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Mr. Peter Griskivich

Vice President ‘

Motor Vehicle Manufactures
Association of the United States

Motor Truck Division

1909 K. Street, N. W., Suite 300

Washington, D,'C, 20006

Dear Mr. Griskivich;
~ We apprecfate the attendance of the MVMA at the March 29 meeting.
Please find attached, a copy of the standard letter that we agreed

to write each petitioner, 1isting several questions, the answers to
which we believe are key to our reconsideration of the effective date

for the 80d8 noise emission standard.

We will, of course, consider any information MYMA would care to
submit concerning the petitioners request for deferral.

Please contact me at (202) 382-7753 should you have any quistions.

. gy ';‘\ .é"‘:;. ."
neth E. Feith” :
A ///Directur of Review

Enclosure
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% UNTTED STATES ENVIONMENTAL PO TECTION AGENGY
;s: WASHINGTON, DAL 201000
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Mr. Donald Lennex, Chairman
International Harvester Company
401 Horth Michigan Avenue

* Chicago, I1tlinois 60611

Dear Mr, Lennox:

Wo believe that the March 29, 1984 meeting with International Harvester
and the other petitioners requesting EPA's reconsideration of the effective
date for the 80 decibel noise emission 1imit for medium and heavy trucks
was of mutual benefit. :

As we stated at the beginning of the meeting, the discussions were "on-
the-record” and a synopsis will be placed into a public docket,

A principal basis in your petition for deferral is the claim that
stgnificant cost savings to manufacturers would result from deferral of
the 80 di effective date until EPA issues new exhaust emission standards
for oxides of nitrogen and particulates. Our initial analysis of the
petitions indicates that there are critical gaps in the 1nformaL|on ymt
have provided to support this and other contentions.

Therefare, it was agreed at the meeting that EPA would provide to the
manufacturers and others, a 1ist of questions and requests that it believis
essential to consider in reaching a decision, In the interest of time the
Agency stated it would not tailor these questions to individual uryanizations,
Consequentty, your petition may have already provided one or more answers
to the questions listed below., However, [ urye you to reexamine your
previgus submittal and expand as you deam appropriate,

1. Please provide your technical assessment of the interralation-
ship of oxides of nitrogen and particulate exhaust ewission
controls to the engineering and design assoctated with the
80 dB noise emission requiremcnt for your Lrucks.

2. Please quantify the cost and economic benefits that you would
expect to realize by combining the engineering and design of
future exhaust emission controls with noise control fratures
requisite to meeting the 8UdB noise emission standard. The cost
savings determinations should be independent of “effective date"

. considerations.
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Please quantify fo the extent possible, the patential cost
benefits or disbenefits to your company thal you would expect
to realize from gach of the following options concerning the
effective date of the 30 dB noise cmission standard,

(a) one year deferral to January 1, 1987,

(b} two year deferral to January 1, 1988.

(c) designating the effective date as the first dey of the calendar

year commensurate with the model year for which EPA'S next set
of enission standards for oxides of nitrogen and particulates
are applicable,

(d) retain Janvary 1, 1986 effective date,

Please translate the possible benefits or dishenafits in
terns of vehicle cost or savings to purchaser.

Please provide your companies' sales forecasts through the model
year 1988 and how they cowpare with your 1980 thru 1983 sales.

What percentage of your over 10,000 1b GVHR truck production are
vehicles primarly designed for "over-the-road" long haul operation?

Please provide your most recent noise emission test data for trucks
required to meet the 83 db standard.

Please provide quantitative data concerning your existing surplus
of new trucks,

Please provide your assessment of the possible impact of used truck
sales on your nevw truck production, that would not otherwise
occur in the absence of a deferral.

This question is primarily directed at the American Trucking
Association.,  Please provida test data that supports the revised
noise level recafinendations contained in your letter of MNovewber 29,
1982 to the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, Office

of Management and Budget, '

Unless covered by a ¢laim of confidentiality, we will place your
comnents in the public docket, Please seqregate and mark only those por-
tions of your respense that you consider proprietary or confidential;
stipuiating your eatire response as proprietary or confidential will

greatly restrict its value to the review and decision process.
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Clearly, the Agency's mandate is to proLect the public's health and
welfare. To the extent that the Agency can ensure centinucd public benefits
and alse assist the trucking industry in its economic recovery, the Agency
will endeavor to do so. e will welcome your suggestions on this tatter
point, '

Please contact me at {202) 382-7753 should you have any guesbions,

Sincerely, " = .
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S Keaneth B, Feith
Director of Review

cc: Motor Vehicle Manufacturing
Association

Mr. Dean Stanley, Internatjonal Harvester




