
■ IMAGINE CRUISING DOWN LAZELLE STREET ON YOUR 2010
Road King during the 70th annual Sturgis Rally as the mercury
hovers around the 100-degree mark. Your engine temperature
climbs above the boiling point of water and your exhaust sys-
tem glows a dull red. For protection from the extreme heat gen-
erated by your bike’s catalytic converter, you’re wearing your
aluminized Nomex/Kevlar heat-resistant overalls, the latest
(albeit necessary) fashion statement in riding gear.

Does that sound like something out of a science fiction novel?
With the enactment of the recent Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) rule, this scenario might not be as far-fetched as
it seems. The EPA, on December 23, 2003, passed the Control of
Emissions from Highway Motorcycles, significantly tightening
emission standards for new motorcycles beginning with the 2006
model year.

A B I T O F H I S T O R Y

In November 2000, the EPA published a regulatory announce-
ment concerning new emission standards for new non-road
engines and highway motorcycles. The announcement stated the
EPA’s intention to adopt the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) motorcycle emission standards — the strictest in the
United States — and apply them to all motorcycles nationwide.
Why did the EPA propose revisions to the current standards? The
Clean Air Act of 1990 dictates that the EPA “consider the need
to achieve equivalency of emission reductions between motor-
cycles and other vehicles to the maximum extent practicable.” 

The EPA statistics
show that motor-
cycles emit up to 21
times more hydro-
carbons (HC) per
mile than automo-
biles, and even emit
more HC than SUVs.
A s  t h e  E P A
explained to AIM,
“The emission stan-
dards for cars are a
fraction of what they
are even for the new
motorcycle stan-
dards. As a result, the
cars have to do that
much more to con-
trol their emissions.
Cars are required to
have incredibly elab-
orate emission con-
trol systems. If you
took a typical car and

just put straight pipes on it, the emissions
would be similar to a motorcycle. Even
though motorcycles’ engines are smaller,
and motorcycles are lighter, that doesn’t
come into play.”

The EPA statistics also state that high-
way motorcycles are significant contribu-
tors to mobile-source air pollution, cur-
rently accounting for 0.6 percent of
mobile-source HC emissions, 0.1 percent
of mobile-source oxides of nitrogen
(NOx) emissions, and less than 0.1 per-
cent of mobile-source particulate matter
(PM) emissions. Without further regula-
tions, highway motorcycles would
account for 2.2 percent of mobile source
HC, 0.3 percent of mobile source NOx,
and 0.1 percent of mobile source PM. 

What is not as highly publicized is the
comparison between motorcycle emis-
sions and all  emission sources.
Motorcycles currently account for only
0.3 percent of HC emissions from all, not
just mobile, sources, with a projected rise
to 0.6 percent by 2020. Both NOx and PM
motorcycle emissions are currently 0.0
percent of all emission sources, with a
2020 projection of 0.1 percent and 0.0
percent respectively. As Kirk “Hardtail”
Willard, vice-president of the Motorcycle
Riders Foundation (MRF) succinctly
states, “We’re not that big a population.
We’re about a quarter-inch on a 100-yard
football field.” 

In early 2001, the MRF released a
Riders’ Alert that stated, in part, “The
move follows two years of technical talks
between the EPA and industry. In those
talks, however, the topic never strayed
from bikes in the woods to bikes on the
highway. According to several industry
sources close to the off-road technical
talks with the EPA, street bikes were
added as a bargaining chip. The Sierra
Club had filed suit against the EPA, seek-
ing new restrictions on off-road vehicle
emissions sooner rather than later. Having
exceeded the deadline for action set in the
legal wrangling, the EPA returned to the
negotiating table to seek more time to
achieve new off-road emission standards.

THE EPA REGS & YOU
What the EPA’s Control of Emissions from Highway Motorcycles means to you
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H O W  I T  W O R K S  B Y M A R J O R I E K L E I M A N

Will 2010 EPA regs
have you wearing
aluminized
Nomex/Kevlar heat-
resistant overalls to
protect you from the
heat of your bike’s
catalytic converter?
Maybe not, as cat-
alytic converters
(cats) are already in
use on all Victory
motorcycles sold in
California. (Photo
courtesy of Stanco
Manufacturing Inc.,
Atlanta, Texas)
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of $75 is within the ballpark, but $75 is an
enormous cost increase for a motorcycle.”

If we use Harley-Davidson’s pricing as
a guideline, the cost of meeting the new
standards could be significantly higher.
For 2004 models, where fuel injection is
not already standard, H-D adds $600 to
the MSRP for this option. An extra $265-
$290 (depending on the model) is tacked
onto the MSRP for emission controls on
carbureted bikes manufactured for sale in
California. For those California models
where fuel injection is a standard
feature, an additional $100 is
added to the MSRP. However, as
H-D’s James points out, “All
California bikes will meet the
2006 EPA standards, but that
does not necessarily mean that
the California technology now in
place will be propagated to the
rest of the country.”

C A L I F O R N I A E F F E C T S

What effects has the motorcycle
industry experienced due to
California’s implementation of
the CARB rule? For one thing, motor-
cycle registration has dropped in
California while it has increased in other
states. The EPA attributes this not to pol-
lution controls, but to helmet laws, the
economy, age demographic changes, sat-
uration of the motorcycle market,
requirements for off-road registration,
and tariffs on imported motorcycles.

In the fall of 2000, CARB eliminated
its small manufacturer exemption that
protected companies building less than
200 motorcycles a year from being sub-
jected to CARB’s pre-production testing.
Wild Boar Motorcycle Manufacturing
was one of the 13 or so motorcycle com-
panies that dissolved operations in 2000.
While this rule exemption was in place,
small manufacturers did not have to pass
a full emission inspection. However, fol-
lowing the elimination of this exemption,
Wild Boar owner Steve Williams said his
company was required to submit one
complete motorcycle, along with a
$60,000 fee, to CARB to gain approval.
He considered these requirements
extremely cost prohibitive, especially for
manufacturers that make only 12 or 15
bikes per year, and stated that the require-

ments put him out of business. The EPA
stated that its testing requirements and
fees for the Federal rule are not nearly
that onerous, and should not be a hard-
ship for small manufacturers.

W H AT ’ S N E X T ?
CARB plans a technology review in
2006 to “evaluate the success, cost, and
consumer acceptance of engine modifi-
cations employed to meet Tier 1 … and
to … review and discuss manufacturers’
efforts to meet Tier 2.” The  EPA will
participate in this review and make
adjustments to the Federal program if
necessary. A future engine manufacturer
program may be part of the 2006 review,
which the EPA characterizes as benefit-

ing small manufacturers who do not
build engines. The burden of certifying
engines would be eliminated when pur-
chasing a certified engine. What about
the potential impact on the engine manu-
facturers themselves? Our understanding
is that several engine manufacturers
already have engines that would qualify
to be certified under Tier 1 standards.

The European Union and countries in
other parts of the world have also estab-
lished their own emission control stan-
dards and it is entirely possible that some-
time in the future, the EPA would attempt
to “harmonize” the US standards with the
rest of the world.

The MRF and the AMA will continue
to work with the EPA while looking out
for the interests of small business, as well
as individual motorcycle riders. And
organizations like ABATE will maintain
their vigilance and continue the fight for
riders’ freedoms. The MRF’s Willard
emphasizes, “Our main focus will be to
try to get broader exemptions, and to help
with the technical and legal corrections
for things that were missed in the EPA
rule. For instance, what happens if your
one custom bike gets stolen or crashes?

Are you allowed to build another one?
Who’s going to track all this stuff?”

F R E E D O M

Senator Ben “Nighthorse” Campbell
from Colorado, who is a long-time
motorcycle rider and avid motorcyclists’
rights crusader, wrote a letter to the EPA
prior to the release of the final EPA rule.
The letter urged Christie Whitman,  EPA
administrator at that time, to include a
flexible implementation schedule for
small businesses. His concern was that
these small manufacturers be allowed
more time to adjust to the rule so that
they could comply with the requirements
without going out of business. Campbell
opines, “The EPA did put in some con-

cessions, but I’m not sure it goes
far enough. It is unclear to me how
businesses like S&S Cycle and
small manufacturers will eventually
be impacted.”

Campbell goes on to verbalize the
thoughts of many opponents to the
EPA rule. “I don’t trust the numbers
we get from some Federal agencies.
They come up with an idea for a rule
they want to enact, then they come
up with statistics to justify it. I just
can’t understand how motorcycles
with two cylinders emit more pollu-
tants than a car with eight cylinders.

And they are comparing apples and
oranges. I suppose the next thing they’ll do
is compare electric hybrid cars with gaso-
line-powered cars, mandating that we now
have to force everyone to go to electric
hybrid cars because they pollute less.”

He warms up to the discussion. “I think
there’s a little guy chained to a wall in the
basement that never sees the light of day.
He sits around making up new laws to
take away our freedoms. I notice a pat-
tern; pretty soon we won’t be able to
change our tires or our engines without a
government permit. This goes against the
grain of basic American freedom, espe-
cially for free-spirited motorcyclists.”

Editor’s Note: We welcome letters and
information from qualified experts in
this field. In anyone wishes to add to
this discussion on the EPA motorcycle
regulations and their impact on how our
motorcycles will be powered in the near
future, as well as how much we will be
able to customize them, please send
your comments to me at American Iron
Magazine, The EPA Regs, 
1010 Summer Street, Stamford, CT
06905, Attn: Chris Maida. AIM

H o w  I t  W o r k s
c o n t i n u e d  f r o m  p a g e  5 0

FUTURE EPA REGULATIONS

Final EPA Exhaust Emission Standards For Class I And II
Class/Size HC CO
I-A (0-49 cc) 1.0 g/km 12.0 g/km
I-B (50-169) 1.0 g/km 12.0 g/km
II (170-279) 1.0 g/km 12.0 g/km

Final EPA Exhaust Emission Standards For Class III (280cc-Greater)
Year In Effect HC+NOx CO
2006-2009 (Tier 1) 1.4 g/km 12.0 g/km
2010 and later (Tier 2) 0.8 g/km 12.0 g/km ■
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