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1 application fo¥ evaluation by the marketer.

requires no connection to external power.'

efficieney and reduction in the amounts of

Thie documant announcds' the conclusions of thé EPA evaluation o€ tha PETRO-MIZER
devica under the provsions of Section 511 of the Motor Vehicle Information and Cost -

Savings Act.
The evaluation of the "PETROaMIZER" aevice was conducted upott receiving an

The - "PETRO=MIZER" consists of a tube

made £rom non=magnetic material through which the fuel to be treated flows, Permanent
bar magnets are mounted against the tube and/sealed in place with vesin., A metal
casing acts as the outer shell of the devige. The "PETRO-MIZER" is installed in the
fuel line as specified in section 4=b=1. ;It ig an entirely solid state device and

Tha "PETROMIZER" 18 a device when used.in

a fuel line leading to the engine of an automobile or truak, results in improved fuel

polluting emissions.

EPA fully eonsidered all of the information submitted by the applicant. The

evaluation of the "PETRO=MLIZER" davice wus

based on that information and EPA's

englneering judgement and the results of EPA's experience with similar devices, The -
information supplied by the applicant was insufficient to adequatelylsubstantiate
élther the eftizssions or fuel economy benefits claimsd for the deviece. ., have
concluded there is no technical basis to justify an EPA eonfivmatory tebt program on
the daviee or to expect that t‘.ha device wbuld Amprove e:tther emiasiona
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g The Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Aot requires that EPA
g; - ayaluate fuel economy ratrofit devices and publish a summary of each

evaluation in the Federal Register.

,. EPA evalustions ate originated upon the application of any manufacturer

I of a retrofit device, upon the Yequest of the Federal Trade Coumission,
or upod the motion of the EPA Aduinistrator. These studies are desii ‘ud .
to determine whather theé retrofit device increases fuel economy and-to

‘ determine whether the raprasentations made with respect to the device are

. aceutate, The rasults of such studies are set forth in a serlas of

o reports, of which this is ona. -

‘The evaluatfon of the PETRO-MIZER device #as corducted wupon . the
application of the manufacturer. The device is a fuei line magnet which
18 eclaimed to reduce emissions, to improve fuel economy, and to increasa
angine horsapower. " :

The following is the information on the device as supplied by the
Applicant and thy Pesulting EPA analysis and conclusions.

S | 1. Tiklet

Appliéation for Evaluation of the PETRO-MIZER Device Under Section
511 of the Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act

tden.ification Informations

g« Marketing Identification of_'t:he_Pr_oduc‘q:ﬂ

PETRO“MLZER
Model M K I for gas & diesal car¥s and gas trucks
Model 3-J-80 for diesel twucks: - :

b;  Inventor and Patent Proteationt
(1) Iaventor

John Mitehall
- 3940 Sunny Dunes Road

Palm Springs, CA 92264
(2) Patent | ) .

on £ila with Hubbell, Cohen, Stiefel & Gross, P.0s

551 pifeh Avenue '

Naw York, N¥ 10176 : R

“por any information vegarding patent, I have been advised
to rafer you to Lawrence G. Rurland, 212=687-1360." =




No copy of the patent vas provided and EPA did not taquast |
a copy of the patent in our follqwhup correspondence,

¢s  Applicant:

(1) Petro-Mizer Bast _
Division of Ament Enterprises
‘33 pPondview Road
Rye, NY 10580

(2) Principals

- Chatrles E. Ament
33 Pondview Road
Rye, N¥ 10580
914~967=1960

(3) Charles E, Ament is authorized to represent Petro=Mizer
Bast in communication with EPA

ds Hanufacturar of the Pﬁggggﬁ:

(1) Petro-Mizer East
728 Eugene Road
Palm Springs, CA 92264

(2) Prineipals | g

Charles E« Ament |

3. Déscrigtioﬁ'of Product (as éuﬂ‘liad by Applicant)t
a  Purpose: |

"A fuel line devige to improve horsepower, milesge, and decrease
pollutaats in gas and diesel powared vehiclas."

Theot

be ' of Operatibns

"The PETRO‘MIZER 1is a device which, when used in a fuel line

leading to' the angine of an automebile or truck, results in

imptoved fuel efficlensy and reduction in the awounts of

polluting emissions. The exact means by which the PETRO-MIZER

acts to improve engine efficienay and raduce pollutants is not ,

rovan, One theovy offered is that the magnetic field produced . -

the PETROSMIZER acts upon the elescteic dipole moments of the

fuel molecules tending to produce a polarization and general

alignment of the molecules: Although the polarization effeat is

partially lost before combustion takes place a degras of

dliguuent vemains which serves to facilitate the oxtdation
process.” \ - |

' ‘
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Construation and oOperation:

“Phe PETRO-MIZER consists of a tube made from nbn-magnetie
material through which the fuel to be treated flows, Perménent
bar magnets ara mcunted against the tube and sealed in place
with resin. A metal casing acts as the outer shell of the
devices The PETRO-MIZER is dinstalled id the fuel line “as
speciﬂed in seetion 4-b=l. It is an entirely solid state
device and requires no connection to est:eml power. “

de Specific Claims £or _the Produet:

Substantial fuel aaviggss The appl:l.cant cited the. resuits from
two tast raeports in support d&f this alaims A letter £rom
Zellerbach Paper Oo. noted a 147 inerease in miles per gdllon
from 2 diesel=powered vehicles in fleet usage. The report by
Oldon Enginearing on a 1980 Ford Pairmont indicated a 9.8%
insrease over the Highway Fuel Heonomy Test. The Olson report
also included test rasults £rom the Federal Test Procedure which
indicated a 5.7% improvement although this finding was not eited
as verification of this oclaims Coples of both raports were
submitted with the appl:t.eat::lon.

 Inoreased Horsagower' “ﬁynamometer tests from Olayton MEg Co.,

'El Monte, CA and Cummins Diesel Engines of CT«, Hartford, CT."
No percentage improvements were cited for these tests. Coples
of both raports were provided.

Reduction in Exhaust Emiseionst "6195{1 Engineering Inc. report,
page 10+ HC reduced 46.3%s CO reduced 15.4%." A copy of this
taport was providad.

Cost Aud Marketing Lied b

Price Range: Model 3-3=80  $125,00 to $175.00
Model MR I  $80,00 to $130.00

Distributiont Warehouse pistributors

Information (as sur pplicunt)s

4, Product Installation, Operation, Bafety and Maintenance (as supplied

"BETRO-MIZER 18 suitable for all gas. and diesel fueled engines.
Model 3-3-80 for diesel trucks. Model M R I £or gasoline
angines and diesel cava." ~




b, Installation = IﬂatruetiOﬁs! Equipmqui_end Skille Reguire ds ﬁ*J

¢ “Inatall ?ETRQ«HIZER in the fual line as near as practical
to the, carburator on carbureted engines, and as near as
practical to the 1ujeceor pump on fuel injected engines.

(2) "Do not install whila the engiue 18 hots

(3) “Use only factory approved fittinge, and hose connections,
or SAE approved equipmant. ;

(4) “Keep PETRO-MIZER at least 1/2" eﬂ&y from any haavy metal b
maee, such as engine block,

(5) "If additional eupport is needed for the PETRO*MIZER,

fastan strap hangers to the copper tube, not the body  of
the PETRO=MIZER. .

(6) "“Upon completion of ineea].lation, be sure and check £or
fuel leaks bafora starting engine.

]

(7) "Upon start up you may encountar higher angine RPM. Adjust
, down to manufacturer's spacifications.”

]

G OEeration
“rhe PETRO=MIZER raquiras no maintedance or service.”

de Bffects on Vehicle Safety:

"Af ter properhineealletion, there ara no sﬁéeiel safety hazards."
e+ Maintenance: | |
"No maintenance ig antieipated."

5. Effects on Hmissions and Fuel Reonomy (uubmitted by Applicant)s

a» Unrepulated Emissions:
"No studies have baen wmade at this time.®
be Regulated Emissions and Fuel Econemy!

“Sea Olson Engineering Report attached."

.
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i b Analzais

as néscrigtiom

(1)

Although the applicant notes that he is unsure of the
exact mechanism, the theory of operation as given in
Saction 3b suggests that the alignment of dipolar moleculas
can enhance combustion efficiency and, thus, emissions and
fuel cconomy. EPA 48 unaware of any information that

- demonstrates that magnatically treating the fuel will
~affect the combustion proecess. L S

1]
ooy,

' The 511 application for a device kmown as the Moleculator

made simiiir claims, The Moleculetor is a hollow eylinder
of aluminuin that is dinstalled 4n the fuel 1ine. Tha
application claimad that the device .aligned the moleaules
by indueing a “foree £ield" on the fuel. EPA tested the
Moleculater and found no emissions or fuel economy bamefit
(EPA=AA-TEB=511=81= 11), An article on the Moleculetor in
Car and Driver (February, 1981) contained the following

statement by John C. Hilliard, Assistant Professor of
~ Mechanical Engincaring, Automotive Laboratory, University.

of Michigang

"Hydrocarbon fuels such as gasoline hava hardly any
dipole (saparation of positive and iegative chavges),
‘and for this reason, the fuel molecules would not
align appreciably in this type of devica, 1 they
were aligned, the fuel dipoles would certainly be
randomized subsequently-if not in the fusl line, then
in the process of vaporizmation prior to actual
‘combustion, FPFurthermore, aeven £f such an alignment
device did what the Molesuletor's manufacturer alaims
this one does, there would be absolutely no advantage
to any aspect of mixture preparation or f£lame
propagation relating to combustion efficlency or
vehiale fuael economy,"

(2) The description of the device provided in Section 3¢ was
adequate. :

The statement of the applicability of the prudﬁet to
epgsentially all gasoline or diesel vahicles is judged to ba
reasonable. :

{
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(2) Inatanaeion - taatructions _Bquipment and Skilla_aequired°

' The installation instructions given in Becton 4b adequately

' ~ describa the installation of the device. Installation with
ordinary hand tools can be readily accomplished by the
average do-it=yourself person who 1e able to service his
own car. The installation is8 simple and should: requira o
more than 15 minvtes.

(3) Operation:

The device is juéged to be automatic anmd require no .tnputs
from the vehicle operat'.ot. .

(4) Effects on Vehiele Safetzz

Based oh the information provided, the device is judged to

' be zapable of baing fabricated and installed so that it is
aafra n nor.‘mal vehicla operat*i.on.

&) 'Ha:l.ntename:

The statetent of the aﬁplieant that no maintenance is
o antiedpated is judged to be reasonables However, the added

et - fual fittings and hoses would require the normal periodie
ooy v inspeetions given to similar components in the vehlcla.

'fc. :Effests on Euissions and Fuel Econogi
Y (1) Unregulated Emissions:

The applicant indicated that these emissions had not been
studieds Since the device does not modify the vahicle's
-' ﬁmuion gontrol system or powartraln, ths device should

: ur a:l.gnificanely altar - tha unregulated emisaionu of a

i
I3
il
|
J‘l !;
! o .

ala.

(2)..

‘s uwﬁed Fudisaions and Fuel Econom z

while the applicant did submit test data in accordance with
the Faderal Test Procadure (FIP) and tha mghway fuel
Haonomy Tast \\B.FET), the taest data ooteisted of only otfe
tast sequence (FIP and HPET) with and without the deviae.
Moraover, only one vehicle was tested.* These data, were
obtained at Oléon Buginearing and ara listed in Table 1.

tequivament for test proceduras is stated in tha poliey documents
that EPA sends to each potential applicant. BEPA requiras duplicata tast
. sequencas, both before and after 1naea:l.laeion of the device, on a mindtium

| of two velileles, A test sequence consists of a cold start FIP plus a
- HPET or, as a simplified alternative, a hot start LA~4 plus a HFET. Othet
test vasults which Fave boen colleated in accordance with standavdized
procadures are acaeptable as supplemental :lat'.a as long as the results ard
memsemy significant,

L SN b atsacs tissia il o A A £ ke fon S A a0 8 A op A £35S e e g d ae PN YT b e s et 1A b portesnts o e e det ot 4EAY Nk
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| Table I : .
FIP and HFET Results for the Petro-Mizer
1980 rPord Fairmont

 PTP (graws/uils) 37 2 HFET

B €0 Nox MPG MEG
Baseline o4l 3f83 89 17.65 24,25
PETRO-MIZER .22 5,246 .96  18.66 26,65
- Percent Change “46 =15 47,9 487 9.8

These results indicated the device had hyrocarbon, carbon
moftoxide and fuel economy benefits but nirregen oxide
penalties. However, due to the wvariabilities asssclated

with this type of testing, this limited amount of data {s

insuf ficient to substgnﬂiate the eclaims for the devica.

‘The data from the wd trucks from the Zellerbach £leet did

not include evidense that they were collected under
controlled test condikions. For example, there was no
indication of how the vehicles were operated (routes,
drivers, weathar conditions, etec.) during the test period.

The chassis dynamometer testing by Clayton Hngineering and
Cumming Diesel Engines, Yna. wére relatively uncontvolled
and do not show that the device improved emissions, fuel
agononmy, or powers The Clayton data showad an inerease in
taximum horsepower at 3000 rpm but did net identify which
tasts were with or without the devieas. Also, more than a
month of vehiele operation ocaurred between these tdbts amd
the engine parameters had changed, e.g., idle £pm inereasad

from 550 rpm to 800 rpwms The Cumming data showed

essentially no difference 'in powaer.

Although the preceding data submitted by ‘e'he applicant was -

usaful in our praliminary evaluation of the devies, these
data did not substantiate the claius fot the device nor
Justify confirmatory teseing by the BPA. The aspueanc was
adviged of these data shortsomings and requested ko conduet
an appropriate test program at an independent laboratory

(Attachmient A), Tha applicant did not undercala this .

testing (Attachment 8).

:j;
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: , As noted din Bection 6a(l), HPA is unaware of any

1 information that provides a techmical basis to support the

| ‘ ! * elaim £or improved emissions and -fuel economy for an
in-line fusl magnet device like PETWO-i‘T2BR.  EPA
previously tasted and evaluated a similar product known as
the Super-Mag Fuel Estender (EPA=AA=TEB=511<82-3) and
provided a copy of the report to tha applicant (Attachment

!I;!). ﬂ'rhis " device showed no emissiong 6r fuel economy
anecit,

7. Conclusions

EPA fully considered all of the information submitted by the
applicant. The evaluation of tha PETRO-MIZER device was based ot

that information, EPA's engineering judgement and the résults of the
EPA's experience with similar devices. K

‘ the 4information supplied by the applicant was insufficient to
' adequataely substantiate either the emissions or fuel economy benefits
claimad for the device.

EPA testing of Super=Mag and Moleculetor, two deviees similar to
PETRO=MLZER, showad no emissions oi fuel aconomy benafits, BEPA is
unavare of theories ot data which aould explain why axposing a
hydrocarbon fuel to a magnetic f£ield prior to induction iate a
cottbustion chamber would affect the combustion prossss and, thus,
emissions or fuel economy. We have coneluded that there is no
tachnical basis to justify an BPA confirmatory test program on tha
PETRO-MIZER device oY to expect that the devise would improve either
emissions o fuel economy. -

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION GONTAGTS Meryill #. Rorth, fmission Gontrol
Technology Division, Office of Mobila Sources, Environiental Protedtion
Agency, 2565 Plymouth Road, Ann Arbor, ME 48105, (313) 6684299, ~

Notas

In report no. BPA«AA-TEB=31l=8l<Y, EPA evaludted a different product that
is tarketed under a tame eimilar to PRTRO=MIZER. fThis devica, known as
the PHIROMIZER SYSTEM, consisted of a cavburetor base-plate adapter and
fuel prassura regulator,
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 List of Attachmeats

Letter of ttd:ay 14, ;9‘9? frou EPA to Charles E. Auent of
Patro-Mizatr REast acknowledging receipt of the 511

applicdtion for PETRO-MIZER and requesting indeffendent
testing of the devica. : :

‘Letter of September 20, 1982 from EPA to Charles E.

Ament of Petro~Mizer Hast reiterating need for device
testing. This letter also notified appliicant that EPA

would shortly close out the evaluation if test data
wasn't provided. - , /
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ATTACHMENT A

11
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 ANN ARBOR. MICHIGAN 48165
% sapte” : v
' May 14, 198% | o
' . TERICE F R
AlR, NOISE aKD RAL. 4712w O

Mr. Churles E. Ament
Petro-Mizar East

Division vi-Ament Enterprises . |
33 Pomdview Road | W
Rye, NY 10580

Dear Mr. Amente | 1 |
We received your letter of April 28,= 1982 in which you applied for aﬁ ﬁéA

evaluation of the PETRO-MIZER modele MKT and 3~J-80 as emission and fuel
éeonoﬁsr' ratrofit devi.ege.

Our Engineering Evaluation Croup has made a praliminary review of your

applicecion and determined that, except for the test data, the applica=~

' tion is essentially complete. We do not feel that the data you submitted

. are sufficient to support the claims for your device. Oup specific com=
tients ared :

1. The program conducted by Olson Engineering consisted of only ote
vehicle with only one test saquemce (FIP and HFET) in each aon=

r figurations While this amount of testing may have been adequate
to substantiate the California Afr Resources Board Ezacutive
Exemption Oxder, we require replicate rvesults ot at least two
vehicles. :

2. Thae test results from Consolidated Freightways, Thrift Ppak
Foeds, and Zellerbach Papar Company ware obtained undeyr vela=
tively uncontrolled test conditions. Also, the details of the
fuel ee:uony test prograwm were not provided and no emission data

ware taken. ' -

3¢ The test by Clayton Engineering repregents a relatively uncon=
trolled chagsls dynamometer test of a vehicle and does not tadd=
k cute how either emissions or fuel econotty of the vehicle was'
) changed by the deviee.

4 The testimonal lettar from Oluyton Manufacturing provides no
o data to substantiate the claimed fuprovement in fuel aconotiye
No specific fusl economy change was given and the "{nproved
| performance” was ungpecified.

5, Tha test report from Cumminy Diesel Engives, Ine. s also a i
4 relativaly uncontrolled chassis dynumometer test of a truck. o

- In order to adequitely process your application, we will need apprapriate
Co : test duta obtaindd by a recognized indepandent laboratory. The proce=
dures and guidelires for this testing ware teansmitted to you in @y let-
tey of March 3. I am preapazed to assist you in developing the test plan.

T e e
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In order for us to process Secézl.dn 511 applications efficiently, we "f;ava
established a schedule for smche I ask that you raspond to this letter

by June 1S. Please indicate what testing you plan to undegtake and which

independent laboratory will perform the testing. If you have aumy ques~
 tious or requirve further information, please contact wa. ,

s you -?ﬁﬁy know, EPA has previously evaluated other similar devices.-

Enclosed is the Section 511 evaluation of tha Super-Mag Fuel Extender, a
‘device which appears to be similay to PETRO~MIZER. Even if you do not
consider this device to be similar, you may find this ‘report useful as aa
example of EPA test programe and 511 avaluations.

Sincerely,

Marrill W. Rorth, Device Evaluation Coordinator
Test and Evaluation Branch

Enclogura
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

L1

Saptember 20, 1982

- Mr. Charles E. Ament

Patro-Miger East o
Division of Ament Industries
33 Pondview Road T
Rye, NY 10580

Dear Mr. Aments

We' still lack appropriate test data to support your claims for “PETRO-
MIZER" models MKI and 3-J=80 as emission and fuel economy ratrofit
devices. As I explained in our carlier lettey and telephone conversa—
tions, we ara obligated to publish our evaluation in - the PFederal
Register. We cannot delay that action indefinitely and have begun to
prepare our evaluation. Therefore, I must ask you again to provide the
information we need or we Will have to complete our evaluatich and pub=
lish our conclusions with the information at hand.

Because of the inordinate anount of time that | ﬁae passed since we f£irst

' received your appiication and the difficulties encountered in getting the

information for us to analyze, wa are faced with the mead to establish a
deadline. ‘That deadlina 45 October 29, At that tive, we will conclude
our evaluation, with or without the requested information. We believe
that that date allows enough time for our review of your plan and the
comduct of the program at an independent laboratory. As we stated Plae
viously, at least two or three vehicles should bs tested. 3If the data
from the independent laboratory indicate a meaningful fual economy ox
enissions benefit, EPA may perform confirmatory tests.

Y

Please let us know when yni; gend us the test plan what laboratory you

- have gelected and the scheduled dates for your testing. If you have auy

questions about our requirements, please contact me immediately at (313)
668<4299, _ ‘

Sincarely,

Merrill We Korth ‘
Device Evaluation Goordinator
Test and Evaluation Branch
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