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This analysis represents the findings of a natiauaey of 1000 likely 2010 general election votdrgerviews were conducted
by telephone September 9-13, 2010. To insure aiasedh sample, random-digit-dialing techniques wesed and respondents
screened for being likely voters. The margin obefor this survey is +/-3.1% at the 95% levelooihfidence. The margin of
error is higher for subgroups.

Voters strongly support requiring the auto industryeduce carbon dioxide emissions from cars,ypck
trucks, minivans, and SUVs. They also support—eravhelming numbers—requiring the auto
industry to increase the average fuel efficieneydard to 60 miles per gallon, a policy which they
deem important for our country to act on now. Supfor increased fuel efficiency is robust because
voters believe achieving this standard is possilifleout undue cost and because they see increased
efficiency as bringing along with it a variety adluable benefits, including more jobs, less pabhuii
lower fuel costs, and reduced dependence on Miga oil.

VOTERS STRONGLY SUPPORT REGULATIONS REQUIRING REDUCED CARBON EMISSIONS
FROM VEHICLES

A Large Majority Strongly Favor Requiring .
Reduced Carbon Dioxide Emissions A very large 78% majority favor
requiring the auto industry to

Do you favor or oppose regulations‘requiring theca‘!m(_justry to reduce‘ carbon dioxide red uce Carbon dioxide emiSSionS
emissiongrom cars, pickup trucks, minivans, and SUV’s? X .
from cars, pickup trucks, minivans,
100%) 78% and SUV's (62% strongly favor),
compared to just 18% who are
opposed. These views are
widespread across demographic
lines. Ninety-four percent (94%)
of Democrats favor requiring
reduced carbon emissions, along
with nearly three-quarters (74%) of
independents, and nearly two-thirds
(66%) of Republicans. Support for
reduced carbon emissions from
vehicles extends to every region of
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1 Do you favor or oppose regulations requiring o industry to reduce carbon dioxide emissioomfcars, pickup
trucks, minivans, and SUV’s?"
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the country as well, with 77% in the Northeast, 8h%he Midwest, 79% in the South, and 76% in the

West all favoring requiring the emissions reduction

Even those who live in households dependent or@grre and the automobile industry support
reduced emissions in large numbers, with 80% ataljural household voters favoring reduced
emissions (18% oppose) and 77% of auto industrgdionids in favor as well (19% oppose).

VOTERSOVERWHELMINGLY DEMAND TOUGHER FUEL EFFICIENCY STANDARDS

A Supermajority Strongly Support Requiring
Increased Fuel Efficiency

Do you favor or oppose requiring the auto induddryncrease fuel efficiency, that is,
increase the average miles per gallon of gasolivee tars, pickup trucks, and SUV's get?
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Most all voters (85%) favor
requiring the auto industry to
increase fuel efficiency for cars,
pickups, and SUVs, while only
12% are opposed. There is a clear
intensity to these views as well,
with nearly three quarters (72%)
stronglyfavoring required
increases in fuel efficiency, while
only 7% are strongly opposed.

Strong support is both deep and
wide. Overwhelming majorities of
every demographic subgroup
strongly support tougher fuel
efficiency standards. Support for
stricter fuel efficiency standards
cuts across partisan lines as 96% of

Democrats, 81% of independents, and 75% Republalaagree on tougher fuel efficiency standards.
Similarly, voters in every region agree, with 85%the Northeast, 89% in the Midwest, 84% in the

South, and 82% in the West all supporting stristandards.

What's more, voters see this as a critical issubuge 88% majority believe that it is "importantaée
action now" to increase fuel efficiency, includitvgp thirds (65%) who say it is “very important” to

take action now.
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BY A VERY LARGE MARGIN, VOTERS SUPPPORT A SPECIFIC GOAL OF 60 MPG BY 2025 AND
SEE IT ASACHIEVABLE

When a specific

standard is proposed— Voters Overwhelmingly Support 60 MPG By 2025
an average of 60 miles A Large Majority Support 60 MPG Strongly
per gallon by 2025 for There is a proposal to have the federal govern ire the auto industry o Increase average Tuel
new cars, pickup ccerch s, nease e sverege miespk o geslne e ew cars, o Tt
trucks, minivansand proposal?
SUVs—support is
almost as strong with 100%;
nearly three-quarters 7404
. (0]
(74%) in favor and 80%|
fewer than 1-in-4
(23%) opposed. 60%| @
Support fpr this specific 0% 23%
proposal is also
widespread, crossing 20061 306
party and occupational
lines. Ninety percent ol E

(90%) of Democrats Favor ' Oppose DK
join with 69% of Bl [-+-MELLMANGow:: Il
independents and 60%
of Republicans in supporting this proposal. Oncaraghose who live in households dependent on
agriculture and the automobile industry look mukhk Everyone else, with 67% of voters in agricidtur
households favoring the 60 MPG standard (28% ompadeng with 76% of those whose income is
dependent on the auto industry (18% opposed).

Moreover, support is quite robust, with a majodontinuing to support the proposal even when“tinld
would add $3,000 to the price of a new car (66%1a29% oppose, 5% don't know). When the cost
increase is mitigated by the fact that the addaéi@ost would be offset within four years by rediice
gasoline consumptiohsupport grows to 83% with 12% opposed. Latehagurvey, 60% align
themselves with the view that technology pricesl tenfall, while just 34% take the view that a $800
increase is "simply too expensive for hard-pressexking people .

This robust support is due in part to the widesptezlief that the technology needed to increask fue
efficiency to an average of 60 miles per galloméatly exists" (51%) or that "the technology does no
already exist but could be developed if we maderamgs effort” (35%). Only 1-in-10 (10%) believe
“The technology does not already exist and woulddyg difficult to develop.” There is little
disagreement along partisan lines, with 55% magsriof both Democrats and independents and a 44%
plurality of Republicans agreeing that the techgglalready exists.

2 "Would you favor or oppose that proposal if it add3,000 to the price of a new car in the yea5202

% "Would you favor or oppose that proposal if itad $3,000 to the price of a new car in the ye@520ut also saved new
car buyers $3,000 within 4 years by reducing gasatonsumption?"

* "Which of the following comes closer to your poaitview? Statement A: Increasing average fuiitiehcy standards to
60 miles per gallon will add $3,000 to the priceaafew car. That is simply too expensive for hanessed working people.
OR Statement B: Increasing average fuel efficiestapdards to 60 miles per gallon will increasepttiee of a new car at
first, but as with most new technologies like comepsiand DVD players, the price will then fall sfggantly and the greater
fuel efficiency will save enough money on gas tg fmx the increase within four years.
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VOTERSBELIEVE TOUGHER FUEL EFFICIENCY STANDARDSWILL LEAD TO A VARIETY OF
POSITIVE OUTCOMESLIKE LOWER FUEL COSTS, MORE JOBSAND LESSPOLLUTION

Voters believe tougher fuel efficiency standardi e good for their pocketbooks, the environment,
and the economy as a whole. They judge the maayldutcomes of increased fuel efficiency standards
to be "us[ing] less gasoline and spend[ing] lesaeyamn gas" (76% likely, 49% very likely), followed

by "air pollution will decrease” (79% likely, 45%ny likely), "the U.S. will become less dependemt o
Middle East oil" (68% likely, 42% very likely), antAmerican car companies will be encouraged to
innovate, increasing their sales and protectingdhe of American auto workers" (73% likely, 38%

very likely).

Half the electorate (50%) believes "Efforts to gmse average miles per gallon for new cars, pickup
trucks, minivans, and SUV’s will createw American jobs." Fewer than 1-in-5 (18%) sdyvitl cost
jobs," and 25% say it will not affeétmerican jobs." Even among Republicans, a 36%afityrthink
tougher standards will result in job creation. Argnts on the other side have little impact. Whetengo
are presented with an opposition argument charhiaignew standards would hurt American auto
companies, a counterargument focusing on the @eargy jobs that would be created wins outs by a 2-
to-1 margin (62% to 31%)

A National Security Argument And A Jobs Argument

Are Both Strong WHETHER FRAMED IN

EVERYONE HEARD: We should notequire auto companies to meet higher fuel efficienaydstais over the TERMSOF NATIONAL
next :I|.|5 yel?rs because ilt<will huét Americe}n auto cangzaw Y hile helpig%forefign autolrl'nakerls, c?shAmerficaB,job
as well as keep autoworkers and retirees from gettegigplensions and benefits. It will result in lightensafe cars
on the road, increase the cost of automobiles, ardvithicles off the market that people want, like SUVs, SECURI TY OR JOBS;

minivans, and pickup trucks.

HALF HEARD: We shouldequire auto cos to meet HALF HEARD: We shouldequire auto LARGE MAJORITIES SIDE
higher fuerl efficiency standards because our growing companies to meet higher fuel efficiency standards
dependence on Middle East oil is a serious threatito because requiring automakers to increase average W| TH A PRO_FUEL
natl security. The most imp way we can reduce that miles per gallon would force them to innovate to
Adepe_ndenhce i?] to reduhce OL{Y contsumpn?n of_lg%s?lme. g|vedus theI igh mileage vgzhﬁ:les yvetr\]/vatr}t,scr_eattmg
merica should never have to go to war for oil, but our ood new clean energy jobs here in the U.S. instead
depée_ndencelor}]f?frei r_luoil Iea&/ges us vulneratblu?. &NeI are gof seteing tlhosg '(_)tbsggilgjto Chiﬂa Iand o_ltlhgr forleign EFFI CI ENCY ARGUM ENT
sending nearly half a billion a day in payments fortmi countries, In addition these vehicles will burn less
countries that don’t like us. If we increase fuel efficien as, reducing both air pollution and the carbon S|
standards, th? bOPtI,EAC oil;produclig cour}tries wouldket li g poIIutiongthat causgs global warming. OV ER A RONG L Y
it, but America would be safer.
100% 100% WORDED OPPOSITON
() STATEMENT
8024 80%4

62

Every respondent heard a
strongly worded message
from opponents arguing that
higher fuel efficiency

standards would hurt
Soud  Shoudret o< 7% soud  sroddmo o< American business, cost jobs,

60%4 60%4
30

4004 404

204 2074

22%
Strong

%6

Italics indicate split sample .
and reduce vehicle safety,
while reducing consumers’ choices. We randomlit spkvey respondents in half, with each half being

® "Which of the following comes closest to your modf view? Statement A: We should not requirbaompanies to meet
higher fuel efficiency standards over the next &&rg because it will hurt American auto companieieselping foreign
automakers, cost American jobs, as well as keapaaurkers and retirees from getting their pensians leenefits. It will
result in lighter, unsafe cars on the road, in@dhe cost of automobiles, and take vehicles @fftfarket that people want,
like SUVs, minivans, and pickup trucks." OR "Weslhl require auto companies to meet higher fuétieficy standards
because requiring automakers to increase averdge par gallon would force them to innovate to gigghe high mileage
vehicles we want, creating good new clean energy iere in the U.S. instead of seeing those jolie @hina and other
foreign countries. In addition these vehicles Wilkn less gas, reducing both air pollution andctmdon pollution that
causes global warming."
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exposed to a different counterargument, one of lvivas couched in terms of benefits to national
security and the other in terms of jobs. Largeamags side with the pro-fuel efficiency position
either formulation. Sixty-two percent (62%) sdwe jobs version of the pro-efficiency argument was
closer to their own view, compared to just 31% wlued with opponents. Similarly, by 59% to 30%,
voters chose the national security version of tleegsficiency argument over the opposition argument

VOTERSFIND A WIDE VARIETY OF REASONS TO SUPPORT THE PROPOSAL QUITE
COMPELLING

After assesing voters
atttitudes toward the
proposal, we presented

Large Majorities Find A Variety Of Reasons To

them with several
arguments in support of
requiring automakers tg
increase average miles
per gallon. For each
one, they could have
said that they found the
argument "very

Support Increased Fuel Efficiency Very Convincing

Ranked by % very convincing

We shouldn't be gaiving half a billion dollars a dayoil
producing countries that harbor terrorists and soppanti-

American ideologied

. . _ Reasons To Support
Along with developing renewable energy that woumt out like Proposal
wind and solar power, we also need greater fuaieffcy to

help make the US more self sufficient when it coteesnerg

58%

Foreign car companies are already producing catsyet 60
miles to the ?allon. if they can, we can. and ifdea't, US cal
cos will fall even further behind foreign automakeasd we
will continue to lose jobs

57%

COﬂVInCIng," .Iflwe could put a mgn 'OE the moonin 8 year(;sf,]}:ﬂe 56%
" It t t

Somewh at certainly get our cars and pickups to ggraé/;{gﬁy zléazs
convincing," "not too

We shouldn't be giving half a billion dollars a dayoil
producing countries in which many people hatej

56%

convincing," or "not at
all convincing." For
eleven out of thirteen
arguments, majorities .
Sald the reasons were 0% 10% 20% 30% :EO:/:”L::(:% 60% 70%
not only convincing but f[{7rve MELLMA N Group i

"veryconvincing" (see the top performing reasons inctert above).

Higher fuel efficiency standards mean you will lesgs gasolin 54%

and spend less money on

*Italics indicate split-sample

A variety of jobs, economic and national securitpeerns underlie support. Arguing that “We shouldn’
be giving half a billion dollars a day to oil prazing countries that harbor terrorists and suppatit a
American ideologies” was the most effective, wit¥®saying they found the statement a "very
convincing" reason to support the proposal. Otbpdtier reasons include the argument tiAdohg

with developing renewable energy that won't run ldg wind and solar power, we also need greater
fuel efficiency to help make the U.S. more seficsemt when it comes to enetgp8% very

convincing), the argument thadreign car companies are already producing cai tpet 60 miles to
the gallon. If they can, we can. And if we don’tSlucar companies will fall even further behindeign
automakers, and we will continue to lose jofis7% very convincing) and a statement averrirag th

we could put a man on the moon in 8 years, we edaialy get our cars and pickups to an average of
60 miles per gallon by 202%56% very convincing).

In short, support for a 60 mile per gallon fuel eomy standard is overwhelming, strong, and rolasst,
voters see economic and national security ratiemalesuch a policy. Because they believe the sigui
technology already exists, or could be developadyand that it will create jobs, reduce pollutj@and

increase national security, that support remanugteven when the costs are noted.



