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Mr. L. A. Abbott

Vice 'President, Technical Services
Truck &roup Englneerlng
International Harvester Corporarlon
P.0O. Box 1109

Fort Wayne, Indiana 46801

Dear ir, Abbotz:

Let me express my thanks for the warm hospitality
extended to me =nd my staff by you and the International
Harvester Corporation. We found the cenference tzlks
impressively complete and effieciently condueted. I am sure
thilis zided-in the ease with which information was ewghanged
and the lewvel ¢f understandlng on mutusl consensus items, as
well as dlfferences- .

As a result of these discussions the seven items below
were identified as needing response to complete our respective
investigations, The first three are points of infermation
we shall elarify for IHC, while the latter four are points

- to be cldrified by IH for the U.S., Environmental Protection
Agency,

‘U.8. EPA to THC

1. An annotated version of the truck vegulation preamhle
{40 CFFR 208) to clarify the issues of the, fan cluteh uene-
fits exemptlon from Pulemaking rationale.’ (Enclosed),

2, Coples of letters of petition addressed to EPA from
interested: parties regquesting the continuation of the regu-
latory schedule as planned. (Enclosed), .

3. Comparison of U.S. EPA unit cost extrapelation with IHC
typical unit cost effect after adjustments for inflationary
effects. (To be supplied after receipt of items 4 and 5
below), '

IHC to U.S, EPA

4, Provide the necessary information to determine model/
engine classification by GVWR.
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5. Class cost figures for geﬁefal noise fix areas'fi.e.,
sheetmetal, turbe-charging, transmission, muffler),

6. Provide cost impact areas not used in IHC analysis but
pertinent to U,5., EPA analysis. (0&M costs, fuel loss
costs, inflationary effects) and identify the 1mportance IHC
attached to these areas.

7. Provide copies of the viewgraphs/slides showing the
planned technical approaches for quieting the 10 example IH
vehicles zto the 80 JdBA level.

Please let me know if your recollection of the agreed-upon
action itams differs from the foregoing.

We are presently examining the data base used in our
economic analysis model and making modificaticns that are
deemed appropriate based on the issues discussed at the
December 18th meeting. These ‘updates will be based on our
own data resources and the forthcoming data from Inter-
national Harvester. To expedite this effort the EPA points
of contact will be Mr. Tim Barry at (703) §5§7-2710 or Mr.
Samuel McKeon at (703) 557-7668.

We remain. committed to‘ﬁesponding to the Intepnétional-
Harvester petition and data submittals as quickly as possible.

‘Te the axtent that this is reflected in the provisions of

the IH informatrion cited, we are bound %o your respon51ve-

~ ness, as I am sure you realxze.

S\:.m‘cel‘ﬂ-%

Henry E. \Thomas o
Director

JARE

‘~Standards \§ Regulations Division

Enclosures

T G e
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7N RULES AMD REGULATIONMS

wocon=  esthuanizd jhe total any . 1:t5 to the

intlystry of testing as betwaen $155,000

this regulation was proposed prior to The Adminfatrator bns cursd
that date it was not subject to that siderad the costs and cconomlc impoet
polley, and o draft EIS consequently wns  with respect to the benefits to be derived ta $230,000, Annual production i3 estls
not prepaved. The Backerownnd Docl- as a resuit of this regulatory action and mpted at about 400,000 wvehieles to !
menc published in support of both the judged them to be reasonnble, which these regulntions are appllcable,
proposed and this vegulntlon contalns o 3.0 Seversl commenters !ndlented  The costs ol testing would, therefove,
that the costs of the regulntion, os pre- be fess than §0,60 per vehicle when con-
sldered over the toual progluction,

substantial poruon of the informatlon
whichh would otherwise be found !n st sented by EPa, are too low,
Environmental Impoet Statement. 1. Increases In Truck Pricss: The dif=- 3.3.3 A number of commenters feit
feronces between the esthmates of truek  that ZPA should net include fuel sav-
ings from fan clutehes in estimating the

3.3 Econamics price Increnses made by the Agency ond
231 A humber of commentors Indl-  the estlmates presented by truck manu-  eperating costa,
ented the beneflts below 82 dBA are not  fncturers in the public conmonts on the  The issue hos been raized on the basis
cost effgctive. - proposed regulations are caused by dif- that cdus to rising fuel prices nnd in-
The Act does not require that stand~  ferences inn 71 the nolse tressments con-  creased Iuel econemy resulting from
ards be set that nre cost effectlve In  sidered necessary (o comply with the reg- thelr use, clutched fans may zain wide-
terms of return in benefits for the costs watory lovels and (M) the estimates of spread accepiance i the truck market
ineurred, The mandate to EPA In the the cost of each unlt of holre treatment  withous the promulgation of these nofse
Noise Control Act 13 to sot standardsnec~  hardware, standards. However, 8 large number of
essary to protect publlie health nnd wel- The ERA estimates of truek price in- trucks now belng manulacturad are nat
fare, taking into nceount nvailable teeh-  crenses are based on specified cost estl- oquipped with demand fans even though
nology nnd the cost of compllance, How- mntes for noise control treatment hard- fuel costs have significantly inerensed
ever, based oh an extenslve analvsls un- ware for cooling, exhaust, enzine and nir  during the past 2 years, Fuel savings
dertaken by the Agency of the bepefits intake nolse treatment for trucks siwould not, therefore, be totally ex-
and costs for o wide rahge of regulntory cquipped with pasoline engines and for citided as.o.benefit of nolse-cantral-reg-
options, the cost effectiveness of these truchs enuipped with one of tyelve diesel ulntion. =PA, in. lir 2080 annlyals,.
regulations 15 higher than Indicated in  engine models, The cost stumntes [or s rad ThE v asg ol 1 erddd
! public comments. The estimated unlformy  Twise contro! hardware were derdved sovings to uy requlintlon Fusbl
anhnollzed* costs for the regutlation ate from three sources, namaly: tnick man- 1% s thaappiination of demund eons

_no more than 0,26 percent of the uniform  ufncturer’s estimntes, list prices for 1 fanseand (2 engingtaonsful
hardwnre currently in proeduction, and s

<

iy boiregeiation, 1hus. estpblishing]
ar

* . annugllzed reventues of the trucking ina :
+ dustry, . 'eI.?Ltmkags reported I the DOT Qulet ':er&a..m{.t.%;ar{;: bound ffg"“ée‘“'m'
Based on nssessment of the Incrense In  Truck Brogram, : pasocintediwithy - the requlatiom divectiy |
trugk prices due to campllance with this 2 Changes in Operating Costs: ‘The teiited"td 1!.5‘“?‘5."“'-'.“.-‘31’Sfﬁ“jﬁsmﬂ‘-;
nolse emission regulntion it is esttmated  Asency has  presented estlmates of thesBackgrouni Docuiient accoais |
that to meet 83 dBA f 1,0 percent aver- changes In fuel and malntenance costs Fiuving thiSzemiodon, kst tor the |
age Incrense {n price would result and to  for trucks which comply with the regu. It BatHAvith nad witheuties ’55“"‘""]
meet the 80 dBA standard 2 2.8 percent latlons, These estmates are based on I 7 SV Bresented.”The tru@fdtstasily
documented datn from the DOT Quiet T4l somewhere betwecn theseto casvs,y
4. CONTINUING AGRNCY RESPONSE
10 PopLic COMMONTS

average ‘inerease In price would result,
Truek Program, Estimates are made
As metitloned in the (cregoing Ageney

Regarding estimotes of Indtial price in- !
crenses, thoe public comments it the doc-  whichh Inelude credit for fuel savings
kgg nndd?&xbuc h””g’?"’ ldentifled sig- Iroc:;\ mr.;re ef’ncientlmns and fan clukgche:tsr
nificant differences between EPA and in-  and savings in maintenance fer exhaus ,
dustry, partienlarly In tho coat ‘assocl- Ens senls. Estimntes are also presented respotnises to publie camments_. ndditionnl
ated with complonce with a 756 dBA - which excluds the shove savings, .  Study is required in some areas,

3. Costs of Testing: The Azency has es- . As data 15 colleeted by or made avail-

able o the Agency, these regulations wil)

standard for heavy ttucks. The Agency
timated to the degree nossible deslgn and be revised pursuant to section 6ee) (3} of

hos dfite!rmined that further analysis of
potentinl cost Increnses pelated to o development costs. These costs are diffi- the Act, Tha Agency, will assess quiet en-
nolsd control technelogy

gtcﬁ?ldgrc:il gnozt'?“st.rlng?ntui r.hain thote es- cim z:.»htrentél in nd ggne:ai'..:ed manner o abler
ablished hy this regulation s necessnry since they depend heavily upon the o e cbs eauis
nnd, consequently, hns delayed establish-  proctices of each Individual nrgq. How- ge\eg.lulpmentl ns tho st.l;m.lnrds reauirea

ment of more stringent noise control ever, the following provides insight inta .1‘;”" v regulnu’on are dmpler;mmbd zud
Spandngds, o the approvimaie magDlindes of those 14 PLOROSE lower stapdards for medinn
2 .2"Fhe cost m{myﬁfavw“j;{eh'm{g'séa’ffsaﬁ. costs, Desfgn costd shouid be naminol 'w‘s-‘ 111?\4 ’;‘j"‘,ea 0’;1 ble pum% mcs ,.n
Jillioted by theASancy Tsprossi\ERorAL  since, alter the approprinte sound atton= 105 HUCWHE FEAGIROE LIRC for dne
e e The -t nno it Zeosis are  uation elements have been defined vin piement o '
la'ud‘on-lsfﬁ‘.mnnqlauy_ arndidomot iz a8 development program, what remains 18 5. DISCUSsION AND DISFOSITION OF Suc-
chifla.costeredqiotioms-thnt woyldigeeug 1o properly incorporate them inta the GESTED CHANGES 1M THE PROPOSED BTG
tarouglunpEilintion' o . thissteohiiglowy:  oversll velicle design, This nieans pro-  vLATION :

The Medlum and Heavy Truck Noijsa

i masiproidluttion Giroceaids-Further,  viding for the installation of sultable

% ean be nnticipated ot advances tn fans, muflers, and possibly enclosures, piesion Regulation wiich ts now belng

technology and the production appileas This class of problems {s encountered promulgated incorpé:"\tes severnl

tlon of technolegy will pccur following during the design of any new model of o changes from the pm,'mscd regulation

the promulgafion of this regulntion and  vellele and inclusion in the design phase ooy g pubtished on Ogtober 30, 1974

will Jtkeely result in reductlons in the eost  of considerations for nolse vontral COM~  myec changes are based Upon the pubtlc
ponients {5 estimated t0 have litle cost compiants racetved nnd the resulls of ad-

n;shimntes projected nt this time by the ity
Ageney, spack, ditionnl st 3
Conducting o deveiopment program Lé us;gss ‘uféef,é,gﬁﬂi“;‘f“u?g t,-‘;g‘ﬁg&g?

stnifortn annunlized costs are the equal  will, however, require a test site, agous. In mast Insts hanz . d
annusl nnnulty payments minde on o hypo-  ticnl Instrumentation and personnel, 1 most Instances, changes were mode to
thotteal loan borrowed by the user of & Aany manufneturers already possess merely clarifly the Intent of the resuia-
) g::a‘::“ L‘:ﬁ;‘gﬂ;‘:’;‘;" ::‘é“é‘i‘;ﬂ"l‘";‘;‘;gnm: acoustie facilities and tuitable engincer- tiom,

\ tires incitred over the Mo af the producs LB Beisohnel. For such crgatilzations, 51 pefiaition of “Slow Meter Response”
due to the npplieatlon of motse nbatement t0¢ development progrin required for L
technalcsr. The princtpal af thiz hepothayt. comphinee with the regulations would — The definition of the “slow meter re-
cal 10An 15 equal to tho watal presefit vatue  smply Be a continuntien s gdorts which  roonse” hns been deleted, sinee It 15 nos
of thees Inttind and futire expenditures. alveady are v progres:. Tle Ageney has  »roiieable to the rerdation,
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comments and changes nre diseussed in
detall In the Background Document,

Speclfcaily, the following modlicn-
tlonsg were made:

5,11.1 Inspections and dota nequisi-
tion hove been Umited to thot informa-
tion necossary for the Administrater to
determine whether the manufnciurer
nns been or is distrlbuting into commerce
confarming products,

5,11.2 Notiee and opportunity for
hearing has been previded for in nll cnses
where recall or cense to distribute orders
ave to bhe lssued,

5.113 Portons of the regulation
wileh limited tha vight of counsel In any
way have been deleted,

5.11,4 Provisions in the proposnl re«
guiring npersonal appearance of employ-
ees hefore EPA Enforcement Ofllcers
have heen cdeletedd,

81156 Information recording nnd
reporting requirements have been rte-
vised to make them quicker nnd slimpler,

5,118 The regulation hns  been
amended to allow autematie condltional
wniver of the production verification re-
quirement for up to 45 days to allow
distributlon of vehieles where Inclement
weather hos delayed testing.

6.11,7 The requirement of ten days'

advance notice of intent to tess has been

deleted,

5.11.8 The regulation hus bueen
amended to allow n manufacturer to pro-
duction verify selected configurations in
anyorder he desires,

#.11.0 The definitlons of eategory nnd
configuration have been chanped so as
to significancly reduce the number of
defining parameters and reduce the
number of entegories thot would requlre
testing,

51110 The requirement that tamper-
ing information be provided to the Ad-
ministrator 90 days before distribution
hins been reduced to 30 days,

511,11 The requlrement thot the
manwfacturer submit informatlon on
nolse-related performance specifications
has been deleted,

511,12 The batch determination for
SEA testing murpases will be hosed to
the extent practicable, on budld rate in-
formatlon submitted pursuant fo a re-
quest for production informnotion, or-
dered under 205531,

‘5,11,13  Provision has been made to
allow a monufpcturer to petition the
agancy for review of agency modifien-
tions to the manufncturer's suggested
maintenance instructions,

4, IMPACT OF THE REGULATION

Using data and information accrued to
develop the proposed regulation, comple-
mented by additfonnl techniologleal and
economic data and Informatlon made
available to the Ageney during the pub-
lic commenr perlods, the Agency re-
evaluated the Impact of the medlun and
henvy truck regulntion being promd-
goted, Summarlzed below are the im-

acets antleipnted,

4.1 Public Health and Wellnre

It is esthnated that over 98.1 million
neople nre exposed o urban tronsportas

RULES A2 REGULATIOMS

tion noise Jevels that nre in excess of Ldn
53, Ldn 55 Is the level EPA has Klentified
a3 protective of public henlth and wel-
fare with an adsguate mnrEin of salety.
Compllonce with the new truek reguin-
tion in combination with other vehiclo
nolse contrel regulntions will result in n
reduction in the extensiveness ‘number
of people Impacted) and severity {(mMag-
nitude of enchy person’s exposure! of cur=
vent nolse Impnct by 30.0 percent In 1982,
§5.2 pereent fr 1091, and 57.0 percent
by the yenr 2001, Further, compiiance
with the new truck regulation along with
the regulation of portable air compresscr
nojse at 78 dBA rmeasured at 7 metersy,
could preduce & combined reduction in
constructlon site noise impact severity In
the order of 33 to 43 percent.

In terms of the nctual number of pec-
ple recelving Lenecfits from the medivm
and heavy truck regulation being pro-
mulgated, the regulatlon will hove the
direet effect o reducing the Impact of
urban traflie noise for 53.3 milllon peonle
nnd of construection site nolse for 27.4
miltion people,

Freregse (nbreek prices due fo

. the above cos:s mny be further

6.2 Cost and Zeonomie Impnets .

E‘hx...um.nrm AARGshzed-cast s ECHA:
miled-by the Agency:to hé s225 mi
when no eredls forfuel snving, due e the
applleation. <! mennastm!::-..'l- i
trplled-fan cluiches and efclent fan de-
signs;-is credited to-the regulation, Ifs
oredit-for 1
the-applicat.c of these fan nolse sredt-
ments ls acerued.to, the truck nolse con-
trol reguiation, the respiung “cesi'is-n
fact-a~unlform annualized “saving” of
8523 "milon, The'casts as reported, lmve
heen-deyeloped ns worst cnse ccss-fop
guiating ex:sting trieks to a level which *
meets the standards which Inecrporadng
an-adequate guality control niavgin to
assure compliance by, the manufacturer,

These costs assume no improvements

H
“in technology, design or application In

guabtity o the production of trucks,
With lmprovements in technolegy nnd
with mass production it 13 estimated that
redueed
hy up to 30 15 40 percent,
Truck lasc svice Increnses ave axpected
not to exceed those shhown In the Jallow-
ing table:

naise contirals hy type of truel:

LLE:DLE S s0dAA .
Typeof truek
I'rieeinereasy  Percend fneressy  Prieodnerenss  Parcent lncreass
Aldlugm, pamnline, oo ee e rrrierrr (1] .3 lls'l 11
Heavy, gasohe, . 135 Ll 1
Medinm, dleiel ... F .y w.il) s
) i L] T

1eavy, diesel,....

-

7. PUTURE INTERT

The Agency s pursiing o strategy
through which major contribuiors to
surface transportation nolse will be
identified and subsequently regulated, A
coordinated approach s necessary be-
cause of the multitude of transportation
vehicular sourees which mar be nprrats
ing at the same time and tho guicting cf
only one tyne velilcle will not in {tself ba
snffictent to ndequately reduca the nolse
to a level the Agency belleves required to
protect the public health and wellnve,

As indicated In the EPA Identification
of Major Sources of Nolse Report /30 FR
2200799, June 21, 1974}, the prucipnl
condldates for future regulntory efforts
are known, O May 28, 1975, the Agency
identifled the following pleces of surince
transportation  equipment as  major
sourees of notse; buses and motoreycles
(40 TR 23103), Regulatory davelopment
is well underway to establlsh nolse cote
trol standards for these two products,
The levels chosen for the standards tn
this rulemaking are consistent with the
overtll requirements o quiet all vehleles
in order to ultimately quiet overnll traf-
fi¢ noise,

The Ageney also intends to commence
regulatory dction on other swince
seansportntion equipment in the near
future. These further nctlons will in-
elude separate Tulemaking proccdures

_ for tires and = revision to the interstate

motor carrier rogulntions (30 FR 35208~
216, Cerober 29, 1974 requiritsg tewly
mnnufnctl::'e'.‘. maedtum and heavy ricks
to mainwin o speclficd noise enslssion

level while eperated by motor carrlers
engaged n interstnto commerce,

8. BACKGROUND DOCUMENT

Notiee of the nvaflabllity of the Docu-"

ment entitled “Background Document for
Proposed Medium and Heavy Truck
Nolse Emission Regulations” was pub-
ished 11 the Feponan Resicoen on Ocle-
ber v, 1¥:4 130 FK 38338}, This docu-
ment has been substantinlly ravized and

e-Jkal savings resulting fromw:

oy

provides the bpsls for the standards es- -

tablished by this rutemaking, This new
document !a entitled “Background Docu~
ment for Medlum and Heavy Truck
Nolse Emission Regulntions,” It !s quite
lengthy, and it would be impractical to
publish it in its entirety In the FEDERAL
ReclsTEr. Coples moy he obtalrned from
the EPA Publie Information Center (PM
214), Room 2104D, Waterstde Mall, 4th
and M 3treets 5W., Washington, DC,
20460,
Dated: Marcl 31, 1976,
Russeel B, TRAIN,
Administretar, |
40 CFR CHAPTER I {5 amended by
addlng a ew Part 205, reading as fole
lows:
Subpart A=Deneral Provisicns

Sec,

905.1 Cienzeral nppucnhuitv

205.2 anaitions,

2050 Jimimber and gender.

206.4 Tooregtlon and Bonjioruaig.
205.5 sptions,

205.5-1 ) By Teruest an exemption,
208.5-2 STing exemption,
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STATE OF DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

Uj‘ ASH[S‘GTON Mail Stop PV.11 204/753.2500
Dixy Lxa Ray Ol rapea, Washingtan 55504
GoLernor

October 24, 1980

Ms. Helen Baer

Chief, Noilse Control Program

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency - Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue - Mail Scop 533

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Helen:

I wish to express a serious concern with the International Harvester Company's
petition for EPA to withdraw the 1982 noilse emission regulatioun for medium
and heavy trucks,

As you are aware, the Washington State Department of Ecology recently amended
its "Motor Vehicle Noise Performance Standards" Chapter 173-62 of the Washing-
ton Adninistrative Code (WAC). Tha amended rules were adopted on September 10,
1980 aZter more than a wear of m2atings and comments for our technical advi-
sory committee. Representatives from MVMA, Ford Motor Company, General Motors,
International Harvester, ZACCAR Inc., representing Kenworth- trucks, local gov-
ernment representatives and the Mororeycle Induscry Councill met and commented
on tha amendad motor vehicle ncisa vules. Table III of WAC 173-62-030 sets
new vehicle standards after Janvary 1, 1976 at BD dBA for vehicles 10,000
pounds GVWR or lass, after January 1, 1982 at 80 dBA for all other motor
vehicles avar 10,000 pounds GVWR., As ,you can see, we are attempting to bring
all new vehicles to a level of 80 dBA on or before 1536,

Another major thrust is the lewering of in-use vehicle noise levelg., The
amendments to Table IIT of WAC 173-62 have accomplished this for motorcycles
and all vehicles 10,000 msunds GVIWVR or less. Also establishad in this table
are reserved levels for all motor vehicles over 10,000 pounds GVWR in 1986.
A new lower in-~use standard can best he accomplished if new trucks are manu-
Factured to meet 80 dBA in 1982 as currantly requived.

. The department's enabling legislation, the Noise Control Act of 1974 states:

“The legislature recognizes that the operation of motor vehiclas on public
highways as defined in RCW 46.09.020 contributes significantly to environ~
mental noise levels and directs the department, in exercising the rulemaking
authority under the provisions of this section to give First priority to the
adoption of motor vehicle noise performance standards,". This I take as a
mandate of our legislature to reduce anvirenmental noise levels through the
reduction of new and in-use motor vehicle noise levels.
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Ms. Helen Baer
Page Two
Octobaer 24, 1980

T also take issue with the International Harvester's contention that "the
current 83 dBA standard has significantly reduced community noise levels,
...and that further reduction to 80 DBA will have only a minimal effect.”

I would propose that the 83 dBA standards was only an intermediate goal and
that new truck levels being reduced from 86 dBA prior te 1978 to 50 dBA
after 1982 will have a significant effect on community noise levels, DHMaybe
we should propuse a standard of 70 dBA in 1990 with as Zncerim goals. That
would create a significant reduction in commuity noise lavels!

I request that the Internatilonal Harvester petition for withdrawal of the
1982 standard be summarily rajscted by EPA znd thao Region ¥ suppors thls
position in defanse of this states' desire to reduce community neoise levels
through reduction of motor venicle noise levals. If I may be of any
assistance in countering this attack on a reasonable and needed regulation,
please dou't hesitate to contact ne,

Sincerely,
' ) * “’é"'nl ‘(" /
'-*L,f,-' I A Y N

David E. Saunders

Noise Seerion Head

S0lid Waste Management
Divisian

Office of Land Programs

DES:drs
Enclosures
cc: Farl Tewer

Douglas Costle
Charles Elkins
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CDEFARIMENT OF TRANSPURTATION -

—E T 24 WoLcoTt Hitw Roap, P.O. DRawWER A
T WETHERSFIELD, CoNNECTICUT 06109
. &
Office of the

Commissioner

Ceciober 15, 1880

My, Alen Ricks

Chief Ragion 1 Joise Progrom

U.8. Bavironmanial Proizction dgey.
J. P Hennedy Fedaval 3uilding
Boston, M4 02203 |

Dear My, Hicks:

 Thank you for the opportinity to comment on the petition by
Intarmational Hexwester to withdraw the 1982 notse standards For new trucks.

In Connecticut, the Department has an ambitious program to abate
traffie noise From our highuways through the comstruction of notse barrisrs,

These barriers, in order to bz effective, must be quite high and long ond,

thevefors, ave very expensive. A more rational and economical approach to
abating vehicle noise ta to reduce $hs noisa at the soures. Since trucks
are the major sourcss of traffic noise, staps must be taken to reduce this
notsge.

Therefors, the Comnecticut Depariment of Transportation wishes
to oppose the petition to withdraw the 1982 noise stmdards.

Very truly yours,

(N

Arthur 3. Powers .
Conmissionar

g Staniley Pae, Commiaaioner
Depariment of Environmental Protaction

wod 14) 158 L1

']

C=SEHD ANK-e

An Equel Oppertunity Employer

fac T m e

I o LT e S




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

STATE OF-}"ICE BUILDING HARTFORD, ConxECTICUT 06115
October 16, ]989

Mr. Alan J. Hicks

Regional Moise Chief

Room 1903

JFK Building

Boston, MA 02203

Subject: 1982 EPA Truck MNojse Standards

Dear Al:
1 suppart the 1982 £PA noise standard of 80 dBA for new trucks and am

opposed to efforts te reconsider or postpone implimentation of this standard.
It has been my experience in dealing with traffic noise problems that
most of.the complaints from people living near our major highways involve
'q:;truck noise. The current EPA Mediumhind Heavy Trucks Hoise Emission Standards
represent, in my opinion, a fair and equitable means of beginning to deal with
the problem. They should not be weakened. '

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

™~

You@ru?y.
i 0

i / ‘}'v'\-_/.
- Joseph 8. Pulaski, P.E.

~  Director
Hoise Control Unit

JBP:mv

FL STIRUS

-t

=5EHD hpigg- .

STATE OF CONNECTICUT ~
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i 1. . Missouri Avenue
Bismarck, North Dakota

Dana K. Mount, P,E.
Director
(701)224-2348

.ﬂm‘& Nohats State

Office Bullding

58505

October 1, 1980

Mr. Larry Svobeda
Regional Noise Programs
U.S.E.P.A.

Region VIII

1860 Lincoln Street
Denver, Colorado 80295

Dear Larry:

As you requested, we have prepared a reply to-the Inter-
national Harvester Petition to Reconsider the 1982 Medium
and Heavy Duty Truck Noise Emission Regulations.

As you know, we are in the process of conducting a physical
noise survey of the State of North Dakota. Thus far, four
{(4) communities varying in population from about 2,000 to
45,000 have been surveyed. In each of these communities,
vahicular traffic was monitored in addition to other sources.
Over 6,000 vehicles have been measured, 373 of which were
trucks over 10,000 pounds. ‘The findings of the truck noise
level portion of the survey are included on an attached
page. An explanation of our findings is also attached.

In generalizing the suxvey activities, it is safe to say

that in most cases traffic was found to be the dominant

avise . source., A significant contributor of traffic noise is
truck noise. We have no way of calculating the gquantitative
effect of truck noise levels on the overall equivalent noise
level for a particular site, area, or city. However, if the
20.7% ‘that are in violation of the Proposed 80d4BA limit fox
trucks were to reduce their levels of noise emission by 34BA

- {or more), the effect on the overall eguivalent noise level

would he noticeable.

Inquiries made to police personnel in several North Dakota
cities regarding truck noise problems and complaints in-
dicate that lowering the allewable noise limit on new trucks
would, in general, benefit the citizens of their communitiss.
For specific comments from city officials, please read the
enclosed pages.

dl

B -y

Gene A. Christianscn,
. Chief
Environmental Centso
{701)224=-2373

NEER

" Jean G. Babbcott, M.D
State Health OQfFicer
(701)224-2372
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in view of the fact the economy of North Dakota is bhased
primarily on agriculture and energy, both of which involve a
good deal of truck traffic¢, the North Dakota State Noise
Control Program fully supports the 1982 Medium and Heavy
buty Truck Noise Emission Regulations. Withdrawal of the
requlation would have a negative effect upon. the citizens of
this State.

If you have any further reguests or gquestions, please feel
free to contact us.

Sincarely,

Segten P U Ss

Stephen P. Charlton, Env. Qual. Spec.
Neise Contrel Program

SPC:saj
Encl:

3

P T




R R

i e M T PR T I

WARY sin=e s

i
INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER

December 23, 1980

Mr. David G, Hawkins

Assistant Administrator

U. §. Envirommental Protection Agency
Washdington, D.C. 20460

Subject: Petition for Reconsideration -

1982 Medium and Heavy
Truck Noise Emission
Regulation.

Dear Mr, Hawkins:

A meeting was held on December 18, 1380 with combined EPA and TH staff
rapresentation to discuss and clarify the varicus aspects and questions
raised in your November 18, 1980 letter to International Harvester Trucle
Gtoup President Mr. J. Patrick Kaine. A copy of the presentation is
attached for your information. During the meeting, several other requests
were made for further clarification of the issues presented in our

second submission to Mr. Costle dated October 2, 1980. The answers ko
these additional issues follow.

1. Additional Cogt Items

It was noted in the December 18, 1980 meeting that the IH reported
National Economic Impact values included only the wvehicle purchase
price inerease to the consumer in constant 1981 dollars. As such,
sevaral additilonal cost items, as mentioned in the petitilon submissions
and in the meeting, must be congidered in an aggregate analysis of

the economic effect. ]

(A) Transmission Cover Cost Effect
Aa noted in the December 18 meeting, our current analysis

suggests an approximate additiopal $2.8 ro $3.5 million
dollar impact to the economy due to the added usage of

- tranamission covers, This was not previously inc;uded in

the EPA Background Document.
(8) Inflationary Impact
The National Economic Impact values were as previously

noted in constant 1981 dollars. Therefore, the anticipated
inflationary increases for the years 1982, 1983, and 1984

THUCK GAOUP ENGINEEAING 2011 Mayor Road  Fort Wayne, Indiana 46603 Phone 219 4615128
Aodeagt reply o .0, Box 1109 Fort Wityno, Indlana 48301
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should be included. This would represent an additional
accumulative impact of over $40 million for the three
year period noted.

(C} TFuel Loss

The economic impact of the fuel lost due to weight increase
of the 80 dB{A) components was likewlse not included in
our National Economic Impact values. As reported previously,
IH estimated the fuel lost economic impact based on the
gales weilghted, 10 typical wvehicle scenario to be $1,785,000
in 1982, $2,482,000 in 1983 and $2,973,100 in 1984, We

. now believe these values to be fairly conservative but
necessary additions to an overall analysis, The fuel
losses noted here do not include losses due to engine
backpressure and ailr restriction increases.

~ (D) TIncreased Maintenance Costs

The initial EPA Background Document did not consider the
transmigsion cover issues. As such, the EPA maintenance

cost analysis did not account for this situation., International
Harvester has determined that an additional service time

of one-half hour is required to remove and replace the

propoged transmission cover. Thia factor should be added

to the complete analysis.

(E) Other Items

The following items will represent.further economic
inereases due to the 80 dB(A} regulation but, due to time
constraints, were not analyzed by IH.

{a) Increased Operatiocnal Costa due to the loat
revenue effect of vehicle weight increase bhecause
of the 80 dB(A) abatement components.

{b) lost i:erfnrmance costa due to engine back pressure
and- air restriction increases.

GVW Clagsifications -

In reference to the vehiele classification differences between the
EPA Background Document and the TH submissions, the following
information is previded, This data classifies US Industry Retail
Sales projection in a GUW category for the years 1982, 1983, and
1984,
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Calendar Year

U.S. Industry Retail Sales Projections (000)

Classification 1982 1983
GVW Class 8

Heavy 145.6 166,2

Med XB Gas 3.0 2.8

MRD 15.1 18.8

Total 164.0 187.8
GVW Class 7

Med XB Gas 26.6 24,9

MRD 53.8 66,8

Total 80.4 91.7

GVW Class 5,6

Med XB Gas 29.5 27.7
MRD 6.8 8.5
Total 36.3 36.2

Key

MED = Medium Duty
XB = Except Busg
MRED = Mid Range Diesel 7

1984

The above data excludes buses as noted. The previous dataféa

described in our December 1B meeting did include buses based on the
seenario that many of the items released for production in. the base
truck models would also be included in the bus packages.
data is a calendar year analysis; whereas, the previously presented

data was based on our corporate fiseal year.

Component Cost Breakdown

The following analysis represents an approximate breakdowh?of'the‘
various components of the IH cost per unit values presented in our:

Qctober 8, 1980 submission.

The above

T PR R

b
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Percentage Analysis
83 dB(A) to 80 dB{A)
10 Typical Vehicle Scenario

Med. Duty Med. Duty  Heavy Duty

Gag Diegel Diesel
Reported Cost/Unit $120 5360 8515
Cost Component:
(a) Engine - 21% 8%
{b) Fan Clutch 64% — 4%
{(c) Sump Covers — 17% 29%
{(d) Exhaust 11% 5% 132
(e) Shielding 25% 387 15%
(f) Transmissions —— 15% 313
Total 100% 100% 100%

4, Deadlines

As noted in our December 18th meeting, the next critical commitment
date 1s February 1stc 1980. After Febtuary 1, toocling commitments
will be made to our suppliers to ensure adequate lead time for
production. If an affirmative decision is made prior to February 1,
1980 to withdraw the 1982 B0 dB(A) regulation, the deferred costs to
International Harvester are estimated te be $6,520,000. These

costs include toocling expenditures, engineering costs, manufacturing
atart up expenses and ohsolescence factors for beth the Truck and
Engine Divisdions of International Harvester. In addition, an
affirmative response to ocur petition will avoid significant consumer
cost increases in an already severely overburdened economy.

We beliave the above information, that was presented in our combined
staff meeting of December 18, has effectively anawered your questions
relative to our second submission. We thank you for the opportunity
to meet with your staff and are confident an affirmative answer,to

our petition will be expeditiously forthcoming.
P / //
- v :
]/ T L et L
F. L. Krall

Manager, Technlcal Legislation
International Harvester Company
(219/4616623)

hr

ce: Henry Thomas, EPA

Attachment
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INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER

PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION, TITLE 40 CODE OF

FEDERAL REGULATIONS CHAPTER 1, PART 205, TRANS-

PORT EQUIPMENT, NOISE EMISSION CONTROLS., MEDIUM
AND HEAVY TRUCKS

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER COMPANY

MEETING FOR CLARIFICATION OF IH SUBMISSION TWO

DECEMBER 18, 1960

TRUCK ENGINEERING CENTER - FORT WAYNE, INDIANA

TAUCK GROUP ENGINEERING 2011 Mayor Rodd  Forl Wayne, indiana 40500 Phong 219 4815128
Adkdrash reply 10 PO, Box 1108 Fort Wiyne, indigha 48801




OVERVIEW OF EPA .REQUEST

ITEMS 1 THRU 5 . COST ISSUES
ITEM 6 ' TRANS .- COVERS

ITEMS 7 ThRu 10 ‘ ENGINE ISSUES

80 pB(A) Procram STATUS

(Rer. HAwKINS LETTER TO KAINE
11/18/80)
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32 NOISE PROGRAM STATUS

MANDATORY DATE
IH VOLUME PRODUCTION
PILOT VEHICLE PRODUCTION

PURCHASE ORDERS COMPLETE

 PURCHASE ORDERS START

PURCHASING PROCESSING
MANUFACTURING PROCESSING
SPECIFICATIONS RELEASE
ENGINEERING DRAWING RELEASE

IH EnGINEERING TEST DEVELOPMENT

JA&-, 1982
Nov.. lQél
SepT., 1981
May, 1981

Fes., 1981

VEnDOR ENGINEERING TesT DEVELOPMENT .
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10 TYPICAL
VEHICLE
CONFIGURATIONS

COST ISSUES

ENGR PRODUCT

DATA

ENGR COST
IH PRODUCT COST
VENDOR PRODUCT COST
IE MFGR COST

CAPITAL COST

—a

TYPICAL UNIT
CoST
EFFECTS
1982 over 1981
(30 DB(A)) (83 DB(A))

et

CONFIDENTIAL
1IH MARKET SHARE
DATA

J,

o

DOMESTIC

" INDUSTRY
PROJECTIONS

NATIONAL
ECONOMIC
IMPACT
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TYPICAL VEHICLE CONFIGURATIONS

MEDIUM DUTY GASQLINE

' (l)‘ S~SERIES

HEDIUM DUTY DIESEL

(2)  S-SERIES
(3)  S-Series

HEAVY DUTY DIESEL

(4)  S~Series
(5)  §-SeRries
(6)  S-SERrIES
(7) CO0T/S
8 €0 T/S
(9)  PaysTAR
(10)  Conv T/S

IH-V-345/Y~392 ENGINE

CAT 3208T
IH DT-466

Cummins NTC 350
BDa 6vV92 TTA

| CAT 3406
.- Cummins NTC 300
DDA 8V-82TTA

Cummins NTC 230
Cumming NTC 400

e e et e £ e e i g e i
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(1)

(2)

(3

OF

VEHICLE SELECTION CRITERIA

MARKET PENETRATION ‘
‘(a)  OVER 50% REPRESENTATION

COMBINATION VARIETY
{a)  ENGINE VENDORS (IH, DDA, Cummins, CAT)
(8)  CHASSIS CONFIGURATIONS

(1) CO, CONV, OFF-H1GHWAY, ON-HIGHWAY
(11) DieseL/Gas
(r1:) Meprum/Heavy

AVAILABLE PRODUCT INFO
(a) Tests CPT
(8) DeTaIL Sgscs AvalL

VENDOR COST INFO AVAILABILITY

e e e e e e T e £ 8 R i T Al AT 10
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ENGINES

(a)
(B)
(c)
()
()
(F)
(6)
(H)

ENGINEERING PRODUCT DATA
(CHangEs For 80 DB(A))

SIDE BLOCK SHIELDS

SuMP COVERS

VALVE COVER INSULATION

ENGINE BLOCK STIFFENING

PISTON CHANGES

OIL PAN INSULATOR GASKETS ‘
TURBOCHARGING = MEDIUM DUTY DIESELS
ENGINE ELIMINATIONS

EXHAUST SYSTEN

(a)
(B)
(c)
(p)
(E)
(F)

MuFFLERS

ExHausT PIPES 4" TO 57

SUPER TAIL PIPES

“Y" ADAPTERS = LARGE T/C ENGINES
RESOMATORS ',

DuAL: EXHAUST STANDARD: = LARGE ENGINES

ABSORPTION DEVICES AND BARRIERS

(a)
(a)
(c)
(p)
(g}

CAB/SPLASH SHIELD EXTENSIONS
CAB/SPLASH SHIELD-ADDITIONS
CAB/SPLASH SHIELD INSULATION
HooD INSULATION °

FRAME TO sumP cbysn ENCLOSURES




ENGINEERING PRODUCT DATA
(CHANGES For 80 nB(A))

TRANSIMISSIONS

(A) MNew QuUIET TRANSMISSIONS

(8) TRANSMISSION COVERS (NOT. INCL.
ot

IN PRODUCT COSTS)

MISCELLANEOUS o

(A} ALTERNATOR FAN QUIETING
(B) DAMPED PROP SHAFT

L were

et 25 it e e e e
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TYPICAL UNIT COST EFFECT

MEDIUM DUTY GASOLINE $120/VvEHICLE
MEDIUM DUTY DIESEL $360/VEHICLE .
. HEAVY DUTY DIESEL . - $515/VERICLE
1." VEHICLE PURCHASE PRICE INCREASE ONLY.
1932 80 pB(A) over 1931 83 pBCA) vEHICLE.
3, DoEs NOT INCL. INCR. OPERATIHG/MAINTENANCE COST.
4,  LosTs AMORTIZED OVER 3-YEAR PERIOD.
B, ALL COSTS EXCEPT CAPITAL EXPENSES IN 1981 DOLLARS.
6.

CAPITAL EXPENSE INFLATED TO ANNUAL RATE oF 127,

IPAPRIIC TR P ST
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YEAR

1982

1983

1984

DOMESTIC INDUSTRY

RETAIL .SALES .PROJECTIONS

VEHICLE CONFI1GURATION

MD Gas - MD DieseL HD DreseL -

39260 82540 137500
74710 98190 163300

62600 118500 185200

L e e B e e BT BRR T



INDUSTRY RETAIL SALES

FORECAST BASIS

~ ECONOMETRIC ANALYSIS

- DATA BASE:

ReaL GNP

INVESTHENT,
EQUIPHENT

. INVESTMENT,

STRUCTURES

WPI REFINED
PETROLELM

WPI INDUSTRY
COMMODITIES

CHASE ECONGMETRICS

LONG TERM OUTLOOK (JAN., 1980

KEY GROWTH RATES

77-79
4.0%

7.52
7.7%
18.0%

9.07

80-84
2,72

3.3%
4,33
22,63

9,37

80-89

2.6%.

.

4,67

15.07

7.7%

B



NATIONAL ECOMOMIC .IMPACT

TYPICAL IH PER UNIT COST X INDUSTRY PROJECTION

CONFIGURATION 1982 1933 1934

M,D, Gas ($120/untty ¢ 10,711,200 $ 8,965,200 $ 7,512,000

M.D. DIESEL ($380/uniT) $ 29,714,400 s 35,348,400 $ 42,669,000

H.D. DIESEL ($515/uniT) $ 70,812,500 ¢ 34,098,500 ¢ 95,378,000

TOTAL INDUSTRY IMPACT  $111,238,100 $128,413,000 $145,550,000

CosTs REFLECT VEHICLE PURCHASE PRICE INCREASE ONLY. °*

*83 AND "84 .COSTS WERE NOT INFLATED OVER 82, -
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ADDITIONAL COST ITEMS NOT INCLUDED IN MATIONAL
ECOHOMIC IMPACT VALUES

® IncrEAsED MAINTENANCE ExPENSE
@ INcrReasep OPEraTIONAL Costs (LosT REVENUE)

@ LOST PERFoRMANCE COSTS DUE 70 BAcK PRESSURE/AIR
RESTRICTION INCREASE

@ INCREASED YARRANTY EXPENSE
o Transmission Cover CosT ErpecT
@ FueL Loss EXPENSE

@ INFLATION ADJUSTMENTS FOR 1983 anp 1984 .

g
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1932

1983

1984

(1)

(2)

FUEL ANALYSIS

GALLONS OF Economic
FueL Lost IMPACT
889,100 $1,785,000

1,076,400 32,482,000

1,187,560 $2,973,100

INCLUDES FUEL LOST DUE TO INCR: WEIGHT OF

-80 DB(A) packAaGE OVER 83 DB(A) PACKAGE,

DoES NOT INCLUDE:

(A) LOST REVENUE OPERATING COST.
() POSSIBLE PERFORMANCE LOSS DUE TO
INCREASED BACK PRESSURE/AIR RESTRICTION,
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FUEL LOSS
ANALYSIS BASIS - 10 TYPICAL VEHICLES

We1GHT INCR. X EPA LOSS IN FUEL PER POUND X

MILES PER YEAR X No. VEHICLES = GALLONS LOST
' PER YEAR

A, WEIGHT INCR. PER VEHICLE
(1) 12# easoLing ~ .
(2) 25,4# MEDIUM AND HEAVY DIESEL (SALES WEIGHTED)

B. EPAmLOSS fN FUEL PER POUND INCR; 1& WEIGHT
(1) GasoLINE 3.25 x 10°°
2) Drese.  1.77 x 1070

C. MNILES PER YEAR
DerT. oF TRANSPORTATION DaTA
~ CLass 3-6 19791 MILES/YEAR
CLass 7 22558 MILES/YEAR
CLass’ 8 119239 MILES/YEAR

D. Ho. OF VEHICLES
- INDUSTRY PROJECTED SALES
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FUEL COST

GALLONS LOST PER YEAR X COST PER GALLON

- COST PER GALLON -

YEAR Gas |  DieseL
1982 $2.10 $2.00
1983 $2.40 $2.30
1934 . $2.60 T $2.50

(MoDIFIED TREND EXTRAPOLATIONS USING EPA
CAFE paTa)

A
* e ebmrre
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TRANSMISSION COVER ISSUES

PRIMARILY A FULLER/CLARK PROBLEM

BEST DATA TO DATE SUGGESTS:
(A) 167 MEDIUM DUTY GAS
(B) 3% MEDIUM DUTY DIESEL
(¢) 67 HEAVY DUTY DIESEL
BASED.ON ABOVE DATA THAT WOULD RELATE TO AN

INDUSTRY QUANTITY OF PERHAPS 20000 To 25000
COVERS

COST PER UNIT $140
NATIONAL COST EFFECT $2.8 TO $3.5 MILLION

T A

N S UF O R+
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ENGINE DIVISION

EXPENDITURE

QuesTIion #7
$1,580,000

'r. A. RESEARCH
B.  DEVELOPMENT
C. DESIGN
D. TOOLfNG

Enp PropucT CoST INCREASE WAS INCLUDED AS PART
OF TYPICAL VEHICLE CDST ANALYSIS,

i v ALt e hin o e eI
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NATURALLY ASPIRATED DIESEL ENGINES

DISPLACED
DUE TaQ )
80 pB(A) REGULATION. . ..

Meptum DuTty

IH ANNUAL

~ EnGINg - ArouecTED UnITS
IH 8.0L 14,000
CAT 3208 - 1,500
Heavy Duty
DDA 6-71N 800
NH 230 200

INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER TOTAL 16,500
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ENGINE ELIMINATIONS FROM

IH PRODUCTS

ENGINE

CumMMINS KTA 525,600

CAT 3408

POTENTIAL TH 9.0L

IH APPROX.
ANnvaL BTy

100

50 To 100

14000
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WHY TURBOCHARGE?

PURPOSE:
To INCREASE POWER LEVEL OF A GIVEN DISPLACEMENT
ENGINE. '

PRIME BENEFITS:
- (A} HieH POWER TO WEIGHT RATIO
(B) ALTiTuDE COMPENSATION

ADDITIONAL BENEFITS:
MORE EFFICIENT COMBUSTION PROCESS
(SMOOTH COMBUSTION PRESSURE RISE)

(A) EXHAUST EMISSION ADVANTAGE
(B) NoisE ABATEMENT ADVANTAGE
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FUEL EFFICIENCY
N/A . vse T/C

FULL THROTTLE BSFC CURVE COMPARISONS

CurvE
ENGINE DIFFERENTIAL

()  CAT 3208 anp DDA 8.2L 0.6-8.4%
(8)  IH D466 WITHIN 22

- 1. FOR SAME OPERATION AS N/A

(A) INCR POWER WILL BE USED BY OPERATOR
W/RESULTANT HIGHER FUEL CONSUMPTION,

2, VEHICLE OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS

(A) TURBOCHARGING HAS MAX. EFFECT AT HIGHER
POWER LEVELS.

(B) NORMAL VEHICLE APPLICATIONS AT PART LOAD
CONDITIONS.
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COMPUTER VEHICLE SIMULATION

ENGINE CiTy CycLE * Ci1y/Hwy CycLE
DDA 8.2L N/A 8,07 MPG 8.40 MPG
DDA 8.2L T/C 8.05 MPG 8,36 MPG
(A)  SINGLE AXLE VAN ,;
(8) 96 rT2 FRONTAL AREA
() 5 sPD TRANS, {
(D) 5,83 AXLE RATIO %
() RADIAL TIRES '
(rY 27,000 GW
------ - CONCLUSION---——-------f---y----——

ESSENTIALLY EQUIVALENT FUEL ECONOMY,
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TURBOCHARGING -

1982 NOISE vs. 1984 EXHAUST EMISSIONS

ENGINE , - ComMenT

CAT 3208 - - Unpertnen - N/A Hay meeT 1984 EE
) STos,

DDAD 8.2L - N/A WiLL weeT 1984 EE Stos.

- DDAD 6-71 - N/A woulD PROBABLY COMPLY w/1984

EE Stps.
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1.

2,

3.

QUESTIONS HOT ADDRESSED

CosTs 83 pB(A) REc vs., UNREGULATED.
IH MarKkeT PROJECTIONS,

WHAT HAS BEEN DONE TO COMPLY WITH THE
8% DB(A) REQUIREMENTS?

PRI
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82 NOISE PROGRAM STATUS

MANDATORY DATE

IH VOLUME PRODUCTION

PILOT VEHICLE PRODUCTION

PURCHASE ORDERS COMPLETE

PURCHASE ORDERS START
PURCHASING PRocsééING
MANUFACTURING PROCESSING

SPECIFICATIONS RELEASE
EnGINEERING DRAWING RELEASE

IH ENGINEERING TEST DEVELOPMENT

o~

Jan., 1982
Nov. ., 1951
SerT., 1981
May, 1981

Fes., 1981

VENDOR ENGINEERING TEST DEVELOPMENT
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November 18, 1980

Tha Homorabla Dogglas- M. Coatle

Adminiscxdtor
U.8. Eavironmental Protectiocnr igency

401 M Streat, S.W. :
Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear M=, Costla:
SUBJEGT: Patition for Raconsideration 1982 Madium and

Heavy Trucl Noise Emission Regulatiom

Ta his abaence, M. J. Pacricik Kaine, Preaident of our Truclk
Group, has asked that I submit the Intezmational Hayaatu'

Commmity Noise Benefit Anmalysis- o you.

This analyais supperts International Harvestar's contentien
that the 1982 80 dB({A) Standard will provide at best omly
an inecidental noise raduction 'benafi: to soclarty.

Since the current 83 dB(A) regulatiorn has signifizancl
reduced communicty noise lavels, any furcha¥ roductions would

be inflationary and would antail substmmtial fuel aconomy
penaltiea that will not omly affect the industry and che
ultimeta purchasars of ocur products but alae every Amardican
who purchases goods that have been tranaportad by tha

. trueking industzy.
*In econsidaration :.'of' all the coat and benefilt factars notad

. -in our three submigsions to you, we again strongly urge you
to axpeditiously withdraw the 1982 Noise Emisaion Ragulation

for Medium and Heavy Trucks.

Yours vary truly,

L. A, Abbotrz
Vice Pxeaidanc

Tachnical Services
1w

ce; Sae attached list.

TRUCK GAOUS ENGIHESPING 2911 Maysr Adsd  Forl Wayne. inceom 40803  Phone 219 4813120
Addretd rwply 19 A.C. Box 1108 Foft Weyne, inoikid 43801
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Copies to:

. Nail Goldschmide, Secratary of Transportation
Me. Jamas T. MeIntyra, Director, Office of Management and Budgec ;

0 -

SRR T

M=
¥z. Alfred E. ‘Kahn, Chaizman, Council on Wage and Price Stabilicy
Mz, Stuart E. Elzenstat, Assistant to tha President:, Domestcic
Policy Staff -
[ Mr, Philip M. Klutznick, Secratary of Commerce ' =
;
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INTERNATIONAL HARVESTIR
November 18, 1980

The Homowable Deuglas M. Costle

Adminiastrator
U.8. Envirommental Protaction Ageney

401 M Stwmeet, S.W.
Washingtom, D.C. 20460

Dear Mr. Costlae :

SUBJECT: PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION, TITLE 40 CODE OF
FEDERAL REGULATIONS CHAPTER 1, PART 205 TRANSPORT
EQUIFMENT, NOISE EMISSION CONTROLS, MEDIUM AND

| HEAVY TRUCKS

As notad in our prior patition submisgions (September 2, 1980.
and Ocqobe: 2, 198Q) for E;;cnaidara.tim and ravision of

| Secticn 205.52(a) of the .Noiaa' Emiggion Comtrols Regulatioms
for Medium and Heavy Trucks, Internaciomal Haxrvester o

i Company (IE) hereby submits cur Commmicy Noise Benefit

Analysis and Discusaion.

‘As a result of this benefit analysis, Intarnational Harvgét:ar

ia furthyé.r ccn#ncad':haﬁ tha 1982 80 dB(A) Standard providas
only inc.iﬁencalil.;bana'fits to a very small segment of the

populat:ion.

‘ 7. - BENEFIT ANALYSTS

A}

\ S : .
Undar contrdet to the Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Assoclation

MMA) since late 1977, the Battelles Columbus Laboratories

GROUS ENQIMESAING 2911 Mayer Mosg  Fort Wayna, inuns 40001  Phans 219 4813120
e AKrews {ny 10 B, Do 1100 Rort Wayne, ngiane 46001
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have developed a National Traffic Noise Model, which is
gimilar in concept to the Environmental Protaction Agency

model usad to calculate .che benefirs of proposed ragulations.
.52 =T

Intarnaticnal Hazxvescer ia, therafora, uaing'. the Battelle
National Traffic Model Analysis aa: a basis for our diascussicn
of commmity benafits. A brief deseription of tha Battalle
Nacional Traffic Nolse Exposufe Modal used in this discussiom

“1is included in Appendix'A..

The Bactealle analysis ucilized ac:u;xl test input daca cbtained
from a2 vehicle fleet composed of varlous manufacturers’

vehiclas. Includad. were medium- ducy gas and diesel, heavy duty '
diesal, stxaight trucks and tzactors, and. 6 chru 18 wheeled
vehiclas. Data weretaken from vehicles coufo:ming to tha

83 dB({A) Standazd, them again, after modification to anm 80 dB(A)
regulated laval. The data were accumulatad under five speed
conditions from 10 mph to 55 mph with aceeleration, daca_lara:ian.

cruise and idle modes conaidexad.

Qurput data from the Bam:alla modal a.rain t:ha form of Nagional
Exposura Cuzves. dafini.ng population ez:poﬂe.d. varsus tho average
equivalent noise level during a 24-hour pariocd as defined

in carms of Lgn.

i i e W A
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Exhibits T and II define the Nacional Hoise Exposure for
all medium and heavy duty trucks agsuming the total population

was composed of all bias rib tiras (Exhibit I) or all biaa

lug tires (Exhibit 1I). Other similar data wera genexatad

for radial »ib and lug tires,

In comaideration of the above noted exposuze curvaes and the
national tire mix popularion, Exfiihit IIT waa generated showing
a direct comparisen in bemefits batween the 83 dB(A). Standazd

and tha 50 dB{A) Standard.

Frow qur analysis, International Harvester f£inds that in excess

af 9 milliom pecple will be impacted by the 80 dB{A) Standazd
at Liy levels equal to o groater than 55 dB(A). Siace niza
million pecpla rapre'sant'only‘ 4% of the nation's. population.
and this 4% will cnly raceive a daily average benefit of

0.6 dB(A), in our view, this is an insignificanc and imperceptible

ameunt.

This analysis rzaprasents an ultraconservative estimace in
that tha EPA's most quotad baselime limit of Lgp ¥ 55 dB(A)
1s inm itself a vary cnnsarvn:iv.é‘_‘.lowr and .valua-‘ chat includas
a buile-in margin of 5 dB(A) to_?_’jaB'.(A) ‘below a laval of
"s:’.gnificanu complaine” commun:'.:é,r reaeticn., In addiecioen,

::ha‘analys:l.s assumes that the '"affecc” of an 80 dB{A)

fl bl
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Standard would be immediate. Realistically, this would not
ba the c¢ase since the total national flaet replacement with
vehicles pradﬁcad af:a::.Tanuary 1, 1982 would not cceur for
approximataly 25 years based an EPA dasa from Table B~2 in

App'and.ix- B of the 1976 Background Document. If the averige

national cost lavel aof cha 80 dB{A) Standard (as defined iz
oux subﬁis_aion of Qetobar 2, 1980) were factorad into thiz
analysis, the :es;ult would beNa ;a:ianal expendicure in excess
of three billion dolla::s to cbtain a 0.6 dB(A) average daily

axpogure reduction for 4% of the currant pepulation, twenty=-

six years from now.

This ig quite a significant expendiruze for such an insigni-
ficant benefit especially in view of the fact that under every-
day conditions, a 1.0 dB(A) change in lavel is likely to be the

minimm dataectabla by the humapn esr, Other atudies hava notad

chat as high a3z a 5 dB(A) changa.is requirad baefore the majoricy
of the populace can differantiacte a gignificant change in traffic
noise levels. Tharesults of this analysis show that after a
massive nacional dollar expenditure,.the noise benefis will

at bast be only ma:gin'.a.lly; perceived by a small percentage of

the population.

To supply addicional informatioen, International Harvestar made

a sales-weighted, sound level analysis of our total cruck

product line for the year 1979. TFrom this analysis, which

S TSIy
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was based on nearly 1800 inddividual test evaluations, we find

: the average sales-we_ighr.ad leval of all IE medium and heavy
! erucks produced in the year 1979 to be 80.5 d4B(A).

The. additional inflarionary burdens and fuel efficiency losses
to gain the added margin raquirad for a "not-to-exceed" 80 dB(A)
requirement is not juatified, particularly in today's already

. gvarstressad aconomy. - -

Tn light of the foregoing bemefit-analysis, International
Harvester 13 convinced that a current rezssessment of the
candd.n;.ana ‘undar which the 80 dB(A) Standazd.was initdally
justified, does demonatrate that its imposition is unmwarrantad

™  and chiac the Standazd should be ‘withdrawn.
3 o : . . Very tzuly yours.

Fad w/

MRS T R

o

F. L. Krall
Managezr
Tachnieal Legia lation
(219/461-6623)
1w
Attachments
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APPENDIX A

The Battaelle, Columbus Laboratorias
National Traffic Noise Expogure Model
Basad Upon Ldn

Battalle has developed a. national roadway traffic noise model
(LDNNEM), which is similar in concept to the model summarized
in a draft report obtainad f:om BEPA. It caleulatas axpasurs )
iz terms of the total number 'of pecple that are expacted to
be expaaa'd_.f:a roadway noise in.excess of aome spacifiad lavel.
The noisa exposure quantifier employed 13 Lgn, the average |
day-night weightad level in dB(A). LDNNEM is usefial in
calcuia._t:ions that parallel che ones uaed by EPA for tha evalu~.

ation of proposed regulations.

LDNNEM considers the nolse £fom :rafficl to be attributable
:o.as meny ag 14 different vehicle types, each operating in

4 different madag (dcceleration, deecelaration, eruisze, iLdle)
in one of 5 diffarenc spe;d' rangaa. Tha noise charactaristics
of any‘cem:_a.in vehicle type i3 thus defined by sixteen numbers,
aach of which spacifias the noise level of a single vehicla

at a standard reference di:;.z:anca of 50 faet. There are five
noise level.s. asseciated with accalararion (one: for eack
speed range). Likewise, there are five noise levels associated
with daceleracion and five with cm:i;ée. There is a single

level associated with idle:

Tha vehicles are assumed to he point socurces with ne directicnal -

noisa emission characteristica, They are positioned upon

PO b
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Paga 2 '

straight lanes which dafine their twajectories. The number

of lanes and their spacing is daefined and six diffexrent

road types are under comrgideration. The road types are

(L) incerstates, (2) other freeways, (3) major arcarials,
(4) minor- arverials, (5') collaectors, and (6) lacal straacts.

The numbéf': of lanes defined for each road type is four
excapt for collactars and local streets, which have only two.

The lane spaecing ia 12 feet center-to-centar excapt for inter-

statasz whosa spacing is 15 feat. HNo medians were asgumed.

The various roadway types pass through placas characterized
by one of 9 place sizes, ranging from large cities to rural
araaa..' Each place type has agaociated with it 4 different
population densitias typical of the given glana aize. Theza
are, therefors, 60,480 differsnt fundamental computations

that must be performed in the course of a zingle nasnional

noisa exposure caleculation.

Like the EPA model, LDNNEM assumes that "clear zones" exist
betwasn roadways and populated areas. e one is in the cla_a::
zones; thus the greatest noise exposures experiencad by che |
population of a given characteristic place size/road type area

are aexperienced by persons at the boundary of tha claar zone, \-l:ff;

The noisa lavel ac the boundary of the clear zone is decermined 1'

by the nolse emitted by the traffic and by che race of accenu-

ation through the clear zone. In bath the EPA model and LDNNEM,
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the clear zone depths and attenuation rates arex inpuz paza-

mataers and ara not constrained to be identical in every case.
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Mational Exposure from Traffic with Bfas Rib Truck Tires
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National Exposure from Traffic with 81as Lug Truck Tires
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v b : . EXHIBIT IIT

: NATIOMAL EXPOSURE FROM TRAFFIC
WITH TIRE POPULATION MTIX CONSIDERED

P : 83 db Intercept: 103.88 millic
© | people
80 db Intarcapt: 94,46 millic:

pecple

80 db Ragularion
. . ' Impact: 9.42 mi.ll:i.c..
- - . . - - eople at
2z - Boed

T ..

9,42 million . 4 2% of U.S.
775 million Populacion

ted Level, millions

ifica

Population Exposed at l

~— = 83 db Trucks |
-wme~ = 80 db Trucks .|
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Siqrut by DMy ] i€[80

Mr. J. Patrick Kaine

President, Truck Group

International Harvester
Corparation

‘P.0. Box 1109

Fort Wayne,. Indfara: 46801

Dear Mr. Kaine:

Mr. Costle has received your analysis dated October 2, 1980 {n support
of your fnitial petition dated September 2, 1980. Our respanse of October 3,
1280, to your initial submission was matiled before we received your latest
submission which was hand delivered ta EPA an Qctoher 8. AS I promised
in our Octaber 3 letter, we intend to be responsive to your request for an
expedited review of your petitfon. As was also discussed, I would like to
hear from you regarding any deadlines you. may be facing for making production
decisions. and the costs attendant to postponing or later changing those

decisians.

In additien, clarification of several aspects of your analysis would be
helpful in expediting our review of your-petition. Qur {nitial review of your
October 2 submissfon has resulted in {dentif{cation of what appear to be gaps
in the data supporting saveral of your major contentions. These apparent
gaps- make {t difffcult for us to respond meaningfully to- your submisston..
Therafore,. we raquest: the follawing data to allow us to-expedita our review of
your petition: : ] '

1. On page 11 of your submfssian you have estimated the 1ncrement:;'| cost
of the 80 dB8 standard by truck category. Please axplain how these
cost figures were derfved.

2. Please explain your estimated cost {mpacts of the 80 dB8 regulation
given on page 12.. Do these figures include operating and maintenance
costs? Are they for the new truck fleet or the total regulated truck
fleet in the specified year? Over what period is the increased pur-
chase price of the truck (due to noise abatement treatments) amartized?

3. You have estimated the cost of the 80 dB standard hut have not told us
your cost to meet the current 83 dB standard. He would 1ike to
know exactly what has been done to comply with the 83 dB requirement,
and then what additional efforts would be required to meet the 80 dB
level., It 15 not clear from your submission whether your estimates are
for the cost increment entailed in reducing levels from 83 dB8 to 80 dB,
or whether your estimates are for the total cost to meet an 80 dB level
over the “no regulatfon” scenarfa. Accordingly, please provide us with
your estimates of the total cost differential to truck purchasers

of:
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{a) an 83 dB truck as compared to an unregulated truck;
{b}) an 80 dB truck as compared to an unregulated truck, and
{c) an BO dB truck as compared to an 83 dB truck,

Please break the total costs out by fuel costs, maintenance costs, and

truck purchase costs for each of the four truck categories (medium gas, heavy
gas, medium diese] and heavy diesel), and explain the inputs and methodology

by which these numbers were derived,

4,

10.

What sales projections {(for IH and far the total jndustry) for each of
the four truck categor1es (medium gas, heavy gas, medium diesel, and
heavy diesel) were used in making your cost estimates for 1582 through
19847 What was the basis for these sales projections?

In making your cost estimates, did you use constant year dollars? If
not, what inflation factors were assumed? Please specify what year
dollars are used in each case and how those dollars differ from the
1875 dollars used in EPA's “Background Document for Medium and Heavy

Truck Noise Regulations.”

What percentage of your projected truck sales for each of the four
truck categories will require transmission case covers to meet the
80 dB standard. What js the projected cost of those cavers for each of

the four truck categories?

In Item C, IH speaks of "expenditures for research and deveiopment,
design of new systems and components, product tooling, and increased

-end product cost," Later in Item C, IH states it anticipates an

axpenditure of $1,580,000. Is this expenditure for the aforementicned
items? What is meant by an expenditure for "ipcreased end product

cost"?

What is yodr estimate of IH increased sales of turbocharged medium duty
diesels due to the 80 dB standard?

What is your estimate of the increased fuel savings due to turbaocharg-
ing medium diesel engines?

Will any of the medium duty diesels requiring turbocharging to meet
the 80 dB noise requirement not require turbocharging to meet the
1984 air emission standards? If so, how many?

Our final responseﬂto~ypur petition will await our review of the informa-

tion requested above and the community noise impact amalysis that you
originally stated you would provide by November 7, 1980.

a

MfoL?LD‘ plh?@ﬁcﬂ(VLT
D. . ///;7/50

Sincerely,

David G. Hawkins
Assistant Administrator
for Air, Noise and Radiation
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INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER

Qctober 2, 1980

The Honorable Douglas M. Costl
Administrator -

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
401 M Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Mr. Costle:
SUBJECT: PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATICN, TITLE 40 CODE OF
FEDERAL REGULATIONS CHAPTER 1, PART 205 TRANSPORT

EQUIPMENT, RCISE EMISSION CONTROLS, MEDIUM AND
HEAVY TRUCKS

As noted in our initial petition-submission dated September 2,
1980, for reconsiderétion and revision of Section 205.52(a) of
the NOISE EMISSION CONTROLS REGULATIONS FOR MEDIUM AND HEAVY
TRUCKS, Intermational Haxvester Company (IH) hereby submits
our detailed analysis in support of che six engmerated items

noted in tHe said petition. Additionally, several other items .

of prime concern are discussged.

Item 1l: Engine Fan Clutches

As previously stated, IH contends that it is improper for EPA

*

to include fuel savings, resulting from the usage of fan

clucches, as part of rhe 1982 Noise Regulation cost/benefit

justification.

TAUCK GACUP ENGINEERING 2991 Muyer Aosd  Fort Waynd, Indiana 48503 Prone 213 481.5128

B AdIags ragty 1o FG Bn:noe Fort Wayne, Ingiana +£601 | 0 c T 0 9 Tan
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" Contrary to the above 1975 EPA claim, current projected usage

‘trend analysis of variable fan clutches shows 100 percent usage by

-2a
This contention was previously presented te EPA in 1975 by
IH noting '"current producticn figures and sales trends show

that fan clutch usage is inecreasing rapidly due to fuel savings

alone."

The EPA response to our contention in August of 1975 stated,

e A L b S e i ke e e .

"Furthermore, this agency has not received information from
manufacturers of fan clutches or medium and heavy trucks that
would confirm your (IH) statement... Such a statement has
been repeatedly made by the truck manufacturing industry but

without substantive data. In faect, exactly the opposite is

true."

— A

-

mid-year 1981, six months prior to the initiation of the 1982

regulation., Exhibit 1 dispiays the variable fan cluteh

usage by year since 1974 ineluding a least squares curve

fit trend line projected to 100% usage (mid-year 1981). This .
data was derived from the Joint Government/Industry Veoluntary
Truck and Bus Fuel Economy Improvement Program data and dramati-
cally supports the past and current IH contention ﬁhac fan cluceh

usage must not be considered in any way in the béﬁeflt analysis

of the 1982 Noise Regulation. -

Item 2: Medium Duty Diesel Market

In Item 2 of our petition, we related information taken from

the EPA Background Document referencing the dramatic shifc
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from gasoline power to diesel power due to the demand for more
fuel efficient vehiecles. In the Background Document, it was

assumad by EPA that in 1982 the medium dury market would be

 approximately 99% gasoline vehicles and 1% diesel. Current

IH industry projections for these markets show an approximate

50/50 split Setween gas and diesel for 1982.

It was also assumed by EPA that medium duty diesels would

' bear the highest cost of compliance per vehicle. In terms of

the IH market share, we have found this to be only partially
true. In our "typical" vehicle cost analysis, which is dis-
cussed in Item 3 on page ll, the consumer cost of a medium duty

dirsel vehiecle is shown to be less than a heavy ducy diesel but

3 times greater than é gasoline powered vehicle. As noted, this

situation results from the IH sales-weighted selection of
"typical' IH produced vehicles and may not be "typical" of the
medium duty diesel vehicle industry as a whole. Because of the
engine turbocharging issues as discussed in Item C on page 12,
the addicional consumer cost of many medium ducy diésel-vehicles
as a result of che 80 dB(A) regulation, will greatly exceed
that of the heavy duty vehicle. To chis extent the cost issues

presented in Item B are conservative,

.

The conflicts noted above cast further doubt as to the validity
of the published EPA 1976 analyses used to justify the
80 dB(4) regulacioen.
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Irtems 3 and 4: Interest Rates and Inflacion

As discussed in the petition, EPA has acknowledged in their
1976 Background Document that the trucking industry is
particularly sensitive to high intexest races. "The ability
to obtain loans is directly related to the financial strength
of a particular company as well as access to money markets...
Because of the relatively low rates of return in trucking,
the industry is particularly sensitive to high interest
rates...lt is generally accepted that a small company may not
be able to absorb costs as readily as a large one. Smail
trucking companies (including owner-qperators) tend to have
poorer credit ratings, less sophisticated accounting practices,

and pay higher pricas for fuels and parts...Many trucking

' companies were operacing very close to break-even in 1974

and 1975."

Wich the abowve acknowledged by EPA, the regulations, in which

the 80 dB(A) reéuirement is included, were promulgated.

In late 1975, a period coineident with the EPA Background
Document, the interest rate charged for medium and heavy trucks
through credit insticutions was 9%. Today that rarte is 147%.

On Septembar 25, 1980, the Federal Reserve announced a full
percentage point increase in the discount rate, an action |
that is likely to push interest rates even higher throughout

the economy.



EPA analysis was made in the 1975/1976. period.

-5
The interest rates of today are 5 percentage points higher'
with the potential of increasing even more than when the

EPA analysis of the impact of the regulation on trucking
companies was made.

Recegnizing the time value of money, if the IH recently
estaﬁlished average, sales-weighted industry cost increase

of the vehicle for noise abatement components to meet the

B0 dB(A) Regulation were compared at a 9% (1975) interest rate

to a current 147% interest rate, the economic impact of only

this in itself would be sizable. Assuming a conservative

3-year write-off peried, the economic impact of simply the dif-

farence in.interest rates would amount to the following:

- Econemic Impact Due to Inteéest
Year Rate Clhdnges From 1975 to 1980
1982 $11,904,957 ‘
1383 813,740,494

1984

$15,582,402

(Assumes a constant 147 interest rate for the years

1982, 1983 and 1984 vs. a constant 97 interasr rate
for 1975/1976)

In addition te this, due to the compounding affects of inflaéion,
a medium/heavy truck will cost 617% more than it did when the

A 840,000 cruck

in 1975 .would cost 864,400 today strictly due to inflationary
inereases alone.

International Harvester believes that thaese:
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faces also further amplify thé negative impact and lack of

EPA justification of the 80 dB(A) regulation.

Item 5: Fuel Losses

In determining the average increases in fuel costs as a
result of the regulation, the 1976 EPA Background Document,
Table 6-13, showed fuel prices of §$.50 per gallon for gasoline
and $.30 pexr gallon for diesel fuel based on 1973 information.
A July 2, 1980, EPA issued letter cites that "The Department
of Energy has determined the fuel cost which must be used on
all 1981 model year fuel economy labels. For 1981 model year,
the fuel cost to be used ig $1.55/gallon (gasoline) and $1,45/

gallon (diesel fuel)." This represents a 210% cost increase

"for gasoline and a 383% increase for diesel fuel above that

which EPA used in 1its analysis to determine the detrimental

‘fuel loss effects of the regulation. This factor alone

reflects considerable doubt on the validity of that EPA

analysis.

International Harvester has made itcs analysis of the fuel less
effects of the 80 dB(A) regulation by estimating the weight
increases of typical vehicles equipped with noise abatement
effects necessitated by the regulation. In our aﬁalysis, we
find the sales volume weighted inecreases to be 12 pounds for
a medium duty gasoline vehicle and 25.4 pounds for a medium/

heavy diesel vehicle with a range from 12 pounds to 126

pounds per vehicle.

PP W
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Based on estimated fuel costs and projected indﬁstry volumes

for the 1982, 1983 and 1984 periods, and the above increase in
vehicle weights due to the 80 dB(A) regulation, we have defined

the following:

FUEL PENALTY AS A RESULT OF
THE 80 dB(A) REGULATION

Year Gallozgsgf Fuel Eg;ngg%c

1982 889,100 $1,785,000
1983 1,076,400 $2,482,000
1984 1,187,560 $2,973,100

No attempt was made to determine inecreased owner operating
costs as a result of lost revenue due to the weight increases,
nor were the losses of possible inereased engine backpressure

and air intake restriction considered.

If this information is presented on a per vehicle basis, as
did EPA in theilr original analysis, the effect does not appear
overly significant; but when total sales volume is considered

as noted above, the fuel loss in gallons and the economie

impacet to the economy in dollars is extremely significant.

It is interesting to note that if the anergy content in the
fuel that will be expended as a result of the 80 dB({A)

vegulation is used more constructively in the conversion to

electrical power for residential use, a city of 10,600 people

can be provided electrical power for the whole year of 1982.

The following chart indicates city size in relation to electrical

power that could be provided during one year:
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Year City Population
1982 10,600
1983 12,600
1984 14,000

(This information is based on the use of appropriateenergy
efficiency losses in the conversion processes and average

nation-wide residential kilowatt-hour usage per year.)

Item 6: Trqpsmggsion Issues

In the Background Decument, EPA stated that transmission
noise levels for medium and heavy trucks are 70 dB(A) or

below; and therefore, few truck transmissions will require

noidse treatment.

As previously mentioned, IH strongly disagrees with this
statement in that the majority of the transmissions used by
IH in 1982 are being redesigned by our vendors in order to

meet the requirements of the 80 dB(A) regulation.

Additionally, several suppliers are now formulacing plans and
proceduras for quality auditing cransmission sound levels to
ensure, on & production basis, they do not surpass the IH
egtablished ”pqt-co-exceed" levels. This is again an added
auditing reqﬁirement that has not been praviously needed for

compliance to the 33 dB(A) level,

One transmission supplier has recently tested six different

models of their product in vehicles at the IH Noise Test
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Facility. From this analysis, one transmission model will
likely be discontinued; two others have exceeded the maximum
permissible noise limit established by IH, and the remaining
three were found satisfactory. The two models that have
exceeded the permissible limit, will require transmission case
noise abatement covers, as perhaps will several other trans-
missions of various manufacturers depending on the driveline

considerations chosen in the particular vehicle vocation.

In regard to the increased serviceability factor involved with
transmission covers, IH has determined that transmission
serviecing time will be increased by one-half (%) hour for
remqval arid replacement of the proposed cover design. The
congumer cost increase actributable to the use of transmission
covers will not be defined until total usage has been
determined through continued test analysis and has not been

included in the "typical" cost figures of Item B, page ll.

From the above discussion, it is evident the EPA analysis

was remiss in not considering the significant economic impact

of the transmission issue.

In dispuésions with our major tramsmission suppliers, it is
apparent that as a rasult of the 80 dB(A) regulation, the
vehicle will be equipped with a more quiet transmission that

requireds added labor content to produce. The durability of the

— e e T R 3 e = :
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transmission cannot be classified as improved, nor has the

useful life been significantly extended. Therefore, the 80 dB (A)

regulation will require a higher cost, quieter transmission that
for all intents and purposes will have the same useful life as
che‘transmission being produced today. The quiet transmission
program in itself has consumed both financial and human resources

that might have been better utilized to extend the life of the

transmission or reduce the cost of it.

In addition to the six above itemized elements of the petitionm,

the following considerations reinforce the IH contention that

the 80 dB(A) regulation is not justifiéd under current conditions.

A. COWPS Analvsis

The original Council on Wage and Price Stability (COWPS) econemic

statement of May 9, 1975 noted that "The findings of this study
evaluating the EPA proposed regulations strongly indicate a
lack of econemic justificatcion for the 80 dB(A)...standards. ..
...indications are that the noise stand;rds should be no lower

than 83 dB(A). ...the additional benefits are negative and

less than the additional costs. Consequently, the social return

per dollar spent is not maximized at these lower levels."

Subsequent to the May 9, 1975 document, COWPS ''received addi-
tional data indicating that the estimates we used petrhaps were
overly congservative.,." As a result of this, a revised analysis
was made on July 8, 1975 wi;h the conclusion, "It has been
found that the economic justification for the 80 dB(A) standard

is even more suspect than our original analysis indicated.”

R
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The above 1975 COWPS analysis included the fusl savings

- attributable to the use of fan elutches as did the EPA

analysis. Since fan clutches are projected to be used on
100% of all medium and heavy trucks six months prior to the
iniriation of the 1982 Regulation (and therefore must not

be considered in the analysis) little monetary benefit can
exlst to justify the monetary expenditure for noise abatement

effects to comply with the 1982 80 dB(A) regulationm.
B. Consumer Costs

Intcernational Harvester has projected the additional, consumer
product-cast effect resulting from the inclusion of the
vehicle noise abatement equipment necessary to comply with
the 1982 80 dB(A) standard. Using currently available test
development information of vehicle needs for compliance,

IH has selected 10 "typical' vehicle combinations from ocur
medium and'hgavy truck line-up. These 10 typical wvehicles
repregent over 50% of our 1979 model year usage and include
medium duty gas and diesel, Conventional and CO heavy duty
diesels and heavy duty on/off highway vehicles, From this
typical vehicle analysis, the consumer can be expected to
pay an additional $515.00 for a heavy duty diesel vehicle,
$360.00 for a medium duty diesel vehicle, and §120.00 for a

medium duty gasoline vehicle due to the more stringent 80 dB(A)

requirement. In consideration of the projected U.S. industry,

retail sales volumes of medium and heavy duty trucks, this
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would represent.an impact to the economy of 5111,240,000 in
1982; $128,400,000 in 1983; and S145,550,000 in 1984,

It should be again notad thﬁt the cost per vehicle classifi-
cationsare sales weighted to IH volumes and may be higher for
other competitive manufacturers, partigularly in the medium
duty diesel markets. The engine turbocharging requifement,

to be addressed in Item C below, will inecrease the consumer

 purchase price of a medium duty vehicle from $360 per unit to

approximately $1400 per unit as a result of the 80 dB(A)
regulation., It is, therefore, evident that the industry

economic impact per year (of 1il million dollars in 1982,

.ete.) is conservative.

C. Engine Considerations

The effort by International Harvester Engine Division to bring
our line of médium duty truck engines into compliance with the’
EPA 1982 noise regulation involves sizable expenditures for
research and development, design of new systems and components,
product tooling and increased end product cost. In addition,
the modification':o the eﬁgines will add weight and reduce
serviceability, Further, at least one engine family may not
be controllable to the required noise level within the bounds
of practical structure and economic considerations and may

have to be removed from production, with a loss to IH of an
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anticipated production volume of 8000 engines per year. For
the 80 dB(A) regulation, International Harvester anticipates
an expenditure of approximately $1,580,000. It is assumed
that Cummins, Caterpillawx, and Detroit Diesel Allison Engine

Division (DDA) expenditures will be similar if not more.

As noted in several previous sections, due to the 80 d4B(A)
regulation, many vehicle customers will no longer have the
option of purchasing a naturally aspirated engine. Some manu-
facturers will turbocharge their engines; others will not due
to structural considerations as in the case of one IH engine
and several DDA enginea. IH has noted the potential loss of
8000 engines per year, that presumably will force the customer
to turbocharged ehgines. DDA has nocted the necessity to .
turbocharge 5000 engines per year, and Caterpillar will turbo-
charge the 3208 engine. Due to the fact that these engines
are in gome instances options to the others in many medium
dury vehicle product lines, the economic impact of forced
turbocharginé due to the 80 dB(A) regulation cannot be
determined at this time with certainty. What is cercain,
though, is that the customer, who woula;normally purchase
a naturally aspirated medium duty diesel vehicle, will be
forced co pay approximately $1A00‘per?§ehiéle more as a

result of the 80 dB(A) regulation.
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Summarizacion of Comments

In the past four years since the EPA justificarcion document
was issued, of which the 80 dB(A) regulaction is a paret,
dynamic economic and fuel-related conditions have made

a dramatic negative impact on our econcmy and our induscry

in particular. TIH has attempted in this document to delineate
those areas relating to the 80 dB(A) fegulation that, in

our opinion, cast considerable doubt as to the current

validity of the 1976 EPA justification.

Primary to the 80 dB(A) justification, was the inclusion of

the fuel savings resulting from use of engine cooling fan

_elutches. " IH believes we have effectively demonstrated, via

E#hibit I, that fan clutech usage should in no regard'be
considared in the 80 dB(A) justification. This faet, in
and of itself, will place the 1976 EPA marginally-jusctified
80 dB(A) regulation in an economically unrealistic state,

and thereby is ne longer justified by current standards.

Addigionally, che EPA medium and heavy duty market mix
analysis (gas/diesel) that was used as a basis for economic
jus:ification; was made invalid by che dramatic shift to

more fuel efficient diesel engines.

Inflation and interest rates have risen to a point unforeseen

in 1976,
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Projected fuel costs for 1981, have risen over 200% for
gasoline and 380% for diesel fuel from that used in the EPA

analysis, and the upward spiral will continue.

Through production wvehicle test evaluations, it has been
shown that the EPA analysis was remiss in not considering the
noise contributions of manual and automatic transmissions,
which will provide a further negative economic impact as

a result of the 80 dB(A) regulation.

The direct economic effect of the 80 dB(A) regulation is
censervatively estimated by IH to be $111,240,000 in 1982
followed by £128,400,000 in 1983 and $145,550,000 in 1984,

Eliminacion of naturally aspirated diesel engines will be
another result of the 80 dRB(4) regulatioh. which ecreates én
additional economic detriment to the customer by foreing

the purchas'e of a turbocharged engine.

In light of the foregoing information, Internmational Harvester
believes that a current reassessment of the conditions under
which the 80 dB(A) regulation was intitially justified does

demonstrate that the imposition of said regulation is

unwarranted and should be withdrawn.

As previously noted in our September 2, 1980 petition, a

community noise impact analysis is being undertaken and will
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be filed with the Administraror within 30 days from the

Sincerely,
/:z/vwiq¢7égéi/622%7
L { .

F. L. Krall

Manager, Technical Legislation
International Harvester Company
(219/461-6623)

receipt of this submission.
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Mp, J. Patrick Kainme

’rasident, Truck Group

!nternational Harvestar
Cornoration

.0, Bax 1109

Fart Wayne, Indiana 46801

Qear Mr. Kaine:

Mr. Costle has askad me to respond to your Septamber 2, 1980 petition for
raconsideration of the 1976 noise emission regulation fur medium and heavy
%rugkg, whose secand stage reduction requ1rement bacomes effective on January

" 2a .

Because you have asked us to move expeditiously in the review of your
petition, [ asked the Agency staff to conduct a quick review of the informa-
rian cantained in your petitiaon. [ racagnize that you plan %o send us

1itional information at a2 later time. HWe have not received this informue

© ..Qn, as you know, and therefora our review nhas been based on the September

an petition alane- R R B A
LoE ] ! y:-‘m*’“‘f" w F,wf "'f{éﬁ%"ﬁﬁ::—ﬂi‘; el ] - -J

TR i E N A 14 if" The enclosed staff paper summartzas
the ana]ysfs on whfch thfs Judgment is based. In Tight of these ¢coments you
may wish th recansider whether you do have factis which would lead us to
initiate rulemaking to reveke the 1982 standard. Of course, should you
gchoose o provida us with additional information we will review it as axpedi-
tiously as possible.

1 recognize that the timing of any subsequent review might prove to be a
arodlem for you. However, this reguiation was promuigatad in 1976 and the
tnfoermation which you present in the petition appears to have begn known for
same time; indeed, {t appears that some of the information could have baen
arovided during the original rulemaking. OFf course, there is no time Timit on
submitsing information relative to an existing regulation, but cartainly an
parifer. submission would have allowed %time for full consideration of your
canearns consistent with your production sehedula for the 1982 model year

'CKS.
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tavertnelass, in order that we might adjust our review schedule to
mmacata your _Araduczion schedu‘te as much as poss1b1e. shou1d you decjgg £o
N WAl W,n-:t.u‘i,
RS yOUL A e faeiags: *mea:i:ﬂ
ih i 4 T AR R SN S Spec‘fﬁcaﬂy. what are the
~ommisment dates now scneduled far your various truck lines, manufacturing
=lante, or component suppliers to which you refer in your petition? (Such
vnfor-:at-fon may he provided by specific truck Tline commitment datas or by
major categories of componant commitment dates.) If these decisions or
cantracts werg to be changed later or postponed, what, if any, cost would be
incurred by Intarnational Harvestar Corporation?

Uniess we hear from you otherwise, we will assume that you intend to
submit addftfenal informatien and our final response ta your petition will
await our review of that information. I trust this information has been
rasponsive to your request for expediticus review of your petition.

Sincarely yours,

- -

D'avfd G. Hawkins
Assistant Administrator
for Alr, Noise and Radfatian

‘lasure




Analysis of the I[ntarnacional Harvester
Perition for Reconsideration of tha 1982
Medium and Heavy Truck Nofse Emissfan Regulation
T intarnational Harvester (IH) assumed EPA included the fuel savings
~acylting from the usage of clutch fans as gart of the justificatien for the

1982 noise emission standards for medium and heavy trucks. As stated in the
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OTIEumCEmmend . . (page 15542) £PA, in {ts cost analysis, has consi-
dered the two casas of (1) crediting all fuel savings to fits requlatian
rasulting from the application of demand controlled fans and (2) cred1t1nglna
fual savings to regulation, thus eszablishing an upper and lower bound for the

casts assaciatad with the regulation directly related to potential fual

savings. In the Background Occument accompanying this regulation, the costs

the "worst case" situation, f.a., no fual savings credit, and falt the rule

was justified based on the benefits to be obtained from its implementation.

required to set standards necessary to protect the public heaith and wel fare,

¢considaring cost (among other items).* [t is clear that the Administrator

cansidered the cost of the 1982 standard both with and without a fuel savings

' fs statutory scheme bears on the discussion of cost elsewhere in

-11§ 2apgar, inat the Adminigtrator must consider thesa costs is claeap;

now?ver. the statuta does not require a standard justified by & cost/benefit
analvsis,
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sreait from ¢lutch fans. IH's contention that the Administrator Jjustified

*he imposition of the 1982 standard aon the basis of fuel savings is therefore
not valid.

2. Medium diesal trucks represented, in 1973, about ane parcant of the
new truck sales as indicated in the Background Dccument on page 6-11, If
the contention by IH is correct that the medium diesel sales will have
increased by about 80 percant more than that projected for 1982 in the Back-
ground Oocument, then the actual segment of the truck market represented in
1982 by medfum diesel trucks will be ahout two percent. Taking that percent
increase in the medium diesel segment of the truck market inta account would

result in lass than a 39 million increase in the projected anpnualized cost

using the original economic analysis. Ko UERONOLTe Ty

H’qbya I . 1'\1 RO tn ﬁ'!‘iw’ [ ku]u-u\v (t,l;}h e

iy canetizy v

3. IH abserves that EPA has acknowledged that the trucking industry is

sarticularly sensitive to high interest rates. IH states that the rate
of intarest is considerably higher now than projected in 1975 and concludes

that the burden to the trucking industry, especially to small independent

ownars, has heen greatly jncreased.

'!.F‘ \A . '1'“

drain on truckers’ cash_rééourcés,
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Given no change in competitive pgsitions, the increased cost in trucking

sarvicas due to higher interest rates should not change firm profitabilities.

4, I[H statas that, since the annual rate of inflatioen has besn much

higher than anticipated, a current Presant Value Analysis will be congiderably -

highar than the 1975 predicted Present Value Analysis.

v -' ul ‘H-MN! Renadhind
-1, v r‘- \\L-an
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stant‘dol‘lars is obtained, regardless of the inflation rate.

If the Presant Value wara statad in tarms of 1980 dollars, obviously, the

absolute number would be greater. That does not mean, however, that this

requlation has becoma relatively more costly to the nation, in terms of real

resgurces expended, than was projected in 1975.
5. IH contends that increasad fuel prices have increased significantly

=ha cast of the truck regulation. Table §-15 of the Background Oocument

rasants an a2stimate of the average annual cost of increased fuel usage due to
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ngicers
Madium gasaline - $ 1 (per year per truck)
Heavy gasoline - 2 "
Medium diesel - 8 "
Heavy diasel - 10 "

tripling, or aven quadrupling, of fuel costs will not cause the sma

f maunt of increasad fuel consumption assocfated with noise abatement t:
: epresent more than a tiny fraction of total aperating expenses. We have no:

Jreason at this time to belfeve that the fuel consumption assassments made in:

Background Qocument are fncorrect.
8. IH observes that EPA stated 4t the time of rulemaking that few truck
transmissions will require noise treatment. Ih states that, by contrast with
EPA's statament, the majority of the manual transmissions that will be used by
‘% for 1982 are being redesigned to meet a 72 dB reguirement that IH contends
is needed to comply with the 1982 80 dB standard. [H alsa states that "with
certain power trafin combinations, transmission noise levels will exceed 72 d8
and therefore require transmission case covers.” [IH states that these costs

were not jncTuded fn EPA's analysis and that the transmission cbvers will

ineraasa the servicaabilfty costs.

{t is our understanding that widespread changes in transmission design

are underway by several of the major transmjssfon manufacturers. THRES
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sransmission muss de quiated for a truck to meet the 80 dB standard depends on

“ne noise tevel of the transmission and on the level to which the other

sourcas of noise, such as the engine fan and exhaust are quietad. TN

Wm} By treatment of transmissions, as indicated on page 6-10
af the Background Document, EPA meant partial or full.enclosure and the

greatar costs attendant to such treatments. Indeed, IH apparently finds that
anly in the case of ‘“certain power train combinations” that transmission
avers are required.

EPA recognizes that 1t cannot know the exact noise abatement treatment
that will be employed on every pawer~train/truck configquration to be manufac-
tured- under a given regqulation. Thus, in establishing the availability of
tachnolagy as required under the Act, EPA assasses the noisa treatment
required on salegt2a regrasantative products across a range of power=-train/
truck configurations. We recognize that some configurations that manu-
facturers will choose to market will. be mare costly to quiet than EPA's
projection of average cost, just as some configurations will be less costly.
de alsa recognize that the manufacturers may not chodse to quiet their

preducts fn the manner projected .by EPA, presumably hav’fng' found a less
tpensive and/or mere afficient approach, Thus, unless manufacturers sube-
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2 parefcular, unless IH's average cost (1in constant year dellars) to meet

sne 30 d¢B standard for its overall product 1ine is sufficiently greater than
that projectad by EPA so as to be 'unreasonaMe, EPA does not find a basis n

this issue for daleting the 80 dB standard.

Heaith and Welfare

IH states that 1t has previously been shown ¢through Community Noise
fenafit Analysis techniques that reduction in the standard for medium and
heavy trucks below 832 4B will not result in a corresponding decrease 1{1
cammunity noise levels.

In EPA's analysis of the health and welfare benefits at the time of
final rulemaking, EPA projected a 12.4 percent reduction in traffic noise
Jpact due to the 83 4B standard and an additive 8.2 percent reduction due to
the 80 4B standard, a total 20.6 percent reduction even withoiut noise reduc-

tions from non-truck vehicles. A more recent analysis, using an improved and

"more detailed approach, projects a total 27.3 percent raduction with 15.0

perce'nt from the 83 dB level! and an additive 8.3 percent reduction from the 80
a8 standard. [n terms of number of people impacted, EPA's current analysis
also projects a greater reduction fn the number of people adverse‘l‘y impacted
by noise than did EPA's analysis at the time of rulemaking.

Trucks are the mation's greatast scurcé of aenvironmental naisa. Traffic

neise ranks as the number one noise oroblem fn our urban areas and trucks

cantribute over half the nofse due to traffic. EPA projects that dy the
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/8ap Z0CU, nearty 31 aillion rewer persons wili De 2xpgsaeg to CrartTic nolse

-lavels wnich adversely af¥fac: their health and welfare as a direct result of

tne Tesium and heavy truck noise regulation. Deleting the 80 dB standard
Juid lower that reduction by over 9 million persons. The greatest relative
dgnefits acsrue to thesa citizens exposed to extremely high Tevels of traffic
naise. The 83 dB standard will reduce thesa exposed' to average day-night
traffic noise levels exceeding 70 dB by about 4 millfon persons. The 80 dB
stapdard will increase that raduction by an additienal 2 milljon persons.
Togather, the 83 dB and 80 dB standard bring about a nearly 50 percent reduc-
tien in the number of peopie exposed to day-night Tevels axceeding 70 dB. EPA
considers thase reductions to be extremely significant. Also, without a
further reduction below'the 83 dB standard for trucks, reducing t!;e lavels of

other sources of traffic noise would f.‘.rovfde dramatically fewer benefits

_because of the otherwise masking and domrinant effect of truck noise.

Thusg, while it is true that because of the presence af other noise
saurces, each equal fncremental reduction in the noise lavel of trucks, or any

other major source of noise, will not give equal reductions in community noise

levels . (unless all other sources are equally raduced), or in the number of ..

‘pecple adversely impacted by noise, it does not follow that those réductians

ire not necessary %o protact the public hezlth and welfare, in acserd with the

law we administar and which resulted in these requlations.
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INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER

J, PATRICK KAINE -
Priaident
Truck Gioup September 2, 1980

The Hororable Douglag M. Costle
Administrator

U. 8. Environmental Protection Agency
401 M Street, 3. W.

Washington, D.C. 20460

Subject: Petition for Reconsideration -
Dear Mr. Costle: 1982 Medium & Heavy Truck Noise Emiasion Reguiation

Attached to this letter ia International Harveater's Petition for Reconsideration of the
1982 Noise Emission Regulation.

In view of the facts noted in the petition, we urge that you expeditiously withdraw the
1982 Noise Bmigaion Regulation for Medium and Heavy Trucks. An early decision in
this regard will allow the truck engineering community to redeploy its pecple and assets
to other productive efforts.

Yours very truly,

Copies to:

Mr. Neil Goldschmidt, Seeretary, Department of Transportation

Mr, James T. McIntyre, Director, Office of Management and Budget

Mr. Alfred E. Kahn, Chairman, Council of Wage and Price Stability

Mr. Stuart E. Eizenstat, Agsistant to the President, Domestic Policy Stoff
Mr. Philip M. Klutzoick, Secretary, Department of Commerce
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INTIRRATIONAL HARYEITEN
Sapcember 1, L3980

Tha Honorable Douglas M. Coscle

Administracor
0.5, Eavironmencal Protection Agency

40L M Strmat, S.W.
Washingeont, D.C, 20460

Daar Mr. Costle:

SUBJECT: FETITION FOR RECOMSIDERATION, TITLE 40Q CODE QF
FEDERAL RECULATIONS CHAPTER L, PARY 205 TRANSPORT
EQUIPMENT, NOISE EMISSION CONTROLS, MEDIUM AND

HEAVY TRUCKS
Incernacional Harvescar Company (Ii) haraby pacizions the
Adminiscrator for raconsideracion and raviaion of Saccion
205.52(¢a) of cha NOISE EMISSION CONTROLS REGULATIONS FOR
MEDIUM AND HEAVY TRUCKS published in che Fedoral Register on
Tuaasday, April 13, 1976, and codifiad in 40 CFR Saction 205.52(a),
which requirea chat vehiclaoa manufactured afrer January 1,
1982 shall ba designed, bullt and aquipped so chat thay will
not produce sound smlasions in excsss of §0 dB(A) (che 1982 '

scandard),
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In the Environmancal Procection Agancy's

(EPA) Background Document for Madium and
Hoavy Truck Noise Emiaaion Rngulnt:iunu datad

el et w
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W IH concends thac analyais of Tecent

Dapartmant of 'rranuportacim published daca
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an co comply with tha curzenc 83 dB(A) standazd,

Projactad usage trend amll.yuia ahowa n\m
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cha 1975 EPA .-mlns wnig:nd data shows that the

exclusion of the fusl saving effects of fan
clutchns reaulzs in a cost paenalty of §562.00
par truck (1975 dollars) insgoad of che EPA
astimate per truck average savings of $130.25

(1975 dollams).

In Table 6-7 of the same Jackground Document,
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EPA indicated g
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EPA's foracasc of 1982 sales for medium ducy
diesals {3 alac undarestimacad hy a gimilar par-

g
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4., In cha Background Document at page 7-7, EPA
agaces that all dollars arse adjusted to 1975

dollars. Since the annual raca of inflacion

haz been much highar than m:icipacad W

5. 1980 fuel pricea hava incTeadsed by wore than

100% over the 1975 fual prices used in the

1580
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‘W Projected fual prige incrasses will

concinuas to compound chis situacion,

In che 3ackgrownd Documanc at page 6-10, EPA
staced cthac tranamission noise levals for medium :

and haavy crucks are 70 dB(A) or balow and

TERCEANERGE 1M has determined thac co meet

tha 1982 standard, crTansmisaion noisa lavels may
not axcead 72 dB(A) on a continuing production
bugls. To chis extoant, we agreae with cha EPA
analyais; howdver, tha majority of che manual
eransmisaions that will be usad by IH for 1582
are baing redasignod by our vandors it ordar to

2 e e N Bl
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IH is in the procsss of finalizing a decailed analysis of cho
aforamentionad izems 1 through 6 and will £ile chac analysis

juit:h the Adminisc=ator wichin chizey (30) davs.

In regard to the benefits of che more stringent regulations, it

has previcusly Seen shown that through Community MNoise Benefic

e

Analysis cechniques, reduction in the scandard for zedium and
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To thiaz end, IR wi.ll f:Lla ieca annlyui.a of the communicy noiza
impacc with the Adminiscracor within sixey (60) days.

* ) IH requaesatas that the 1982 standard ba wizchdrawn since Lz canmoc
be domonatratad chac the imposition of the standard is cosc
justified and not an umnacnasary huzdan on the aconemy, on

individuals, on public and privace organizations and on staca

and local governmenta,

IH further requaecta the Adminiscracor's imuegdiace actention
co thia patition since I, lika ocher truck and comuonanc

manufacturera, is currontly making major tant and davalopmanc

+ axpenditurss in advenca preparacion for the mors stringant
4 ' regulacion. In addition, the commicmsnc data rapidly approachea
4 - whara IH musc contract with our compemans supplisrs for matarial
ag wall aa to our manufaccuzing plancs for facility appro-

3 priacions.

Sinceraly,

(219/461-6623) . ) :}
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