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My name is Nicolas Loris and I am the Herbert & Joyce Morgan Fellow in the Roe Institute for
Economic Freedom at The Heritage Foundation. The views I express in this testimony are my
own and should not be construed as representing any official position of The Heritage
Foundation. Thank you for this opportunity to appear before the subcommittees to discuss the
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) proposal to maintain the Corporate Average Fuel
Economy (CAFE) mandates at their 2020 levels. I would like to briefly discuss CAFE’s adverse
impacts on Americans and the broader market distortions caused when the federal government
intervenes in activities best left for producers and consumers.
The Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975 charged the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) to establish CAFE standards for cars and light trucks. Policymakers
endorsed fuel-economy mandates under the false notion of resource scarcity; however, CAFE
makes no sense now that we have an abundance of oil. Nevertheless, even if the world were
running out of oil, fuel-economy mandates were not a good policy then and are not a good policy
now.
CAFE regulations are not just a relic of the past, but a systemic problem of the way policymakers
and regulators view energy markets. Although policymakers and regulators may be wellintentioned when designing fuel-economy mandates, a level of hubris exists that disregards how
markets function and disregards why consumers make the choices they do. The market does a far
better job of meeting consumers’ needs, and each iteration of more stringent fuel-efficiency
standards takes America’s automobile market further in the wrong direction. The Obama
Administration tightened fuel-economy mandates several times. In spring 2010, the EPA and
NHTSA finalized standards for light-duty vehicles for model years (MY) 2012–2016. Two and a
half years later, the agencies finalized fleet-wide mandates for MY 2017–2025. The regulations
required automakers to meet a fleet-wide average of 54.5 miles per gallon (mpg) for MY 2025. 1
The Obama-era CAFE standards were the first of their kind in that they regulated both fuel
economy and greenhouse gas emissions to address climate change.
In August 2018, the EPA and NHTSA proposed the Safer Affordable Fuel Efficient (SAFE)
Vehicles rule for MY 2021–2026. The rule’s “preferred” change would maintain the existing
fuel-economy mandate through MY 2020 (increasing to 37 mpg) and keep the level at 37 mpg
through 2025. 2 The SAFE rule is a much needed course correction.
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Rather than imposing regulations and gifting subsidies to nudge consumers in a specific
direction, policymakers should eliminate preferential treatment for all fuels and technologies.
When it comes to car and light truck purchases, consumers should be in the driver’s seat.
CAFE Mandates Override Consumer Choice
Consumers, not policymakers or regulators, should control what type of cars they drive. If
consumers value saving money on gasoline over other vehicle characteristics, they will choose to
purchase more fuel-efficient cars. Automakers will meet that demand without a federal mandate.
When consumers do not buy the most fuel-efficient car (or appliance), many policymakers argue
that consumers, as former Department of Energy Secretary Steven Chu put it, “aren’t acting in a
way that they should act.” 3 The paternalistic view of federal intervention in energy efficiency
ignores the trade-offs and budget constraints that families face and the preferences they hold.
Consumers value other attributes such as vehicle weight, engine power, size, or safety. Out of all
of the cars, trucks, and SUVs sold 2018, the top three selling vehicles were all trucks (Ford Fseries, the Chevrolet Silverado, and the Ram Pickup). 4
Academic research suggests that consumers appropriately value fuel economy. A 2016 study in
the Journal of Public Economics examined consumers’ willingness to pay for fuel economy. The
study found, “By seeing how price differences across high and low mileage vehicles of different
fuel economies change in response to shocks to the price of gasoline, we estimate the
relationship between vehicle prices and future fuel costs. Our data suggest that used automobile
prices move one for one with changes in present discounted future fuel costs, which implies that
consumers fully value fuel economy.” 5
When the federal government imposes more stringent fuel-economy standards, regulators
override consumers’ preferences and skew decisions made by automakers in order to comply
with the standards. A 2011 Massachusetts Institute of Technology study analyzed the trade-offs
automakers must make as a result of the different qualities in a vehicle consumers desire. The
article found that if vehicle weight, horsepower, and torque were held constant at 1980 levels,
fuel efficiency would have increased 60 percent from 1980 to 2006 instead of the 15 percent
increase that did occur. 6 The reason fuel efficiency increased at 15 percent instead of 60 percent
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is because auto manufacturers met buyers’ demands for heavier vehicles with more torque and
horsepower.
Fuel-Economy Mandates Hurt Middle America
New cars are a significant investment for American families. According to an analyst at Kelley
Blue Book, the average transaction price for a new light vehicle in February 2019 was $36,590. 7
Forcing automakers to install various fuel-saving technologies is costly. Consequently, fueleconomy mandates increase the up-front price of new vehicles, which sets off a chain of
decisions by potential car buyers and car owners in the new and used vehicle market. Mandates
that drive up the sticker price by thousands of dollars will price buyers out of the market. Higher
prices for new vehicles increases demand for used vehicles, causing the price of used vehicles to
increase, as well. These higher prices ripple throughout the vehicle market, which affects vehicle
fleet turnover for car owners and, consequently, affects fuel savings and emissions reductions.
The National Automobile Dealers Association projects that the Obama-era regulations would
increase the average price of a new vehicle by $3,000 in 2025. 8 A 2016 Heritage
Foundation analysis estimates the Obama fuel-economy mandates increased new-car prices
$6,800 more than the pre-2009 baseline trend, and that eliminating the more aggressive standards
would save 2025 car buyers at least $7,200 per vehicle. 9 As my Heritage colleagues detail,
“Economists and engineers accurately predicted that the [model year] 2016 standards would hurt
consumers by at least $3,800 per car.” 10 While it is impossible to say exactly what automobile
prices would have been if the Obama Administration had not implemented CAFE standards,
direction of the price impact from the regulations is clear.
Proponents of CAFE mandates argue that families save money over time through fuel savings.
However, even when factoring monetary savings from greater fuel economy, economists have
shown that there is a net cost to consumers. 11 Several economists examined the consumer
welfare impact from CAFE’s effect on the new car market and factored in reasonable fuel-saving
estimates. They all found net costs. 12 University of California at San Diego economist Mark
Jacobsen modeled the economic effects CAFE standards increase and the effect on consumers as
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a result of the regulation’s impact on the new and used car market. As the price impacts affect
new cars and trickle down through the used car market, the aggregate consumer costs are
significant. For the 9-mpg regulatory change through MY 2016, the total consumer cost was
$186.1 billion per year. 13 As with other energy regulations that drive prices higher, the costs are
borne disproportionately by the poor. Jacobson estimates that households with incomes below
$25,000 will be among the hardest hit. 14
Americans incur additional costs associated with more stringent fuel-economy mandates as well.
Government intervention to promote specific vehicles harms Americans as consumers,
taxpayers, and ratepayers. Since the fuel-economy mandates per manufacturer are fleet-wide,
automakers can increase the price of gas-guzzlers and keep the price of gas sippers low to
encourage consumers to buy the more fuel-efficient vehicles an automaker must produce. Even
so, car sales indicate that buyers are shunning smaller, cheaper cars and sedans for SUVs and
trucks. 15 In fact, light-truck sales captured a record 69 percent of the U.S. market in 2018 while
car sales fell to 31 percent, down from 50 percent in 2013. 16 Higher priced SUVs and light trucks
consumers want to buy (in spite of the higher prices) are covering the costs of cars consumers do
not want to buy. Manufacturers may have to tinker with prices more to shift vehicle-purchasing
habits. Alternatively, auto companies may be stuck with cars that consumers do not want to buy.
Furthermore, the Obama-era mandates set fleet-wide targets to encourage the production and sale
of electric vehicles. To comply with the Obama-era standards, manufacturers could receive
additional credits to meet CAFE mandates by producing hybrid, electric, and other alternative
vehicles. CAFE is far from the only way the federal government advances the production and
consumption of electric vehicles (EVs). The federal tax credit for purchasing EVs extends up to
$7,500. Adding in state subsidies and that figure can easily surpass $10,000. Furthermore,
utilities that stand to benefit from drivers plugging in for fuel are spending tens of millions of
dollars on EV charging stations and billing the costs back to all ratepayers.
EV drivers not pay any gas tax, which is literally highway robbery since the federal gas tax is
supposed to pay for the Interstate Highway System. In aggregate, these policies aid states in
meeting their Zero-Emission Vehicle programs. It should come as no surprise that nearly half of
all EV sales occur in California, and the benefits accrue to the richest Americans. The federal
government should not use its regulatory influence to nudge automakers to make a certain
vehicle and then use taxpayer dollars to subsidize the consumption of that vehicle. If EVs or any
other alternative fuel technology is an economically viable product, car buyers will readily
purchase them without any intervention from federal or state governments.
Overly Generous Savings Estimates
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The EPA and NHTSA not only underestimate the up-front cost increase from CAFE mandates, 17
the agencies also very likely overestimate the fuel savings. Changes in gas prices change the
value of fuel economy and more fuel-efficient cars to consumers. Understandably, high gas
prices increase the value of more fuel-efficient vehicles while decreases in gas prices increase the
value of gas-guzzlers. 18 When designing the Obama-era standards, the EPA and NHTSA
estimated that gas prices would be $3.87 per gallon in 2025, increasing to $4.24 per gallon by
2040. 19 They used these price projections to project how much money consumers would save on
fuel costs. However, through increased domestic oil production, Americans are saving a lot of
money at the pump, meaning there is less value to higher fuel economy. While those price
scenarios are still plausible, increases in supply and changes in consumer behavior could also
drive prices down even more, and consumers would save less money than projected.
Of course, gas prices could increase even more than the EPA’s projections, and consumers could
save even more money from mandated fuel efficiency. The reality is, it is very difficult to project
gas prices 22 weeks into the future, let alone for the next 22 years. Regardless, when proponents
of CAFE mandates use topline savings estimates, they misinform the public.
Importantly, many economic analyses of CAFE disregard the fact that households purchase more
than one car. These cost-benefit analyses treat each purchase as independent. However, threequarters of American families are multi-car households, and the purchase of their second or third
vehicles have less to do with fuel economy and value other attributes more such as size, storage,
power and other features car buyers desire.
According to a joint paper from the University of California, Berkeley, the Center for Energy
and Environmental Policy Research (CEEPR) at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and
the Energy Policy Institute at Chicago, University of Chicago, “two car households exhibit
strong substitution of attributes across vehicles when faced with an exogenous change to fuel
intensity of a kept vehicle. Beyond calling into question a near ubiquitous assumption in durable
goods demand models in the context of multi-car households, we demonstrate that attribute
substitution exerts a strong force that likely erodes a substantial portion of the gasoline savings
from fuel economy standards.” 20
The well-known “rebound effect” and less-known “scrapping effect” also negate some of the
fuel savings. The rebound effect (approximately a 10 percent increase in driving) occurs when
people drive more because their vehicles are more fuel-efficient. The scrapping effect occurs
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because CAFE mandates change prices in the new and used car market. Changes in gas prices
and used vehicle prices impact when people scrap their vehicles. The changes affect both the
composition of the vehicles scrapped and the rate at which consumers scrap them. In a 2015
American Economic Review article, Wharton economics and public policy professor Arthur van
Benthem and Mark Jacobsen note that car owners scrap more fuel-efficient vehicles at a higher
rate and hold onto the least fuel-efficient vehicles. Consequently, they estimate that “13-16% of
the expected fuel savings will leak away through the used vehicle market.” 21
Negligible Climate Benefits
No matter where one stands on the urgency to combat climate change, CAFE mandates are not
an ineffective policy instrument. Even ignoring the negated emissions savings from the
rebounding and scrapping effect, the global temperature impact would be practically
immeasurable.
By the Obama Administration’s own account, the 2012–2025 standards would abate less than
two-hundredths of a degree Celsius of warming by 2100. 22 In fact, the U.S. could cut its carbondioxide emissions 100 percent and it would not avert much warming. According to the Model for
the Assessment of Greenhouse Gas Induced Climate Change, using a climate sensitivity of 4.5
degrees Celsius (the warming effect of a doubling of carbon-dioxide emissions and an estimate
exceeding some recent peer-reviewed research on the topic), the world would be less than twotenths of a degree Celsius cooler by the turn of the century. The rise of sea levels would be
reduced by less than 2 centimeters.
Markets, not Washington, Should Drive Consumer Choice and Innovation
Consumers should have the freedom to buy the vehicle of their choice. Neither Washington nor
Sacramento should exclusively dictate those decisions. Rather than rely on regulations to tell
producers and consumers what to do, price signals will guide these choices. Higher gas prices
communicate information to energy producers to drill for more oil. They communicate
information to entrepreneurs to invest in alternative vehicle technologies, or more fuel-efficient
cars. Prices also communicate information to energy users to buy more fuel-efficient cars, to
carpool, or to find other modes of transportation. The SAFE rule is an important step in the right
direction for new and used car buyers and for consumer choice.
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