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I. INTRODUCTION

On January 27, 1981, the Environmental Protectfon Agency (EPA)
qnnounced that the 80 decihel (dB) noise emission standard for newly manu-
factured medium and heavy trucks was being deferred from January 1, 1982 to
January 1, 1983 in order to provide economic relief to the truck industry.

In the Federal Register notice for this deferr'éT {46 FR 8487), the Agency

invited public comment as to whetI]er' the one year deferral was too long or
too short. On March 19, 1981 (46 FR 17558), the Agency expanded the scape
of requested coment to include whether or not the 80 dB standard shou]d: be
rescinded. The formal public comment period for both of these requests
close‘d on April 24, 1981. This docket analysfs represents the Agency's
formal review, analysis, and response to those comments received from the
public on the 80 dB noise emission standard. A 1list of specific contr1bl;-
tors is provided in Section II of this document. For reference purposes,

each contpibutor has been given an 1dent1f1c§t1on number,

Section III provides a summary of the {ssues raised in the comments
raised by the public, State and local governments and industry, and the

Agency's response to these jssues. The issues have been grouped into the

following. general categories: Statutory Authority and Preemption, Noise

Control Technology, Public Health and Welfare Benefits, Cost and Economic
Impact, Miscellaneous 1Issues, and Issues Concerning the Trash Compactor
Regulation.. Comments received in each category in Section III are cross-

referencad with the contributors Tisted in Section II.
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Only submissions made to EPA during the formal docket period are
specificaily identified in this analysis. Howevar, submissions to EPA
concerning the 80 dB standard that were received after the closing date
of the public comment period have also received full consideration by the
Agency 1in its responses to the 1issues, but are not formally 1dent1f{ed as

submissions to the docket.

o
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I11. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

A. Statutory Authority and Preemption

Issue 1: Scope of Authority

One truck manufacturer (17} contended that the Environmentai Protec-
tion Agency (EPA} 1s operating beyond the scope of authority granted to
it by the Noise Control Act because a nationally uniform truck standard

is not necessary to achieve further reductions in overall community noise

levels,

Response: - ,
The Agency does not agree that 1ts actions are beyond the scope of

its authority under the Noise Control Act. There are two key aspacts to
Federal regulation of a major source of noise under the Act: one is the
astablishment of a uniform national standard (based on praemption of
non-identical State and local standards) in order fo protect 1nqustfy
from having to meet diverse standards in different localities; the other
is the raquirement that the nolse standard set by the regulation be at a
level requisite to pﬁotect the public health and welfare taking into

account usage of the products, cost of compliance, and best available

technology.

The Agency recognizes that there are approaches other than regula-
tion of source notse levels that can, in principle, be used to reduce
community noise levels due to trucks, which are the primary source of
traffic noise.‘ Construction of highway noise barriers and sound nsula-
tion of dwellings are well-known éxamp]es. As detailad later (see Response
to Issue 8 under Cost and Economic Impgct) these approaches have been
studied by EPA and have been found to be considerably less cost-effective

than -the 80 dB regulation nor are they as widely applicable in reducing

impacts from traffic noise.
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Further, the existing Federal noise regqulations, which include both
the (in-use) Interstate Motor Carrier regulation and the (new-product)
truck noise regulation, preempt any differing standards set by State and
local governments. Consequently, reduced regulatory impacts on the trucking

industry are achieved only by Federal regulation.

Noisa control technology is readily available to achieve an 80 decibel
standard, and sucﬁ a standard would -provide a 44% increase in benefits
relative to the c:urrent 83-decibel standard at 41%_ of its cost. {See
responses to Issues (-2, D-2 and D-5 for details), 1In the light of the

above  factors, the.Agency 1s required to set an 80-decibel standard.

Issue 2: Preemption

Six submittals, two from manufacturers (18, 29}, two from State govern-
ments {22, 24) and two from a trade association (2, 25), commented in fa'v;)r
of Féderal pregmption. Four commenters, one manufacturer (17), one State
government {21}, one association of municipal governments (43), and one
environmental group (40), expressad opposition to preernpt'lén. Those in
favor supported the avoidance of confusion due to different State and local
noise standards and the contention that a uniform national standard made a
positive contribution to Towering envi ronmental noise. Those opposed felt
that Federal preemption prevents States from setting desired lower notse

1imits and from effectively controlling truck noise.




Response:
Since ‘the Agency promulgated the truck noise regulation under the

autherity of the Noise Control Act, as discussed under Issue 1, above,

preemption is both appropriate and required under the Act.

lgggg_g: Effect of closing the EPA's Office of Noise Abatement on
Regulations Four commenters - one State (24) and three associations of
noise contrel professionals {36, 40, and 43) - commented that if the Office
of Noise Abatement and Control (ONAC) were to close,.then the truck naise
regulation should be rescinded or the preemption provision revoked; otherw

wise progress toward the reduction of noise-would be hampered.

Response:
The uitimate fate of ONAC and the Federal noise regulations is subject

to the decisions of Congress. At present, the Congress 1is considering
revisions to the Noise Control Act that would retain the truck noise regula-
tfon. In the latter event, the 80 dB standard, representing progress 1n
noise reduction, would become effective in 1986 in accordance with the

notice published most recently in the Federal Register.

Issue 4: The Department of Transportation as a Truck Noise Regulator
An 1ndustrial firm (35) commented ‘that the Department of Transpors
tation 1s a more logical cholce than EPA as a single-source regulator (at
the Federal level) of truck noise, and that enforcement at the user level

is beyond the practical scope of the present reguiation.
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Respaonse:
With respect to the question of a single-source regulator of truck
noise, the Noise Centrol Act manifests thea clear intent of Congress that
the Environmental Protection Agency was to be the s1ngle-sou'rce noise

regulator for all products distributed in commerce (as defined in Section

2(a)(3) of the Act).

"As regards enforcement at the user level, the truck noise regulation

does not provide for such enforcement by the Federal government; enforce- '

ment of Federal noise regulations for new praoducts under Section 6 of the
Act is at the manufacturer level. Under Section 18 of the Act, the Agéncy
has promulgated the noise regulation for Interstate Motor Carriers, which is

an in-use regulation and is enforced by the Department of Transportation's

Bureau of Motor Carrier Safaty.

B. Noise Control Technology/MNoise Measurement Methodology

Issue 1: Consistency of Test Results
One industrial firm (35) commented that the EPA test procedure produces

jnconsistent resuits and fs therefore a poor basis for noise abatement

decisions,

Response:
This contention is not 1n agreement with Agency findings. The test

mathod employed is bastcally the SAE J366b which has been slightly modified
and fine-tuned to take into account recommendations by manufacturers and thé
National Bureau of Standards. Data available to the Agency showed that the

standard deviation of emission levels obtained from 30 nominally 1dent1cé1
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trucks measured at the same site with the same equ1pment was approximately
0.5 decibel. This was judged by the Agency to be an acceptabie level of

consistency.

The outdoor test precedure required by the truck regulation was
developed through the voluntary standards process in which industry groups
participated, and it 1s a uniform procedure used by industry. To the extent
practical, the Agency endeavors to incorporate in its regulations, existing
test methods that were deve'lqped by voluntary standards groups that include
manufacturers, However, the test method must produce a measure of noise
emissions that can be related to community noise exposures. The test method

employed in the truck requlation was developed by the Society of Automotive

Engineers {SAE) and provides a measurement of noise emission levels that

correlates with the noise produced by trucks during operations in- communi-
ties. It is a simple test that ylelds reproducible results. On the basis

of these features, the Agency adapted this test method.

While- the costs associated with this test method are felt to be
reasonable, the Agency 1s unaware of any aiternate, less costly procedures
that are- simple and raeliable, and produce results that correlate well with
measures of truck noise environmental impact. EPA is aware that the Motor
Vehicle Manufacturers Association (MVMA} has been developing an indoor test
method. The factors of simplicity, reproducibility, correlation, and costs
are.unknown at this time by EPA. Should MVMA wish to submit the indoor test
method to EPA as an alternate to the current SAE J366b test method, the

FR—
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Agency would review the new procedure on its merits against the criteria
mentioned aboye. If the method proved to be suitable, the Agency would then

authorize 1t as an alternative to the SAE J366b procedure.

Issue 2: Effects of Delay on Cost of Testing
A trade association in two submittals (0l and 44) commented that
delaying the implementation of the 80 dB standard would decrease the cost

of testing because a less costly all weather indoor testing ﬁrocedufe

will be available.

Response:
The fact that. EPA has deferred the effective date of the 80 dB regu-

lation will allow additional time to develop potential alternate test

methods, However, there is no assurance that a "less costly all weather"

indoor testing procedure will be available in time for the new 1986 effec-
tive date (see Response to previcus issue), Until there 1s general agreement
on a practical and economical indoor testing procedure that is eqd1va1ent in

results to the existing drive-by procedure, the latter will continue to be

the required tiest method,

C. Public Health and Welfare Benefits

Issue 1: ODefinition of Health Problem

Three- manufacturers (06, 07, 26 and 32), and a trade association (02
and 25) commented.with respect to public health and welfare benefits.
Their position is that there is no conclusive evidence that the 80 dB
standard provides any health and welfare benefits other than relief from

annoyance and that annoyance 1s not a health problem.




"7 -

Canversely, in support of the 80 dB standard, seven commenters repre-
senting professional organizations in the environmental area, municipal
local government representatives, a State government and one manufacturer
(13, 19, 21, 29, 36, 41, 43) assert that the 80 dB regqulation provides

needed health and-welfare benefits,

Response:
EPA has a'dopted the World Health Organizatien definition of “health,"

and has outlined its views in several pub'lications_, notably the report
entitled "Information on Lavels of Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health
and Welfare with"an Adequate Margin of Safety" (EPA 550/9-74-009, comminly
referred to as the "levels document"). EPA's view 1is that the phrase
"health and we]fare.“ means cnmp‘let.e physical, mental and social well-being
and not merely the absence of disease and infirmity. EPA does not expéct
that noise regulations will or can bri ng about “complete well-being" for
all; the objectﬂe of such reguiations is to help reduce, within the 1imita-
tions of technolegy and avaiiable resources, those noise exposures of the

pubiic which tend to degrade the public health and welfare.

The available data have demonstrated that the most widely recoanized

clinical health and welfare effect caused by noise is impairment of the

ability to hear. However, the phrase "health and welfare" also includes
personal comfort and well«being and the absence of mental anguish and
annoyance. As pointed out in the Levels Document, noise can interfers

with social activities such as conversation, classrcom learning, and
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radio and TV iVistening. It can also cause sleep disruption. Noise also
is widely recognized as causing stress which may lead to clinical cardioa
vascular ‘symptoms. The medium and heavy truck noise emission regulation
is intended to provide benefits beyond that of reducing annoyance. Annoy-
ance to a great extent simply reflects the reality of the many perceived

adverse affects of noise.

Issue 2: Level of Health and Welfare Benefits
Four manufacturers and a trade association (06, 07, 25, 26, 28 and

37) comment that the health and welfare benefits from the 80 dB standard

as compared to the 83 dB are marginal and have been overstated by EPA. '

Response:
The Agency has developed a comprehensive computér model to augment

the opiginal assessment procedur;es employgd during develapment of the
regulation. The Agency has carefully reviewed its analysis of health and
welfare benefits in the light of the most recent available data. The
results show that the benefits of the 80 dB requlation are stated proper;ly
and .are not overstated. Indeed, the original estimate of the benefits

understates the benefits now expected.’

Through the use of the computer model, which permits assessment of
traffic noise impacts by considering the natlon's roadway system and
attendant population distribution, the Agency estimates that in the absence
of any regulaticns or controls, in excess of 95 million persons would
currently be exposed to levels of noise from traffic that can jeopardize
their health and welfare; and by the year 2000, in excess of 157 million

vwould he so exposed,
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In order to quantitatively assess the potentially adverse fmpact of
truck noise and the effectiveness of possible noise emission regulations,
the EPA employs the Level-Weighted Population (LWP) dascriptor as a measure
of noise impacts. LWP expresses in 2 singla number both the extent and
severity of noise impact. The extent of impact refers to the number of
people who are adversely affected, while the severity represents the degree
to which each person i3 affected. Therefore, LWP provides a simple method
to compare benefits of different noise reduction options. This method is
recommended by the Nationatl Ac;ademy of Sciences for use in nolse impact

assessments.

In 1973, pursuant to a directive from Congress and based on a large
body of evidence, the EPA determined that a day-night sound level (Ldn)
value of 55 dB represents the lower threshold of noise that can jeopardize
the health and welfare of paople. Above this level, noise may be a cause of
adverse physiological and psychological effects. These effects also often
result 1in persanal annoyance and community reaction. Above an Ldn value
of 75 dB, noisa can cause hearing loss. Although studies indicate a 1ink
between nolse and cardiovascular disease, research has not yet reached the
point where we can determine a dquantitative dose-response relationship,
i.e., what cardiovascular effects occur at what levels of neise, Conse-

quently, these effects are not considerad in this analysis.

Computation of the LWP is based on combining the number of people

exposed to nolse levels above Ldn of 55 dB with the degree of impact at

.
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different noise levels. For day-nfght sound levels below 55 dB, it is
assumed that no adverse impact occurs. "Full" impact {s assumed to occur
at a 75 dB day-night sound level. Figure 1 is a pictorial representation
of the LWP principle, The circle represents a source which emits noise
to a populated area represented by the figures. The partial shading
represents degrees of partial impact from the noise source. Those people
closest to the noise source are more sSeverely fimpacted than those at
greater distances. The partial impacts are then summed to give the equiva-
lent population that is fuily impacted by noise. In this example, six real
pecple are adversely affected, to varying degrees (partially shaded} by the
noise. The sum of these partial impacts. is equated to & Level~Heighted

| Population that is represented by the two totally shaded figures.

The potentially adverse 1{mpacts of surface transportation nolse and
the potential benefits fr9m notse emission regulations are assessed through
the use of the computer model mentioned earlier. The model allows tha
determination of nolse impacts (in terms aof LWP) by vehicle type (i.e.,
automobiles, medium and heavy trucks, buses, and motorcycles), as a function
of time, taking into account ﬁhe location of people 1n the vicinity of these
roads, and the anticipated growth in both the nation's population and new
vehicle sales. Computations based on this model enable us to determine the

potential reductions in LWP (the benefits) for selected regulatory options.

In the absence of noise emission regulations to control surface trans-
portation noise, the number of people exposed to day-night sound 1eve15

above Ldn of 55 dB (the lavel above which people are adversely affected
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Six real people

- § | ' partially impacted

Equivalent totally
impacted population
{LkP = 2.0)

Figure 1. LEVEL-WEIGHTED POPULATION: A METHOD TO ACCOUNT
FOR THE EXTENT AND- SEVERITY OF NOISE IMPACT




- 12 -

by noise) is expected to grow dramatically with time. By the year 2000, the
nation's population 1s anticipated te increase by 22.5%. Because of the
concurrent expected grawth in traffic, the population exposed to levels in

excess of 55 dB would be expected to increase by 65% over those similarly

-2xposed in 1980; the corresponding increase in LWP would be 73.1%. Thus,

without controls on the noise emission of vehicles or an increased applica-
tion of noise attenuating devices 1.e., highway noise barriers and improvad

noise insulation of personal dwellings, it is clearly evident that the

surface transportation noise impact would continually worsen.

Within the fleet of vehicles operating on the natfon's roadways,
medium and heavy trucks {trucks over 10,000 lbs, Gross Vehicle Wetght
Rating, GVWR) constitute the prilr_nary source of traffic nolse. Today,
notse from trucks account for approximately 7% of those people expose'd
to day-night sound levels above 55 dB, The large contribution that trucks
make to the natienal noise impact results from their high nolse emis=-
sfens compared to those of other vehicles. For example, Fedaral Highway
Administration data show that under cruising conditions 2 medium truck fis
equivalent in noise jntens1ty to approximately 10 automobilas while a heavy
truck is equivalent to roughly 32 automobiles. Under low speed acceleration
conditions, a medium truck can be equivalent in noise {ntensity to 35

automobiles, while a heavy truck can be equivalent to 200 automobiles.

To control the growth of the surface transportation noise problem,

the Agency, in 1975, promulgated a two-phase noise emission regulation

for medium and heavy' trucks. The first phase limited truck noise emis-




e e rm—————— e
1

e

N il e i

- 13 -

TABLE Ia AND Ib
BENEFITS OF THE 83 AND 80 dB
TRUCK NOISE EMISSION REGULATIONS

la. Population Exposed to Ly > 55 dB

Regulation Population Exposed Reduction in % Reduction Incremental
L n » 55, Millions Population % Reduction
1ﬂ year 2000 Exposad, Millions in Populatian

from No Regulation Exposed

Unregulated 157.48 - - -

83 dB 135.93 21,55 13.7% -

. 80 dB. 126.68 30.80 18.6% 42.9%
Ih, Level-Heighted Population
Regulation LMP, Milliens Reduction in % Reduction Incremental %
SR : in year 2000 LWp, Millions from no Reduction in
regulation LWP

" Unregulated .52.76 - - -

83 db. 42.76 10.04 19.0%. -

80 dB 38.37 14.43 27.3% 43.7%
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sions to 83 dB and became effective January 1, 1978. The second phase,
originally scheduled to become effective January 1, 1982 but recently
deferred to January 1, 1983, (and now deferred to January 1, 1986) limits
truck noise emissions to 80 dB. Because decibels are lTogarithmic in
nature, a seemingly small decrease of 3 dB actually is equivalent to a

halving of the total intensity from the noise source.

In the year 2000, EPA estimates that 157.5 mi11ion people would
have besen exposed to day-night average sound levels (Ldn) above 55
decibels in the absence of a requlation. The 83 dB regulatjon is ex-
pécted. to reduce the number of people so impacted by 21.6 mil1lion, to
135.9 mi1lion, a reduction of 13.7%. With an 80 dB regulation in place,
the number of people exposed to L, above 55 is estimated to be 126
million, a reduction of an additional 9.3 million impacted people, or 43%

improvement in reduction obtained with the 83 dB standard. These results

are summarized in Table Ia.

In terms of Level-ﬂeighted Ponulatieon, the baseline LWP in 2000 in
the absence of a regulation is estimated to be 52 million. The 83 dB
regulation is expected to reduce the LWP in 2000 by 10.0 million, a reduc-
tion of 19.0%. With an 80 dB standard, the Level-Heighted Populatien is
axpacted to. decrease an additional 4.4 million, or 43,7% as much reduction

in LWP as the 83 dB regulation provides; see Table Ib.

Figure: 2 shows how the effectiveness of the truck noise regulation

'wﬂ1 increase with time. The area between the 83/80 dB and 83 dB benefit

curvas represents the marginal or incremental benefits that would accrue

from the 80 dB regulatian,
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In the 1ight of the foregofng results of our analysis, EPA believes
that the health and welfare benefits of the 80 dB standard have been

evaluated properly.

Issue 3: 5afe Minimum Noise Levels
Two manufacturers and a trade association (17, 25, 26) commented
that the considerable difference of opinion regarding safe maximum noise

levels does not support EPA's chosen maximum Timit.

Rasponse:

Thase commenters based their objections mainly on the maximum allowable
daily noise dose of 90 decibels for efght hours of industrial expo§ﬁre
prescribed by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration. (OSHA). fhe
Agency has developed position on the basis of a substantial amount of
data available in the technical literature and obtained in the Agency's
own stud1es; There is a clear distinction between the requirements set
by OSHA and the criteria established by EPA. The QSHA 1imit of 90 dacibels
1s aimed at preventing excessive hearing loss due to occupational noise
exposure, while at the same time not imposing an onarous ecsnomic burden
on industry in reducing noise in the workplace., EPA, on the other hand,
has the mission under the Noise Control Act, to protect the public health
and welfare from environmental nolse in general, .EPA's approach to this
responsTbility 1s detafled in the responses to fssues 1 and 2. Conse-
quent]}, the fact that there is a differance betwaen OSHA's allowable noise
exposure in the workplace and EPA's criteria for protection of public health
and welfare from environmental noise doas not {mply that either Agency has
an invalid approach; the objectives of each as mandated by Congress are

di fferant.
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Issue 4: Computer Modeling of Highway Noise

One commenter (06) criticized the computer model used by EPA in
analyzing highway noise impact. The commenter suggested that field studies
should be conducted to verify the éccuraqy of the computer model and that
EPA should reexamine modeling assumptions and cost data since those used in

the 1876 background document appearsd to be invalid or inaccurate,

Respanse:
In assessing the health and welfare benefits expected to accrue. from

the 80 dB regulation, the EPA did not use a computer model in preparing the
estimates presented for the 1976 Background Document (Background Doqum’ent
for Medium and Heavy Truck Nofse Emission Regulations," EPA-550/9-76-008).
Rather, the benefits were projected through a series of simplified calcula=

tions using the best data avaiiable at that time.

However, sfnce the promulgation of the truck regulation, the EPA
has developed a sophisticated computer model to assess health and welfare
benefits of surface transportation vehicle noise emission regulations.
In developing this model, the assumptions used in the older procedures
were critfically examined and retained or discarded as appropriate. The
EPA believes the computer model to be more reliable and accurate than the
oider, hand calculation procedures since parameters like population growth,
roadway type, propagation losses, operational mode, population density, and

operating speed by roadway type are now taken into account. EPA belfeves

that the model is based on sound, accepted acoustic principles and that n

x:aubr'ating the model, we have incorporated the best available data using

raliable sources, EPA has reassessed the benefits from the 80 dB truck
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regulation using this computer model and now projects a greater degree of
protection to the public as compared to those earlier estimates on which the
regulation, 1in part, was Jjustified. (See the response to Issue C-2 for

detailed results),

Issue 5: Interfor Cab Noise
A commenter (06) asserted that EPA falsely claims a reduction in

interior cab noise as a benefit of the 80 dB standard.

Response: -
In the Background Document for the-regulation, EPA did me'nt‘lon reduced

interior cab nolse as an offshoot of reduced exterlor neoise. However, this

point was never c¢laimed as a benefit 1n the analysis of health and welfare

ef fects or economic {mpacts.

The commenter has pointed out one example in which a truck that
raecejved certain quieting treatments to reduce exterior noise actually
experienced an {increase in interior cab noise, The Agency's view is that

that partfcular example was due to the naturpe of the treatment, which

resulted in more of the engine noise being transmitted to the cab. In

genaral, however, experience has shown and it is common sense that most

actions intended to reduce the exterfor radiated noise of the truck will

also result in reduced cab noise.

Issue 6: Noise Levels in Residentfal Areas

One commenter, a truck manufacturer {17), commented that the 80 dB
standard is an inappropriate response to the geal of reducing averall
community noise levels because stricter standards for heavy duty trucks

would not reduce levels in residential areas.
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Response:

As pointed out previously, EPA has had underway a wide ranging program
for reducing community noise Jevels of which the noise regulation for trucks
is simply one facet. The Agency's analysis shows that the 80 dB standard
indead wil1 result in lower noise exposures in urban as well as suburban
areas, and. consequently the Agency doesh not agree with the comment. ({See
response to Issue 2 for detalled discussion). As pointed out below, under .
Issue E-f, EPA's analysis shows that 92 percent of traffic noise impacts
occur in the urban environment ar‘1d that 95 percent of. the benefits of the

regulation 15 expected to accrue 1n urban residential areas.

D. (Cost and Ecor{om'I(:'Impact

Issue 1: Effect of Reguiation on Inflation and Economic State of

' Industry ' _ ‘

Twelve commenters commented on the effect of the regulation on infla-
tion. These consisted of 3 trade associations {01, 25, 31, 44), seven truck:
manufacturers (06, 17, 26, 28, 32, 37, 46}, 3 other manufacturers (33, 35,
39), and 1 private citizen (42). They contended that the 80 dB regulation
would produce a higher level of inflation and lower productivity, and that,
given the present economic state of the industry, higher costs cannot be

easily passed on to the consumer.

Response:
The EPA recognizes that there are economic costs associated with the

80 dB standard. The Agency does not believe that these costs are infla-

tionary for the following reasoens. An inflationary price increase is a
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price 1increase which provides no additional utility to the consumer or
the public. In the case of the noise regulation, there is a utility or
benefit provided to the general public in the form of reduced noise expo-
sure. This {s the benefit which accounts for the increase in price and,
taking this benefit into account, the increase in vehicle cost associated

with the 80 dB standard cannot be considered inflationary.

The EPA also recognizes that. in the 1fght of the current economic
situation, additional costs may not be readily passed on to the consumer.

This 1s one of the reasons that the effective date of the 80 dB standard has

been deferred from 1982 to 1986. The belfef 1s that the economic status of

the industry will improve sufficiently between the present and the effective

date of the standard that the industry will be able to pass on most of tﬁe

cost as is its general pracfice.

Issue 2: EPA Cost Analysis
A number of submitters to the docket commented on the cost figures

of EPA, The submitters included two trade associations (02, 44), six truck
manufacturers (07, 16, 17, 18, 28, 47}, a University Professor {13) and a
non-truck manufacturer (29). Generally, manufacturefs expressed their view
that EPA's cost were efther underestimated or in any event were simply toa

high in the 1ight of the benefits to be expected from the regulation. One

commenter {13) who had made a detailed financial study provided data in

general indicating somewhat Tower cost than the EPA estimates.

[ SL R e
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Response:

The manufacturing cost figures provided by EPA are based to a great
extent on those that were submitted to EPA by truck manufacturers. Some
modifications of these manufacturers' cost estimates were introduced
based on either more detailed data.that the Agency had available or on what
EPA considered to be more realistic estimates. Nevertheless, the discre-
pancy between EPA estimates and the manufacturers’ estimates, on an average
sales-weighted basis, is $28 per vehicle, which represents a difference of

only 10 percent in unit quieting costs.

The increase in Gperating costs due to the nofse control features
was estimated by EPA with the aid of contract consultants, using “real-
world" data obtained in EPA's Quiet Truck Demonstration Program (see

response to Issues D-8 and D-11).

For the purpose of determining quieting costs and performing eco-
nomic impact assessments for truck emission regulations, the Agency groups
trucks by araoss vehicle weight rating (GVWR) into medjum trucks {10,000 -
26,000 Tbs. GVHR) and heavy trucks {>26,000 1bs. GVWR). Each weight group
1s then further subdivided by engine type into efther gasoline - or diesel-
powerad trucks. The objective of classifying trucks by weight and engine
type is to form truck groups that perform similar in-use functions, require

similar noise control technology and thus have similar quieting costs.

Table II presents truck price increases that manufacturers have
stated they expect to result from compliance with the 80 dB regulation.

Based on these costs and 1979 new vehicle sales, a sales~-weighted price
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increase was determined fror each truck category except heavy gasoline.
Lacking specific data from manufacturers an quieting costs for heavy
gasoline trucks, the $269 cost figure reported {n Table Il was developed
by updating the 1975 Agency cost estimate as reported in the Agency's
Background Document which presents the regulatory analysis attendant to

the regulation,

In computing the sales-weighted pr1ce'1ncrease from the mapufac=

turer's data, the Ford estimate of $7130 for the heavy diesel was not

included, The Ford estimate is clearly out-of-line with other industry
data. Ford has communicated to the Agenqy that these costs represent a

worst-case estimate and are not representative of their anticipated typical

~ price increase across their full line of heavy diesel trucks.

The Agency estimates a sales-weighted price increase of $345 per
heavy diesal truck to meet an 80 dB reguiation, This estimate 1s derived
from the costs required to quiet the four heavy diesel trucks in our
Qufet Truck Demonstration Program, These trucks were selected for their
diverse confiqurations. The techniques used to quiet these trucks to
their target level of 72 dB {to meet a 75 dB regulation) are similar to,
but more extensive than, those needed for the truck that will meet the 80
d8 regulation. We have used a straight-l1ine interpolation of dollars per
decibel reduction and have sales~weighted these costs to estimate the 80
dB qpieting costs, We believe this is an appropriate and conservative
approach since it apportions higher costs to quiet across all trucks, not

just a select few; nor does it take credit for the relatively large number




TABLE II. COMPARISON OF MANUFACTURER'S [5] AND EPA TRUCK PRICE
INCREASES TO COMPLY WITH THE 80 dB NOISE EMISSION REGULATION

Estimated Price Increases for New Trucks: Data Submitted to EPA by Truck Manufacturers

_ , Sales-Heighted EPA Reviset

Truck _ International Mack GMC Frelghtliner Peterblilt Ford Volvo Average Based on Estimates
' Category Harvestar : - Manufacturer's Data $1980
Madium Gasoline $142 - $ 50 - - $ 166 - $105 $105
Heavy ‘Gasoline - - - - - - - - ' $269
Meddum Diesel $387 - $300 - . § 517 $240 $409 $409

| o $400 to $546 to - |

Heavy Diesel $3713 $500 5415 $563 $540 $1130  $150 $405 $345
Soles-Heighted = = - 5 . - - - $308 $280
Price Increasa,

all trucks

Note: A blank space { - )} indicates that information was not supplied by the manufacturer
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of heavy diesel trucks that can meet the B0 dB leval with very minor
changes. Our $345 estimate includes both manufacturer and dealer mark-ups
but does not include any reductions that could be anticipated as the result
of production efficiencies. We believe the EPA revised estimate for heavy
diesel trucks to be an accurate representation of the price increase that
can be anticipated due to the 80 dB regulation since it is based on our

"hands-on" experience. We view the industry estimates as more representa-

tive of thelr upper price limit and thus not typical of the fleet average.

In estimating the potential economic effects of the 80 dB regulation, we

have used our estimated price increases as presented in the last column of

Table II.

Table III presents the new estimated truck price increase in rela=

tion to the average truck sale price for each of the truck categories,

Potential price {ncreases range from 0.6% for heavy diesels to 2.9% for -

the medium diesael truck. For all trucks, compliance with the 80 dB regula-

tion could result in an average- increase in truck prices of approximately

0,9%.
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TABLE III. ESTIMATED INCREASE IN TRUCK PRICES DUE TO COMPLIANCE WITH
80 dB NOISE EMISSION REGULATION (1980 doilars)

' Price Increase Percentage Price
Vehicle Category Average Price due to 80 dB Increase
Regulation _
Medjum Gasoline $12,083 $105 0.87%
Heavy Gasoifne $24,157 . ‘4269 1.11%
Medium Diesel $16,024 $409 2.558%
Heavy Diesel $53,434 $345 0,614
‘Sales=Heighted $32,343 4280 0.87¢

Average, all Trucks

Issue 3: Effects of Transmission Redesign and Turbocharging on Cost

Five truck manufacturers (10 and 47, 16, 17, 18, 26), a trade associa-

tion (1) and a component manufacturer (52) submitted comments to the effect
that- EPA's cost estimate and analysis 1s inaccurate because it does not
include the cost of transmission redesign or turbocharging and in some
instances puts together inappropriate data. In a ciosely related comment,

‘ one of the manufacturers (26) asserts that contrary to EPA statements

transmissions were redesigned to meet the 80 dB noise standard.
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Response:
The Agency's position is tﬁat the analysis of the costs, as indi-

cated In the previous response; is based largely on.data submitted by the
truck manufacturers and therefore should be reasonably accurate. It s
entirely possible that in particular instances manufacturers may incur
certain costs which have not been taken into consideration by the Agency;
on the other hand, there may be as many or more instances in which the
trucks already are sufficiently quiet that very 1ittle additional quliet-
1ng costs wﬂ"l be antailed in meeting the 80 dB. standard.

The Agency believes that overall the error in the cost calculation
estimates 1s very modest indeed. The sales-weighted average cost by
industry estimates is $308, compared to $280 for the EPA estimate - a

difference of 10%,

With respect to the comment in docket submittal (26) which contends
that transmissions were redesigned so1e1y‘ to meet the new nojse regula-

tions, the Agency has a copy of an article 1n a trade magazine and an

advertisement by the transmission manufacturer which clearly imply that

the transmissions were redesigned for improved efficiency, increased
torque capacity, longer gear life and longer bearing life, and that the
features provided to meet those objectives were a'lsolinst_r‘ument;al in
quieting the transmissions. It is quite clear from these marketing publica-
tions that the transmission redesign is not solely chargeable to noise
control and in fact may not be so chargeable to any degree because of th'e

major objective of the transmission manufacturer in redesigning the unft.
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Nevertheless, the Agency has elected to use in its analysis industry
figures, which presumably include allocated costs of the new transmis-

sions,

Issue 4: sales Impact of Buyer Resistance to Higher Cost

Five truck manufacturers (18, 28, 37, 7, 26 and 38) and two trade
associations (23 and 25) commented that the 80 dB stan-dar-d‘ will have a
high cost in terms of fts impact on industry sales because there is sign.1-

ficant’ buyer resistance to increased cost.

Response :
The Agency recognizes the possibility that {increased costs would

affect sales, particularly in a period of recession and abnormally high
interest rates, This {s one of the considerations that ther Agency took
into account when it decided to defer the effective date of the 80 dB

standard from 1982 to 1986.

lssue 5: Cost-Effectiveness of 80 dB and 83 dB Standards _

Five truck manufacturers (06, 16, 17, 26 and 37), three trade associa-
tions (23, 25, and 44), one state government (27, 47), and one private
citizen {42) commented that the B0 dB standard is not cost-effective, and
that the bepefits do not merit the substantial cost of the regulation.

As a related isswe, a trade association and two manufacturers {25,
28 and 38) asserted that the 83 dB standard is more cost-effective than

the B0 dB standard.
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Similarly, a number of commenters contended that the 83 dB standard
is sufficient and that, in view 'of either the minimal benefits, or the
high cost, or both, ﬁf the 80 dB standard, the 80 dB standard should be
withdrawn and the 83 dB standard left in place. Those include the follow-
ing: three trade associations {01, 23, and 25), seven truck manufacturers

(06, 17, 18, 26, 28, 38, and 32), a muffier manufacturer (29), a solid waste

compactor'manufacturer {39) and a trade association for the solid waste

compactor industry (31). On the other side of this issua, eight submittals
contended that in lieu of the 83 dB standard, more stringent standards

should be put in place. These included three state agencies and twa local

-government agencies {08, 14, 19, 20, 21), a university representative (13),

a civic association {41) and an association of noise control professionajs

{40).

Response:
The- Agency's position is that it has conducted a thorough analysis

of the costs and of the benefits in terms of health and welfare improve-
ment of reduced noise exposure resulting from the regulation {for de-
tails, see responses to Issue 2 under Health and Welfare and also Issue 2

under Cost and Economic Impact).

Since it is clear from their submittals that industry supports the 83
d8 standard in terms of both cost and benefits, the Agency, in its updated
analysis, has used the benefits of the 83 dB regulation as a standard for

comparison with the 80 dB regulation.
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The Agency's analysis shows that the cost-effectiveness of the 83 dB
standard indeed 1s slightly better than that of the 80 dB standard.
However, the difference in cost-effectiveness 1s modest, és the 80 dB
standard is almost 80 percent as effective as the 83 dB standard in terms

of population removed from noise exposure per dollar of expenditure,

To provide perspective on the issue, it is Tnstructive to see how
the cost-effectiveness of the regulations compares with that of various

alternatives to traffic noise control .

For examp'le,'cons{:ruction‘uf highway noise barriers 1s a common
‘respor'l.se by States and localities to complaints or fears of highway noi;se.
Based on typical barrier costs and noise reduction effectiveness, a barrier
costs about $140 to effectuate a reduction of one unit of LWP (see response
to Issue C-2 for the definition of LWP). Another possible way to proteét
against traffic noise is to improve the sound fnsulation of dwellings.
Using data from the National Bureau of Standards, EPA estimates that in-
sulating a house against noise using conventicnal techniques would cost
about $169 to reduca LWP by one unit. By contrast; we estimate that the
80 dB standard results in a reduction of one unit of LWP for a societal cost

of $57 (all costs are given in terms of uniform annuaiized cost per unit of

annual average reduction in LWP),

Kith respect to the question of a more stringent standard, the Agency
believes that a more stringent standard would indeed provide additional
health and welfare benafits but would also entail costs increasing at a

greater rate than the benefits; the resultant cost-effectiveness would be

degraded.
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Issue 6: Cost-Benefit Analysis
A trade association (25) and two truck manufacturers (06 and 26)
commented that the EPA's cost-benefit analysis is flawed, in that the

analysis of benefits is deficient.

Response:
Generally there are three kinds of benefits: (1) benefits that can

be quantized and monetized, (2) benefits that can be quantified, but
not monetized, and (3) descriptive bapefits that can neither be quanti-
fied nor mometized. The Agency believes that the benefits from the truck

regulation fall into the second category,

Attempts to place a dollar value on the benefits from reductions in

“traffic noise have been genarally unsuccessful, partly because the isolatfon

of that value, due to reductions fn nolse, is often masked by other environ-
mental or social variables. Studies examining peoples willingness to pay in
tarms of traffic noise barrier costs, property values (real estate prices),
insulation of public and private buildings, including schools (where traffic
roise {s belfeved to be capable of seriously 1nhib1t1pg young children's
abilities to learn), traffic use controls, etc., have produced such a wide
range of values assocfated with the benefits of traffic noise reductions

that a reasohab1e value is difficult to identify.

In viéw of the fact that it has not been possihle to quantify in
dollar tarms the health and welfare benefits due to reduced noise ex-

posure resu1t1ﬁg from the regulation, the EPA recognizes that {ndeed it
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has not conducted a true cost-benefit analysis. Instead, the Agency has
conducted what 1s commonly termed a cost-effectiveness analysis. This
cost-effectiveness analysis which determines cost per unit of (non-
monetized) benefit, was the only reasonable kind of analysis that could

be performed under the circumstances. (See also response to Issue 5.)

lssue 7: Economic Analysis of Benefits
One commenter (06) asserted that EPA has never made an economic

evaiuation‘ of any other alternative to the 80 dB standard or determine

what other options are available.

Response:
This assertion does not take account of the fact that the Agency

conducted an extensive study of varfous optiaons available under the Noise
Control Act, including varfous programs of assistance to -State and local
governments. The Agency has determined that the present revision of the
regulation with the 80 dB standard becoming effective in 1986 is, in
11ght of the most recent economic data, a reasonable and appropriate

decision. (See response to Issue D-5 regarding cost-effectiveness of

non-regulatory options.)

Issue B: Fuel Efficiency
A number of submittals dealt with the question of the effect of the

80 dB standard on fuel efficiency (06, 07, 13, 17, 25, 26, 30 and 36).

Not all of these commenters raised fssues that require a response.
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However, one truck manufacturer (26) and one trade association (25} com-
mented that the EPA provided misleading information by reporting the
fuel costs attributable to the 80 dB standard in terms of unit cost per

truck rather than total cost for the fleet.

Response:
This {ssue is based largely on the assumption that the 80 dB stan-

dard will necessarfly cause 1ncrease§i fuel consumption. Based on the
Ag'ency's Quiet Truck Demonstration Program, which has operated three
heavy diesel trucks in line haul service for 150,000 miles,. the Agency 1s
not convinced that the noise treatments incorporated to comply with the
80 dB regu]atilon will necessarily result in a degradation of’. fuel econ-
omy. EPA believes that prudent engineering design of noise treatments
may yield an 80 dB" truck with little or no fuel penalty. However, ‘to be
on the safe side EPA has included a fuel penalty 1in {ts economic assess-
ment of the costs of the requlation. The average increment in annual
fuel cost per vehicle due to the BO dB regulation was estimated to be

$23, representing less than 1/20 of one percent of average annual oper-

ating cost.

With respect to the question of unit cost per vehfcle versus total
cost for the fleet, both costs were taken into consideration by the Agency.
Further, the Agency believes that reporting costs in terms of unit vehicle
costs for fuel is app'ropﬁate since that kind of fligure gives the user a

basis for determining the cost for his vehicle and for his fleet. Reporting
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the total fuel costs for the entire fleet {s also meaningful in terms of
societal costs, and the Agency took those costs into consideration in the
economic analysis. The estimate for the total fuel costs is relatively
large because of the large size of the U.S. truck fleet, and because of the
relatively high increment in fuel costs assumed in the Agency's analysis in

ordar to avoid underastimation of the costs.

Issue 9: Fuel Consumption
One trade association (25) commented that the regulation has a negative
impact on fuel consumption thereby conflicting with the Department of

Transportation's (DOT) voluntary fuel conservation program.

’ Resgaase:
The Agency recognizes that certain of the noise control features
that may be utilized to meet the 80 dB level may slightly increase fuel
usage on same trucks. However, certain noise control features, such as

1mhroved exhaust mufflers with reduced back pressure may tend to reduce

fuel consumption., Therefore, EPA believes the net effect on total fuel

consumption due to the 80 dB standard will be very minimal, (See also

response to Issue 8)

Issue 10: Effect of Turbocharging on Fuel Efficiency

A truck manufacturer (26) also asserted that the EPA assumption
regarding the effect of turbocharging on fuel efficiency was erroneous =
the point being made was that turbocharging improves fuel efficiency at
one setting of the engine at which 1t normally is expected to be used

most, but not necessarily at other settings of the engine.
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ResEonse:
The Agency does not dispute this description of the effects of turbo-

charging; however, the Agency contends that the economic anzlysis including

incremental fuel cost took all significant factors into consideration.

Issue 11: Cost of Vehicle Maintenance and Operation

Two trade associations (01, 25, 34, and 44). and three manufacturers
_(16. 17 and 28) commented that the 80 dB standard significantly increased
the cost of vehicle maintenance and operation and will make'ser'vidng‘
vehicles more difficult with the alleged possibility, in some cases, of a
corresponding decrease in truck safety. One commenter from a university
'(13) acknowledged the increased operational costs but contended that the

cost increases were relatively modest in magnitude.

Response:

The-Agency_concur‘s that there will be increased cost of operation
and'maﬁnténanhe due to the additional noise control featupes required to
meet the 80 dB standard. Qur analysis, based largely on industry figures
and results of the Quiet Truck program, indicated am estimated fncrease
in avarage annual operating costs per vehicle of about $42 (including a
"worst case! allowance of $23 for increased fueil costs) which is about 7

hundradths of one percent of the average annual operating costs per vehicle

of $62,747.
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With ragard to the question of reduced safety, the Agency beljeves
that this is a misleading issue because it believes that truck operators
will perform the necessary maintenance to fnsure safe operations as a

matter of self-interest.

Issue 12: Economic Burden of Applying Noise Control Technology

A number of organizations submitted comments to the effect that the
state of the art in nofse reduction technique {s not adequate for imple=-
mentation of the 80 dB standard without undue economic burden. These
included two trade associations (01 and 44), seven truck manufacturers
(06, 16, 18, 26, 28, and 37, 47) and a trade'assqciation for the solid
waste éompactor industry (31). On the other hand, three commenters, one
a mﬁffler manufacturer (29), an association of noise control officials
(36) and a representative of a unfversity (13} contended that the tecﬁ-

nology to control truck nofse at an B0 dB Tevel is readily available.

Response:
None of the commenters questioned the availability of technology

for controlling noise at an 80 dB standard. However, one group believaed
that the cost 1s too high for the benefits received. This subject has been
addressed in several of the earlier responsas. The Quiet Truck Demonstra-
tion Program being conducted by the Agency has provided considerable data
and experfience to substantiate the practicality and durability of the noise
control treatments used, which achieved noise levels well below the 80 dB

standard, praviding a firm basis for the cost estimates which resu)ted from

our analysis.
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The eritical commenters do not beljeve that the benefits to be derived
from the 80 dB standard merit {ts societal costs. Although the most recent
cost data available to EPA leads to a significant reduction in estimated
compliance costs compared to previous estimates, the Agency recognizes that,
taken {n aggregate, these costs could impose a near term aeconomic burden
on the truck industry during a period in which the industry will be concen-
trating 1ts efforts on econmic recovery. EPA believes that the deferral of
the effective date of i‘.he.BO dB standard by three years to 1986 is of
sufficient length, making 1t unnecessary for the Agency to decide at this

time whether the standard should be withdrawn on.the basis of excessive

cost.

Issue 13: Air Pollution Contrals _
A trade association (01 and 44), and two manufacturers (16 and 26)
commented that new air pollution controls scheduled to go into effect
1n 1986 could alter the noise characteristics of truck engines resulting in
costly testing and recertification and higher costs for mechanic training

and servicing if the 80 dB reguTation goes into effect in 1982, .

Response:
The Agency recognizes that there may be some some additional costs

assocfated with multiple out-of-phase regulations, due primarily to the
costs of engine recertification. One of the results of deferring the
effective date of the 80 dB regulation will be to permit coordination
with the anticipated 1986 afr pollution control regulations in a time-~

phased fashion,
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Issue 14: Loss of Engine Configurations
Two trade associfations (01 and 44) commented that the additional
redesign to meet the 80 dB standard and to meet non-coordinated air pollu-

tion standards will also result in the reductfon of available vehicle and

engine configurations,

Response:

EPA 1s aware that some models of diesel engines may be more diffi-

cult to quiet to meet the 80 dB regulation than other models. The 1ndust;'y
has been aware of this for a number of years. Qufeting the noisier models
may impose certain cost and weight penalties not encountered by competing
models, potentfally reducing the attractiveness of the noisier' designs.

Such models muy encounter reduced .‘demand, and some lost sales may result.

EPA has received information that alternative uses for some of these
engines are avajlable, for example, in mhr1ne applications. Thus, the
Agency anticipates that truck-application engine sales losses due to the
80 dB nofse requlation will he ret;'overed, in Iar"ge part, through alternative
applications.. Furthermore, a number of manufacturars have announced that
several new and redesigned medium duty diesel engines will be introduced
for sale in the 1982 timeframe. These engines are being designed to
concurrently achieve greater power, lower weight, higher fuel economy,
reduced air emissfons, and less noise. EPA expects that these new engines
will substantially offset any losses of specific model 1ines due to possible

engine obsolescence resulting from the 80 dB regulation.
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Issue 15: Excessive Quieting Costs for Customized Vehicles
One manufacturer (45) commented that highly customized vehicles
require more complex and expensive noise control treatment and relatively

more testing which will result in higher than anticipated vehicle costs.

Rasponse :
EPA recognizes that some vehicle configurations may be more diffi-

cult and costly to quiet than others; however, projected noise abatement
costs to meet ‘the 80 dB standard supplied to EPA by saveral manufacturers
presumably fnclude these more costly configurations. Since these noise

abatement cost estimates to comply with the 80 dB standard have been

f found to be in substantial agreemént with those projected by EPA, we

conclude that while these highly customized vehicles may fail in the
upper reaches of'each manufacturer's noise abatement cost range, the
average costs to meet the B0 dB regu1ﬁf1on for manufacturers' overall

product 1ines are not significantly different than those projected by

"EPA.

‘Several additional peints are pertinent:
1. Since highly customized vehiclas generally are mare costly than

the more conventional vehicles, the cost of noise control treatments may

" pot be significantly higher in terms of the percentage increase in vehicle

price than thase for the more standardized vehicles.

2. Generally, as manufacturers acquire more experience with the

design and installation of noise quieting treatments, they gain greater
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confidence in their ability to achieve target values for noise emissions.
Consequently, manufacturers seem to be able to reduce the amount of produc-
tion verification (PV) testing by relying on their ability to discriminate
between the noisier configurations which require testing and the quieter
configurations for which production verification testing may be unnecessary,
based on engineering " judgment that relies on similarity of configuration.
The history of PY reports recefved by EPA appears to confirm this view as
the number of reports submitted by each manufacturer shows a consistent

pattern of decrease from year to year.

3. Even 1f a custom vehicle manufacturer were to encounter a rela-
tively greater economic impact than the "pr‘oduction-Hné" manu.fac.turer,. the
remedy is not to deprive the pubHé of the benefit of a nofse standard that
can be met by the vast majority of vehﬁ:les manufactured, but rather to seek

a remedy specific to the small number of specialfzed vehicles.

E. Miscellaneous Issues:

Issue- 1: Other Vehicle Noise
One truck manufacturer (17) asserts that aiming regulatory activity

at truck manufacturers 1nhibits funding of efforts to reduce other vehicle

ralated nofse.

ReSEOI'ISE:

In the sense that resources are finite, the application of any re-
sources to a given problem reduces the potential) for applying resources
to some other problem. Since, in the Agency's view, trucks are the primary

source of traffic noise, it makes sense to apply an adequate portion of
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noise control resources to the control truck noise; in additfon, since the
Noise Control Act envisaged noise regulations as one of the major tools for
noise control, it is appropriate to devote resources to truck noise regu'lé-
tion - which, under the Act 1s effectuated at the manufacturer's level, but
also serves, by preemption, to protect manufacturers against diversfe State
and local regulatory standards. As deiineated in several of'the responsés
to related 1ssues; the Federal noise regulation for trucks éppers to be
the most cost-effective approach for reducing the noise fmpact of thes;e

vehicles.

Neﬁerthe]ess, the Agency wauld 1ike to point out that it has de-
voted considerable resources to studying other sources of noise in ter-n_ls
of potential or actual regulatory action and in additien has devoted
substantial resources to other approaches toward reduction of environ-
mental noise, 1In particular, the Agency has devoted considerable re-

sources to support of State and Tocal governments in their noise control

activities.

Issue- 2: Alternative Sltrategies for Reducing Community Noise Levels
Closely related to the foregoing issue 1s the comment made by a truck
manufacturer and two vehicle trade assoctations (17, 23, and 25) that EPA
should consider alternative strategies for reducing community noise levels

and not. focus only on regulation of vehicle nofse emission levels.

Response:
As pointed out above, EPA has considered a wide variety of strat-

egies for reducing community noise (for example, see response to Issue
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D-5), MNevertheless, the regulation of vehicle nofse emission levels, in
the opinioen of the Agency, 1s one of the mare important facets of the
overall program to reduce environmental noise and fs carried out under
the authority of Section 6 of the Noise Control Act. It also merits
pointing out again that Section 6 authority is intended not only to aid
in reducing community noise but also to protect manufacturers from a
diverse array of noise regulations and ordinances promulgated by State
and. local governments by establishing a uniform national standard which

preempts State and local ‘noise codes for the product regulated.

Issue 3: Time Allowed for Comment on Deferral Notice
One commenter (40) representing a professional organization, stated

that EPA should have allowed more time for review and comment an the

. deferral of the 80 dB standard.

Response:
In an effort to ensure that the majority of interested parties were

made aware of the deferral uf the 80 dB standard, an advance copy of the

January Federal Register Notice was mailed to over 500 persons one week

prior to the January 27 publication date. Included in the mailing were
Stéte and local governments, truck manufacturers, trade organizations,
environmental groups, and the trade and environmental press. This advance
mailing was followed, in the first week of February, by another mailing
distribution copies of the published Federal Register Notice. While the
Agency could not have possibly contacted directly all parties interested
parties 1in the action, EPA did endeavor to notify all those who were be-

T{eved to have an immediate interest.
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In the notfce of deferral (48 FR 8497, January 27, 1981) the Agency
allowed almost three months for submittal of comments. The Agency re-
cognizes that not all persons and organizatfons whe are interested in
regulations are able to submit their comments during the stated open
periad for the docket. However, the Agency actually has accepted all
comments received until very recently and has considerad them in making
the changes that have been incorporated in the present vaersion of the

r‘egu]hﬂun.

Issue 4: Carrier-Mounted Hydraulic Crane

One manufacturer (33) suggested that carrier-mounted hydraulic cranes

be exempted from the 80 dB standard because of product type.

Response:
In Harnischfeger Corporation v. EPA (E.D. Wis. 79-C-179, June 9,

1981), the Agency has been directed by the Courts that the regulation is
not applicable to the crape-carrier type of truck. Consequently, these
vehicles indeed are exempt not only from the 80 dB standard, but from the

83 dB standard as wall.

Issue 5: Trucks as a Major Source of Noise

One commenter, a truck manufacturer (06) states that EPA has erred
in identifying trucks as a major source of noise unless EPA can provide
sound scientific data that is widely accepted. On the other hand, five
commanters comprised of four State agencies concerned. with environmental

quality and a university professer (08, 13, 20, 21, 22, 24, 47) assert
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that trucks are a major source of noise. One State government (47) added
that with Tower noise emission levels the cost of erecting noise barriers

would be reduced.

Response:

EPA has identified trucks as the number one source of surface trans-
portation nolse, This finding is based on a careful detailed analysis by
EPA of vehicles operating on the nation's roadﬁay system, and consideration

of social surveys and field studies conducted by State and other Federal

" agencies.

EPA's analysis considered all categories of vehicles {nvolved in
surface transportation, their noise em-1ss1on levels as determined through
field studies by both thé EPA and the Federal Highway Administration,
vahicle operatibna] characteristics, typical traffic conditions, and th'é
distribution of the population relative to the natjon'’s streets and high-
ways. The time phasing of'regu]ated vehicles into the vehicle fleet
and the contribution from tire noise under high speed conditions were
taken into account. Deviant vehicles (i.e., poorly maintained, jouncing
body componehts, etc.) were explicitly excluded from EPA's analysis. By
excluding these deviant vehicles, EPA believes its projections of truck

noise health and welfare impacts are conservative.

The EPA analysis of the extent and severity of traffic noise impacts
as functions of where they occur (i.e., local roads and streets, colleca
tors, major and minor arterials, freeways, and interstates) shows trucks
clearly to be the dominant source of traffic noise impacts. Currently,

in excess of 73 percent of the impacts from traffic nofse are from medium
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and heavy trucks. EPA knows of no studies which contradict its findings
or which indicate that trucks will not continue to be the major source,
even when the preponderance of medium and heavy trucks meet the 80 dB

level,

Issue 6: Tire Noise Contribution to Noise Impacts
Three truck manufacturers and a trade association (06, 17, 25, 47, and
26) commented that tire noise is a significant contributor to nolse impacts

in the urban environment and has been underestimated by EPA.

Response:
As ipndifcated in the response to the pravious issue, EPA conducted

a careful, detafled analysis of the surface transportation nofse problem.
EPA's analysis clearly distinguiéhed baetween benefits that accrue to
persons exposed to urban traffic noise (low speed) where tire noise 1s
only a very minor contributer, and to those exposed to freeway traffic
noise (high speed) where tire noise is a significant contributor. This
analysis shows that approximately 92 percent of traffic noise impacts
occur in the urban environment where tire nofse is a relatively 1ﬁsﬁgn1f-

feant contributor.

EPA believes that 95 percent of the benefits from the 80 HB truck
regulation will accrue to those who live in an urban environment.  The
focus. of the medium and heavy truck noise emission regulation 1s not
primarily aimed at the control 6f vehicles when they are operating 1in
excass of 35 mph. This latter impact is controlled by an existing Federal
regulation (40 CFR 202) which specifies maximum high speed (greater than 35
mph) noise levels for vehicles over 10,000 1bs. GVWR operated by carriers in

interstate commerce,
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Issue 7: Compliance Management
One manufacturer (38) commented that compliance with the noise emission
contral regulations should be managed in & way similar to the method used hy
the National Highway Traffic Safety Adminfstration (NHTSA) in administering
the Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards.

Response:

Generally, NHTSA depends on manufacturers' "self-certification" for
compliance, and enforcement is based frequently -on letters of complaint
submitted by the competitors of manufacturers who the complainants baliave

are not complying with the regulations..

The EPA approach to enforcement is based on considerable experienca.
in dealing with environmental regdiations. The EPA enforcement strategy
assigns to the manufacturers a major share of the responsibility for
presale testing to determine compliance of the product with the regula-

tory standards.

The enforcement approach consists of three parts: (1) Production
verification (by the manufacturer); (2) Selective enforcement auditing
{by the manufacturer at the request of. the Agency); and (3) In-use com-
pliance (with emphasis mainly on proper maintenance of the product and

prohibition of tampering).

‘The Agency believes, based on 1ts aexperience in enforcing regula-
tions, that 1ts approach provides reasonable assurance of compﬁance

by the- vast majority of manufacturers with a minimum of direct Federal

involvement.
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Feo Issues Concerning Truck-Mounted Solid Waste Compactar Regulation

Issue 1: Validity of Regulation

A trade association (31) commented that the acoustical assurance
period provision of the regulation is invalid, that the regulation itself
is 1invalid-because the regulatory scheme 1s arbitrary and capricious by
imposing vicarfous l1iability, and that the regulation does not in reality
provide preempf1ve protection to the manufacturer againpt conflicting State

and Jocal regqulations.

Response: .
The first two issues are now 1in litigation and it therefore is not

now appropriate for the Agency to comment publicly on these questioﬁs.

‘ Hith'rehpect to the question of preemptive protection, the Agency's
view {s that, under the Noisa Control Act, a Federal nolise regulation
preempts not only State and local standards that are directly in conf]ict

with the Federal standard, but as well any State or local rule that repra-

sents an attempt to establish indirectly a de facta new-product standard

that conflicts with the Fedaral standard.

Issue 2: Deferral op Rescission of Regulation

Three commenters, a State government (21), a trade association (23),
and & compactor manufacturer (39) commented that the regulation for truck-
mounted soltd waste compactors should be deferred or rescinded, The State
government contended that the standard is not sufficiently stringent to
provide adequate protection to the public, and the trade association sug-
gested deferral along with the 80 dB truck standard. The manufacturer
contended that there is no direct relationship of reduced noise level of

trucks to compactor noise levels.
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Response:

The present regulatory action defers the second stage of the compac-
tor noise requlation in concert with deferral of the 80 dB tfuck standard
to 1986, in recogniﬁon of the principle that the two regulations should
be coordinated., The avajlable data suggests strongly that a quieted

chassis serves as a basis for a quieter compactor.

With respect to stringency. of the .76 dB standard for garbage trucks,

.the Agency recognizes that a lower noise limit would further reduce the

noise impact. Tha target nofse limit of 60 dB, as suggested by the cum-;
ments, may be needed to completely eliminate noise impact due to garbdge

trucks. The Agency believes, however, that taking into account available

nofse control technology and costs of compliance, the additional benefits

to_ be gained by a noise limit below 76 dB may be excessively cosﬂy.

Issue 3: Data Base on Chassis Noise

Three commenters, a-trade association (31} and two manufacturers
(37 and 45) commented that solid waste compactor body manufacturars will
require extensive acoustical testing 1n order to develop a meaningful

statistical data base (of chassis noise as a function of engine speed).

Response:

The Agency has been 1in contact with manufacturers of both truck
chassis and compactor machinery in order to help compile a data base that
would serve as a useful guide to manufacturers 1in both categories with
raspect to design of quieter truck-mounted solid waste compactors. The
Agency also 1s encouraging dialogue between both categories of manufaca-

turers .in order to institute a free flow of noise data between them,

i
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Based on chassis noise data acquired by the Agency during pre-
regulatary studies on compactor noise, and pubiished in the Regulatory
Anaiysis (EPA 580/9-79-257) that accompanied publication of the regula-
tion, 1t 15 evident that a number of the majer chassis available on the
market have sufficiently low nolse emissions at suitable engine speeds to be

usable for quieted compactor vehicles.

In addition, the Agency has solicited additional data on chassis
noise at various engine speeds from both chassis manufacturars and compactor
body manufacﬁurers. In February 1981, a leading trade association in ;he
compactor industry {one of the commenters on this agreed to collect such
noise data from {ts members and submit the data to the Agency for use in
medifying and simplifying the compliance procedures of the compactor regu~
lation, Subseguently, that associatfon expressed the view that col]ectidn
of the data was no Tonger needed, and withdrew from 1ts commitment to supply
the data, The reason given for this action was the imminent expected
rescission of the Agency's ragulatory authority under the Noise Control

Act. If the regulatory authority is not rescinded, the Agency intends to

continue its efforts to assist the two industries to share the noise data to

the benafit of both.



