the SAFE Vehicles Rule:

The administration's effort to roll back these standards is a denial of basic science and a denial of
American automakers' engineering capabilities and ingenuity.

Transportation is the nation's largest source of the excess CO2 emissions that cause global warming.
Both science and economics show that motor vehicle efficiency and greenhouse gas standards are
crucial and effective ways to deal with this problem.

There has been enormous progress in automotive engineering. This progress provides automakers
with many low-cost ways to achieve steady gains in efficiency and meet the strong but fair and flexible
standards developed six years ago.

The past decade saw average new car and light truck fuel economy rise by 23% even as sales reached
new highs and vehicles improved in performance and in many other ways. This progress is a tribute to
engineering ingenuity and it refutes any claims that stronger standards put sales, jobs and profits at
risk.

Michigan's automakers have the technology and intellectual capital needed to meet ever-tighter MPG
and GHG emission targets. The standards are designed with flexibility in mind, and have already
adjusted to the shift back to SUVs and other light trucks.

California and other states will be well justified in an effort to preserve their rights to keep strong
standards in place and ensure environmental progress.

It's important to note that not even the automakers wanted the goals frozen for six years. They had agreed
to those goals in 2012 under Obama, but when Trump entered office, they asked for a softening — but not a
freeze. Even today, as the SAFE plan was announced, two automaker trade groups released a statement
saying "automakers support continued improvements in fuel economy and flexibilities that incentivize
advanced technologies while balancing priorities like affordability, safety, jobs, and the environment."

Meanwhile, expect environmentalists to oppose the plan by every means possible — one of which will be to
say the administration's view that cleaner cars kill more people is faulty.

"The administration is using a parade of horrors to justify an extreme rollback," said Daniel Becker,
director of the Safe Climate Campaign. "They lead to the conclusion that safety will be impaired. This
will lead to more polluting vehicles, cost consumers more, and it won't save any lives."

The enviros point out that more people will die from asthma and other respiratory ailments brought on by
(among other factors) vehicle emissions and increased pollen that may be associated with climate

change. About 3,600 Americans die each year from asthma. Meanwhile, the administration's calculation of
12,700 lives saved by the standards rollback is based on the lifetimes of cars sold through model year 2029



in other words, that's a projection for lives saved over the next couple of decades. So even though the
annual death rate from asthma is thankfully low given how prevalent the condition is, the asthma-kills-
more people argument might carry some weight.

Best guess on all of this: California, the other states that follow its lead, and the automakers are going to
work something out, and automakers — particularly the foreign brands — will continue on the
electrification path in which they are heavily investing. And ultimately the feds will go along, as acting EPA
Administrator Andrew Wheeler hinted, and the SAFE Vehicles Rule will be ash-canned. We'll follow the
process.

Click here to read the full article from Auto Blog.


https://www.autoblog.com/2018/08/02/fuel-economy-freeze-save-lives-analysis/

