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_:l_tal Uotor_ TOC_.cal Cont_l
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Ba_=y^NCKER.aOHNSON ' ": " _ ' " ].ggOvacePre_denl )w . ).. _.,_

Mr. DouglasM. Co_tlc.
Administrat,;r-AIO0
U.S. Env'_,'or,;.y,._,_';:aI ProtectionAgency
Washlr,_,:,_:,,,,,_,20460

,, ,,¢.stle_

Medh,mand HeavyTruck Nois_ Regulation

On August14, 1980,GeneralMotorssubmitCeda lett,'_(,,.,,:,"
attached)_.othe Officeof NoiseAbatementand Contre}.',:,'iz;,:!_ng
defemralo'Fthe 1982mediumand heavy truck noise s'L;in,,lar¢;,'.'..,,;'
1984. lhlslei;ter¢o|;tainedfurtherjustificationof Grd'_;or_;,':._l
r_,;*.:_:atmade inMr, 'l.A. Murphy'sletterto PresidentCarter.re;
J:;,,e10, 1980.

....._.q:tCime,a v......ion for reconsiderationof the.BOd8
n_:an,_arowas submittedby InternationalHarvest._ron S_p,_ember2,

_:,ISLb_O. For re;_Fnnsunc_e.arto uS, we have.been "!nformedzi_:_i:.....
,_::_imncn the,,r,.art.,)fh_.ernationalHarvesterprecludest!,,.9_,,
:;;r",:;_',_tienof ti=eGer_eralMotorsrequestf_:ratwo-yeard,._:,;,,/
in _.:,"/o_,cI_:_t.heZ:OdB trucknoise standard.

;;:e._.,i"cquec.:,:anbe, al_dshouldbe, consideredsepar:_telyf.'em
,_!,e-H pet"tic;;,in fact, if the defer._alis granted,';__,'.,'_<:%

i_ a._ •For 1982 and ._983,the issuesraisedin ;;heIF]_(.,ti.,_,tfo)"_.e
considerati:x:.

,_snoted 'h;t,;,__ttachcdlottc:',th_ t;mir;gef...._.n_._"deferr_:',';
criticalif maximumadvant._geis to be realized. The _pendi_

.'_'" 'o ' .:..,, has b._enaccn_er_:c-'.d;-a¢_to ,_=,,,,.,_, C,...:0_q _,_'_'c.lfor ;.....
::P_jifmh';__.;_Ismenth, " ';" '"" ' :,,_.,.:tl.eadvantageto GM will r_,_I,!;;.
be re_luceda,;_;;e_,:i.,,,.)×4,;nad_$6 millionof defnr_,_,.:.;;,.r.:,iditure
is d_,.:l,tish_.dclayby ,layfollowingOctober "_.-gaG.

u;,this basis_we resp_,".t%3'requestyour personalreview
Lh.. t',';_e.of our requestat ""4_.

Sincerelyyours,

Art.
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EnvbonmentalAclivil_elStiff• 'i'eneraJMinorsCotporaHon

GeneralMolof$TecafdcalCerHer

Wa.en,Michigan48090

August 14, 1980

Hr. Henry E. Thomas, Director
Standards and Regulations Divison (ANN-490)

i_ Office of Noise Aba_ement and ControlU. S. Environm=ntal Protection Agency
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Mr. Thomas:

Hediumand Heavy Truck Noise Regulations

i In a letter to President Carter on June I0, 1980, Hr. T. A. Murphy,
Chairman of General Motors_ requested review of a number of government
regulations impacting the automobile industry. Included in the list of

regulations for which General Honors requested a reappraisal was _he
EPA regulation requiring that all medium and heavy trucks meet a noise
standard of 80 d_ s_Arting January I, 1982.,J

General Motors requested that the effective date of this noise standard
be delayed until January I, 198&, in order that hardware changes for
noise and heavy duty exhaust emissions coutrol can be installed at_he
same time. The EPA _as requested that General Motors further explain
the rationale for this request; it is the purpose of this letter to •
submit additional information.

The advantages of deferrin 8 the effective da_e of the 1982 noise
s_amdardum=il 1984 are summarized am fallows:

I. Engineering costs and capital investment are deferred until a

later date. This would help alleviate critical cash flow problems
caused by _he requirement to redesign and retool a new product
llme of mmre fuel efficient automobiles.

2. In certain eases, elimination of engineerin 8 cost will result
from the deferment due to the elimination of the 1982 noise

control design cycle. Otherwise, m second noise control design
cycle in 1984 will _ke place _o accommodate air induction and
exhaust system changes which will be required for exhausn
emissions reductions scheduled for 1984.

In order to meet the 80 dB noise standard scheduled for 1982, many
ns=urally-aspirated diesel engines will be eliminated and turbocharged
engines will be used almost exclusively. But in order to meet exhaust
amiss&on standards for 198&, all diesel engines will be turbocharged.
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furthermore, many features of the 1982 turbocharged engine will mo_ be
the sane as for the 1984 tnrbocharged engine, and prudent engineerin E
management suggests that designing the noise control hardware for the
1984 engine is the most efficient method of attaining the goal of lower
emission and noise levels. Emission control changes in 1984 which will
impact the then existing 1982 noise control package are as follows:

o Air intake i

_. o Fuel injection i
• o Combustion i

o Timing 1
I o Cooling

o Exhausti

! Changes to the 1984 engines will require, as a minimum, retesting of

I the product line to assure compliance to the n@ise standard then in "effect. Until these engines arm tested, we cannot precisely identify
the extent of redesign for noise control that can be avoided if EPA

does defer the 80 dB noise regulation until 1984. In order to avoidshort-lived designs, both noise control and emission control changes

should be made simultaneously.
_ There are two General Motors Divisions directly impacted by the noise
_ and emission regulations: Detroit Diesel Allison Division and GMC

_'i Truck and Coach Division. To the degree possible s_ this time we havequantified the benefit of deferring the 80 dB noise regulation from

_i 1982 until 1984 as follows: :

_' GMCTruck & Coach Projected Sales Volume 1982

• Truck Weight Class 4 through 8

' _'_ 1982 Regulated Level

80..dB83dB
Engine Type

Gasoline 39,250 39_250
Diesel 46,600 46,600

Na_urally-aspirated 5,000 10,CO0

Turbocharged 41,600_:__ 36,600 -

It will he necessary to nurbocharge 5000 additional engines for
purposes of noise control alone, to meet an 80 dB noise standard in
1982.

Engimemrin 8 costs at GMC Truck & Coach than could be deferred by
dmlayin 8 the 80 dE regulation amount to approximately $3,000,000. This
does not consider costs that can be eliminated by delaying the

_: regulation because otherwise certain noise control design will need to
be done .twice,as explained above.
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In addition, capital tooling costs of approximately $600,000
attributable to the 80 dB regulation will he deferred.

} Detroit Diesel Allison Division would also be impacted by deferring the
80 dB noise regulation because there are considerable expendituresI
associated with designing and building diesel engines to meet the 80 dB
standard. Estimated costs that could be deferred by delaying the

J effective dace of the regulation are as follows:

Engineering costs $1,250,000
Production tooling $ 950,000

•In additiou_ the cost of recerCifying the 8.2 liter naturally-
aspirated engine for emissions would be eliminated. _hanges bein E made
co this engine for purposes of noise control to _%et uhe 80 dB standard
would require recertifying for exhaust emissions at a cost of $150,000.

The 80 dB standard will eliminate the DDAD 61-71N, 8V-71N'and possibly
the 6V-55T from the line of svailable truck engines. Other engines will

.... b-_~sald--in-pl_cmof the 61-71N and 8V-71N. However t in the case ef the

6V-53T, there would not be an equivalent engine in the produce line and
it is estimated that 11 million dollars in sales will be lost to DDAD

in the two-year period if in fact the engine must be dropped.

In sectary, deferring the 80 dB regulation for two years will have the
following estimated benefit for General HoCors:

Costs deferred $ 5,800,000
Costs.avoided (partial identification] $ 150,000

These estimates are based on a resolution of the proposed deferral by

If we can be of further assistance in providing information regarding
this proposal, please feel free to call.

, /

• . R taring, Director
Product Noise Control

7EID/811



_" 2 ,_ _ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
L WASHINGTOH. D C 20.h]0

OFFICE OF

AIR, NOISE, AND RADIATION

MS. Betsy Ancker-Johnson
Vice President
General Hotors Corporetton
Narren, Hlchigan 48090

Dear Ms. Ancker-Johnson:

We have very carefully reviewd the lnfomatlon provtded in the
General HOtors submission of August 14, 1980, which provtded further
data relative to the request of Hr. T. A. Murphy of June 10, 1980.

We have also cempleted our initial review of the petition of
International Harvester of September 2, 1980. You were concerned that
we delayed action on your request _hile we reviewed the International
Harvester petition. However, we felt this was the correct procedure
since were the IH petltton granted, tt would moot the GH request. We
hove not, however, granted the IH petttton based on the tnfor_mtton
which we have recetved tO date.

The tnfometlon submitted In the GMletter of August 14 has left us
_tth substantial questions. There appear to be essentially two cost
areas associated with GH cempltance with the 1982 mediumand heavy truck
noise regulation:

1° Turbochar_tnq: You presently have projected a lgB2 sales
volun_ of 35,000_lese]-engtned trucks which will be turbocharged even
if the 80 dB level ts deferred. To n_et the 80 d8 level an additional
5,000 engines will have to be turbocha_Jed. The engineering cost which
you associate with turbochergtng the additional 8,000 engines ts $3
million. A substantial part of the _H rationale for the 80 dB deferral
ts that these same 5,000 engines wt11 have to be turbocharged to comply
with the lg84 air emission standards, end thus it is more cost eFFective
to accemplfsh both environmental objectives simultaneously.

However, correspondence of Hr. T.H. Fisher, I GMl.Dlrector of Auto-
motive Envtrens Control to Hr. Welsh of EPA, datedOctober 3, 1980,
states with regard to the 1984 Heavy-Duty Engine Exhaust Emission Regu-
lation,

o for the
complex and very expensive procedures EPAhas adopted -- again
representing a squandering of resources withoutmeasurable benefit."
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We were underthe impressionfrom theearliercorrespondencethat
GM wouldbe forcedto turbochargethe 8,000enginesof concernto comply
withthe1984emissionstandardsbutapparentlytheseenginesarealready
.incompliance.If thisis so,thenthe argumentof delayingthe 1982
noiselimitsto 1984to dove-tailwith the1984emissionstandardsis
not applicable.

Apparently,considerablenumbersof GM dieselenginesare turbo-
chargedfor other-than-noise-regulationcompliance- that is,becauseof
customerdemandor improvedperformance.Ifthis is so, therewould
appearto be benefitswhichwouldJustifyturbochargingbeyondJust
complyingwith noiseregulations,sinceturbochargingis offeredand
purchasedby customersvoluntarily.Accordingly,we presumethatthe $3
millionengineeringcostmightwellbe incurred,in wholeor in part,
becauseof customerdemandforturbocharging.In addition,to the
extentthatthenationalgoalsof energyconservationand cleanerair
are alsoservedby tu_bocharging,theadditionalbenefitsto thecountry
of GM'sproceeding'tomeetthe I982noiseemissionstandardon timemust
alsobeweighed.I trustthatC91is not preparedto statethatthe
corporationwillnot and shouldnotbe producingand offeringfor sale
in 198Zmore than36,600turbo-chargeddieselenginesabsentthe80 dB
noiseregulation.

Finally,yourrequestamountsto a recommendationthatwe deferthe
entire1982trucknoiseregulationinmrderto smoothoutdesignof 6%
of yourproductionline. Thisratherextremesolutionseemsfaroutof
proportionto thenatureef the problemwhichyou describe.

2. Emqinechanqes.Youstatethatthereare considerableexpen-
dituresassociatedwithdeslgnim9 and buildingdieselenginesto meet
the80 db standard(ouremphasis).

Recognizingthemajordecisionsassociatedwithdroppingan engine
llne,andthe substantialleadtimeess=nbialto sucha decision,we are
extremelysurprisedto hearthatsucha decisionmay stillbe under
discussionat GMat thislatedate in planningfor compliancewiththe
1982noiseregulations.Thisregulationhasbeenon the books,asyou
know, since April of 1976.

Yourcorrespondence, in fact, indicates that no decision hasbeen
madeby GMto drop a major engine line primarily becauseof compliance
with the1982noiseregulations.It is thusunclearwhethertheengine
changecostswhichyou suggestmay be incurredwill in factbe incurred
or alternativelybe ascribedprimarilyto thenoiseregulation.Since
thesedecisionsdo notappearto be firm,thetimingof the EPAdecision
on deferringthe 1982standarddoesnotappearto be financiallycrucial
withregardto thisaspectofyour request.
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On the =asis of the foregoing, we do not seewherea deferral of
this yew important regulation can be Justified.

Sincerely yours, '

David GoHawkins
Assistant Administrator

for Air, Noise, and Radiation

/
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: Envitonmental Activitiez Staff

I
General Minors Comoratlon • i

GeneralMotorsTecnnicalCenter ' i
Warren•MIc_tgan,48090

August 14, 1980

Mr. Henry E: Thomas, Director
Standards and Regulations Divison (ANR-490)
Office of Noise Abatemeut and Control
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Mr. Thomas:

Medium and Heavy Truck Noise Regulations

In a letter to President Carter on June I0, 1980, Mr. T. A. Murphy,
Chairman of General Motors, requested review of a number of government
regulations impacting the automobile industry. Included in the list of
regulations for which General Motors requested a reappraisal was the
EPA regulation reqniriag that all medium and heavy trucks meet a noise
standard of gO dBstartingJanuary i, 1982.

OeneralMotors requested that the effective date of this noise standard
be delayed until January I, 1984, in order that hardware changes for
noise and heavy duty exhaust emissions control can he installed at the
same time. The EPA has requested that General Motors further explain
the rationale for this request; it is the purpose of this letter to
submit additional information.

The advantages of deferring the effective data of the 1982 noise
standard until 1984 arm summarized as follows:

I. Engzneering costs and capital investment are deferred until a
later date. This would help alleviate critical cash flow problems

.._..": : caused by the requirement to redesign and retool a new product
line of more fuel efficient automobiles.

2. In certain cases, elimination of engineering cost will result
from the deferment due to the elimination of the 1982 noise

control design cycle. Otherwise, a second noise control design
cycle in 1984 will take place to accommodate air induction and
exnaust system changes which will be required for exhaust
emissions reductions scheduled for 1984.

In order to meet the 80 dg noise standard scheduled for 1982, many
naturally-aspirated diesel engines will be eliminated and turbocharged

engines will be used almost exclusively. But in order to meet exhaust
emission standards for 1984, all diesel engines will be turbocharged.
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Furthermore, manF features of the 1982 turboeharged engine will not be
the same as for the 1984 turbocharged engine, and prudent engineering
management suggests that designing the noise control hardware for the
1984 engine is the most efficient method of attaining the goal of lower
emission and noise levels. Emission control changes in 1984 which will
impact the then existing 1982 noise control package are as follows:

o Air innake

o Fuel injection
o Combustion

o Timing
: o Cooling
' o Exhaust

Changes to the 198& engines will require, as a minimum, retesting of
the product line to assure compliance to the noise standard then in
effect. Until these engines are tested, we canaot precisely ideatify
the extent of redesign for noise control that can be avoided if EPA
does defer the 80 d3 noise regulation uatil 1984. In order to avoid
short-lived designs, both noise control and emission control changes
should be made simultaneously.

There are two General Motors Divisions directly impacted by the noise
and emission cegulations: Detroit Diesel Allison Division and GMC
Truck and Coach Division. To the degree possible at this time we have
quantified ths benefit of deferring the g0 dB noise regulation from
1982until 1984 as follows:

%

GHC Truck & Coach Projected Sales Volume 1982

[ Truck Weight Class 4 through 8
1982 Regulated Level

80 dB 83 dB
Engine T_rpe

Gasoline 39,250 39,250
Diesel 46,600 46,600

Naturally-aspirated 5,000 I0,000
Turboeharged 41,600 36,600

It will be secessary to turbocharge 5000 additional engines for
purposes of noise control alone, to meet an 80 d8 noise standard in
1982.

Engineering costs at GMC Truck & Coach that could be deferred by
delaying the 80 dE regulation amount to approximately $3,000,000. This
does not consider costs that can be eliminated by delaying the
regulation because otherwise certain noise control design will need to

be done "twice,as explained above. !

, _._,_.c_I _. ......,_ _.._, ._.... . _ •.......... _ ........ . ......
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In addition, capital tooling costs of approximately $600,000
! attributable to the 80 43 regulation will be deferred. I

Detroit Diesel Allison Division would also be impacted by deferring the i

80 dB noise regulation because there are considerable expenditures i
associated with designing and building diesel engines to meet the 80 dB
standard. Estimated costs that could be deferred by delaying the
effective date of the regulation are as follows:

Engineering costs $1,250,000
Production tooling $ 950,000

In addition, the cost of recertifyimg the 8.2 liter naturally-
aspirated engine for emissions would be eliminated. Changes being made
to this engine for purposes of noise control to meet the 80 dB standard

would require reeertifyimg for exhaust emissions at a cost of $150jO00.

The 80 dB standard will eliminate the DDAD 61-71N, 8V-71N and possibly
the 6V-53T from the line of available truck engines. Other engines will
be sold in place of the 61-71N and 8V-71N. However, in the case of the
6V-53T, there would not be an equivalent engine in the product line and
it is estimated that II million dollars in sales will be lost to DDAD

in the two-year perigd if in fact _he engine must be dropped.

In summary_ deferring the 80 dB regulation for two years will have the
following estimated benefit for General Motors:

Costs deferred $ 5,800,000
Costs avoided (partial identification) $ 150,000

These estimates are based on a resolution of the proposed deferral by
October I, 1980.

If we can be of further assistance in providing information regarding
this proposal, please feel free to call.

Since y_

Product Noise Coutrol

7BJG/811
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ForctP4olorCompany The AmericanRoad
En_ircnmDntalan_$ofoty Oaatborn,Michigan48121
Englneellng Staff

July 15, 1980

;,_. Charles L. Elkins

Deputy Assists-st A_minis_rator

_'_oiseControl Progrsms

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

19_i Jefferson D_vis Highway
,_J;R471
Arlington, VA 20_60

Dear Mr. glkins :

On July io, 1980, you asked me Cora detailed analysis of Ford's

_i antlcipa_ed $10-20 m/llion investment for the 1982 80 dB(A) noise limit,

'_s outlined in our suggested regulatory mod_flc_tion package.

i Ford currently has set aside a budget for this program with the

following breakdown:

• Ex?endit ures
(Hi_s)

Tools ,_ 8
Facilities 1

Laamch (Less than .5)

Engineering 6

*g
Most of the above expenditure will be needed to quiet our diesel

pcv_red _r_cks. As you are aware, these vehicles (1980 models) currently
emit noise between 77,9 and 81.3 _B(A). In order to ensure complines with
zhe 80 dB(A) standard, it will be necessary for Ford to design to n 77.3

,,|3(A)level. This will require some or all of the following measures:

Added/i_proved chassls o__d englne undeyshlelds

Refused exhaust systems

Internal engine and transmission revlslons

Modification _o the cooling _ystems

T:"

-":--7..... 'C3
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FUrther expenditures will be required for an engineering prove-out
progrs_. "_hic1_ will require .06 prototype trucks and ii rebuilds to validate

more than uO0 configurations. In addition to sound 5estin_, other affected
sysnems will require evf.luation.

Wind tunnel testing for coolinK system

Intake rentriotion tests for new _ntake systems

Exhaust back pressure tests for new exhaust systems

Jounce tests for vehicles wlth new noise sh[clds

Our Banoline powered trucks which are already below the 80 dB(A)
standard and _ear our in-house desiKn objective will require an insignificant

e_,.oumt of th_ expend/rule.

I trus_ _hls information is sufficient to answer all yo_r questions.

Please feel free to contact me if you need further information.

Sincerely,

D.R. Buint, Executive Engineer. . Emissions, Fuel Economy and
Noise Certl fleatlon

3_mr

Y

V. _



_a,- May 27, 19_0 .
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The Honor-able , :
Douglas M. Cos_le
A_-a!n!s_.-e_.o.-

Env!ronme.n-.al ._rc_ec:ion Age.nay
401 51 S_.-'eeU, S.W.

Wash_.ngucn, D.C. 20450

De_r Doug:

You will .-eca!! _--ha__-.'.our mee_-._, w__'-_,you cn

May S, D_. Ancke---Jshnso_ and "_discussed _'"

you _.he _eed _or revis-'ng _e .De._iss_"le ozone

level f.-s= %he .m.-esen: .12 closer "-o .20. Sub-

":,; .... ,. -MaZ 14, Z me.nsione_ :ha_ we we--'e _onslde.-i.n_

$ _net.he_ me_.hod o_ ap._._ac_._.g _.._ - .... _...

I a -_e--_-._ f.'r_h uhzuAu-.aohed is b_-ie._

_• a!-.e_'r.a-.e.-.._.-El _--. ..... h ._"
• _/_e .--"i..-ia'="-'-.'"==c.'.esus.n_a.-d o=_-.=.i__.nse"h5-
a!!_'_---n_u.D 'co -ive e._gu--slons De= yea.-. Z have

also asked Dr. Anoksn-Jchnsen -_0 send you a lie'. o._
E_A --e.c_laz=_z- issues, bozh as:lye =._nd.Dend/.-._,

wh/ch ere "u.'._.e,'ese_i!ye_s_!v a_._ bu--_e.nsC_e _.._.d

so_id be .'.mdl--":a_wi:hcuu si_i_ic_._nz e._Zec-. on aim
qua!!_.y.

Sinoe._ely,
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' National A_.._ient Ai.- _aa!i_-v 't ',, _-_ ,S e..d___s (NAAOS)

Xn 1970 Congress .-e_.'i--e_--ha_ ZrA est_lish mmbie-n_ air
._a!ity s=a.n;.a.-.dsfor _ollu--a_=s. Zn lS7!, -_A ss= standards ,'
_0.', a_,,cn._c'.hers, oxida._=e (!ate-- chanqed to ozone), o_""hc_
monoxide [CO) an_ ni=.-o=en dioxide {.NO2). Subsequently -_A

was di.-ec-.ed to -svlew each ef --he standards a= lees: eve.._
_ive yea.Ts. The ,_.cs--recen-- review of ".insozone (03) ..
criteria "and stander _- has --esen_!y bee._ o:_ple_ed. The CD

_1_ NO 2 standards a--a s=i!l i_ _h_ review prmoesm.

, S_udies, based on _--hssa_-e dace used by _--_A,indicate "
, that _*W._._h_,.hepossi_!e e_..eep_ien of two o_2 t._..'eecities _.he CO

_'• NAAQS will almost ¢e--_.ainly be achieved nationwide, 'in !987,
solely by vi.-//ue of _he _--mp.-ovedemissions ohm:so-.erie--ice
of the vehicle flee-, which will be on _.he road in tha_ yeax.
NoThing more nee_ be done.

Studies a'is_ indicate tha_., with "c.he exception of a-_cut
12 cities, the 0-. _.;AAQS _ be achieved, "_ _ne..onw.de, ".a 19S7,
solely by v'-='=ue""of (!) .New $e=.-ce"-_.If--._..-:.,.a.-._".__ S'.:ndards (Kt._S),
a/%_ (2) =he _--T._-rDv_de.T.issiens _ " " -_ -_c..z-eC.e--s.-cs ef _%e vehicle
fleet which will De on _e :_ad i= ".ha= re--.-.

With _he e._cmp_ion of _he 12 cities noted abc_,e, full
w-__ be

Come!lance with "--hee._is-'_nc C0 and 03 s:_nd_.rds " __
i , " ....e_.eved by _3_7, ,,_.........., a..o _l.he...es=.. =c V,_'_C!e

!_ inspee-.ion a.n_ ma_..'_--ena.noep.'oc:_.'as (_'/F.), reasonably oval!able
1':'"- "¢6n_To! --,ec._u'.oio.cy,_(_kCT) ,-sr tr_nspo.--_a--icn ccntmol measu:es

{, ,

Of. the 12 ei--ies which are not expected to meet --.he0_
NAA_S ._v.19S7 in _.he absence uf _,'.M,.-.-,%CT,_cr TCM'S, only

_-..---es and pessib!y =we cr _-h..-eee_hers would be eu_ of
compliance i._ :.he erlua.-ia for de:e._inlnc_ c_.,--_.+=-co wi_h :_h_=

ste-_da.-d were e.men_ed te allow e._:cursiens ._--'___: eo five _a.vs
_e- yea.- c_. "--heoversee, "-r.s_eK_ e_ cn"__"one _ay per year as

p:esent.!y all,we=. , :_.

Th_ effect =f pe-_._.__u-_ e._mursions f:_. the.ozone st_.-nda:_-

S_ five _ays per year is e_=.._a--z_!e tO uhe e__e..;w_..='="'' _-" weU!:" be
ac.hieved _.v c.hr.n:i.-.=:.he "_-- _a.... e. e._pos'.'--elevel ._rcm 0.12 .--:'.:o
0.15 pp=. Giv_ The oenzi_.r_-hle ,_oe.--.ai._.uy -_'_-_"
_he hea!=h e._feo-.s on,sou.masted a-- 0.2S =.-:.,.(e.- more .eh_. ".wlee

_he ¢u.-.Tee= p---_ _slble levei_, a la.-_.emar_i_ of, sa-_a_y would

Reee=Tn..ende_ Act!on:

?.PA shsu!d be d'/_eo--ed to z_!ax _"..s c.'iteria fc-- de=e."_-'l-i.ng
¢=p!i_nce with :_.e c=one _:.a_nd,__z_by ai!:wl.nq up "-o five
e._---si=ms _e: year =._.:_--eeye-'ace. The .n_.-.berof c:u.nuies Dr

%'_------ "-":::Se S_e _d ....... _. CO.'.T.TDISWO_.
be _'_-_" ; --.-ve:_. na:u--e, of _A'Sm., .... e. as o.--_osed =o "..,i_ a!--_es: .,'-_ '-',-_
=u.'.'e_'."ra_e even:" --eg':iauc.-i_approach. Sush e relaxation wc'-!d



obviously d_.r_'i.nish._-.he national ecs_ of ac.hievinq acceptable air
_a!i_.y .coals which ace indeed pcm_so'-ive of public, heal-..h. E.'-A

,..Sho_!d be .-eq'ai:ed _m p.-mvid_ mo=e c.-eeible scien'.ific jus_ifiea-
_Io_ hefo."e f,,--.._e.T.-e_ula_m--'y ac'.ion .-egardin.c hyd.-ocarb'cn son_.TOI
is pe._i:=sd,

The _s_ima_.e_ hil!imn d=!!a= pe.- year _.-eq-_m ._o.-pu-sui _. =f
_=e s_ringen_ CO and ozone a..._bi_n: air c-.,a!i'.ys-a_ndards "..h--=Ug._
L_pesi'.i_n ef Z/M...cre_.-_.msshou!;, be _ar:aile;. in so=pe and :O. a
level w,hleh satisfies _.._eL'%ue='. of ".he law, while s_.ill bel.n_ oms_/
beaeficia!, -.

All reg.-of! _. and _.-_unspo.--'.a_imnc_n_'_re! pr_qrams (e._cep'. for
ons 0." _.wc unic'._e good-aphis siuua'.isns) should be deleted _=_m
_hs S_a-.e Lmp!e._,enua-.isn Pla.._.sas unne_.essa."y _e mee_ _.he ozone
NAA_S by 1987.

Less s_.-i._en-- _-.b_ie-n"- s_znd_--.-ds which .... 1 p.-c_-ec_ *.-he
public hsal'.h can be v.Ta_.sla'.ed in'."_less sT.:ingen- zmiasien

m_.__e and s_a-.icna---y ssurses. E_A _us_ also
reeva!_*.e i'.s 9.'-esen'.pracu.iee ef es_ab!is._in_ -a---hien_s".a.n-
--;_ • . - ........ -.-......-.s an._;-"no =Ask"d,..., bZS_-_ C.'."_'C--S. case" "_;_'_ =:-_"--

pol.u...n leve!s.

All _.,-_ien_ air • __"_'aa...y c.-i'.e.-haan;. ste/,_dsr;.ssheul_ be
_-viewe;.. _s wa.-.'_.:_.'-eds." a'. leas_ eve.'y five years by a_ inde-
pe.n_e,n'.,ehgee-.ive .crDU_ Of ex_e-'-.u-_. "_...-s_.-'o_p shoul_ e=pl_y
a ees'.-bene._i -. analysis as a .'m.anda*.=.-ys-._.e_i.. i-_ =svlew

• I
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! - ,,....... :" " EnvironmenllAchvilllZ$Sly.If

.4 .".-'- :.-" •. " ' : ..... ": ' " , .'";:-. _ ._:c-__:--_.--'-__---...= GeflemlMotor8Corporatzon _._,_
- -""" " " . ........... • ' • :" - ." ' - GeneralMorn,'1Techni_lCenter '" "" :

Wi_ Michigan_OP0 " •

:_--'.-..__._ .F..-..:- ...." ...... ........-- '--tI

• . ".,

i ' The Hone:able' Douglas M. Cos_le .... ....... ,,,,..,<

:. Waterside Mull, Room 3982 . "i' -" :=! :'--.__..:.'..... .-'. • .:;_....._ _,i-:.._'."
' 401 M S_ree_, S.N. " :' : ...... ' • "-
: _" "" Wsshingr.on,DC' 20._,60 .. -" ._........ :..'..._.''_--.. _..,.-_. . ,..--- ...

- • ..... , j,,.,,.L

_. -,.,-.. :.:- . De_'F_:" Castle:. -_..... "-_--'-,------,- _ _. "--'-'.. _:.'-., ...---As:- .....

.........."- - •::-i.Jl, " ".A_ 7o" _now f=mm _. Cages' recen_ leg_e_ and. uhe p_e_-lou_

-" discussion in o_ice'_ "General _a_ors is"reco'm._-endingno .:

7ou_
._. _._..._ -'.P=esidenn C_'_e= a =eapp_'n£sal of Ch_, need _nd s,_ope for a numbm= .' _ " .. ;

F _

._., of _A regula_imno, among ocher asencies regula_ons d_rec_17 -. ,
_-- . .._._.. -' affec_ing no_ onty _he a_uomonive indusn_y, b=u in some caeca _he . .._. ;A-.:
_..__ . " wholeeconomy. . - - - • ' , " " ..... :: ......-"-: "_-_,:;_,,

I "_" " "_"'" "_ ._ you also know, ore= 280,000 people _n ":.he aBdomen/re indus:r7 .. • : _'"" :
•_._._ .- alone have indefini_el7 oc _emporaz_ly lose _heir _obs. _e in

- ". -''_'_Genoral'_o_s" a=e cu_in 8 cos_s in _vem'F way we can sh0r_ of - :L':.,',.!

I :" " '"...... jeopardizing our pl_us _o produce more fuel.efficien_ cars. 'Given ' .
._,_ , ,...,....* e_e a_a_e of _he uaUio_ economy, it _a safe _o hssumm, _ha_ all .....:" i

I ........ ':busineeses are working d_ligencly _o"cuc-cos_-" We .respectfully "' "_',_.!_'" ' i
I * ...... 1_8o you Co exam'_q E_A's priorinie$, Co sem if'some of you= major
I regulations could be trimmed e=,:in some cases, e!iminaUed .?.-. . i

i" "" "i'_: """" _l_.bou_ nou¢c_ablF affeeuing E_A's impor_ann ob_emnives. Le_ me _.. i
I _eiCe_uce: we a_. G_, along _-iuh all cIcizmns, •wish _o see _hm .... ".'--:.... '

..... is-:?"i"J . " ;'-'":" -e_v_ronmenCaL proceed.on goals.._:ealized. :'_- "-_-_:" --" .""i "_-"" -- "..•" " " i

i:"""_" _":'__'_r_;EPA£s nor. oonsnra_ned'by so.cute, in"many,in_Canc;'s, co_consider ...'_':.._-i_
" . ". • ' coec/effecCiveness when promulgate.rig rosula:iens. Neve_:heless,

!. , ...."" ... _ince envlzonmencal regulations'in general can never insure zero - . . :
'." '-T.:-" ;--- '" _sk, a sub_ee_avc judgment o_--_he'cos_ of compliance is _.mpl_o%_ ._ .y_-.:-, ...
i"' '. .".... mack cite a "safe" level" o'f' Concrol'"is" ciaosen.--- _ur_hermore'_--:. "."_." "

.... .. .reg_la_zon beyond Chac which _.s required ._o .achinvm _he..8o_..l_ _s . .._-_::_-_.z_
.wnoccful-...' ..... "i"""" ' .....

_ The o_._ched papers _dencify'24 diffe_enC areas covered by F_A
= • regulations which General Motors "beli_eves are .._ecessacil7

"_ oCr_gcnn or do DOn benefi_ r.he public' enough _m _US_ify ,I
=,_ _ _egula_ion. An_c_'nen_ I is a listing of _be, subje¢_ arena; i

i. ..,.-,
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ATTACHMENT I ., J

RECOMME]NOED ACTIONS, TO IMPROVE COST/EFFECTIVENESS ' " I "OF ErA REGULATIONS,

, _unein,1980 "" I

General Motors his long supported regulstlon's where there Is a demonstrable health or isafety nee= nat met in the marketplace. This paper lists many regulations which might :.
be ellmlnsted,or modified.asindicated, withouta significsnteffectonhealth, safetyor ,=
the environment. The cumulative effect of these changes would save consumers ancJ

taxpayersb1111onsof dollar=. . . ', .. .. . . _/: ..... . .: ! .... .. .::'-"
Seotton L Changes the Executive 6ranch Could Implement

Subleat Recommended Action ....

1. National Ambient Alr Relax the definition of "attainment"
mu;_ilty Standards - -

_-' CO Waiver . Grant two-year Industry-wide waiver,
3; 198/_Heavy Duty Engine _'_tablleh85% stand.ardend,continuecurrent ..... "

Emissions teatprcaedLce
C_" Redundancy In Enfbreement. " Eliminate redundancy _:'

of Emission Standards .
_. Hazardous Waste Management Prtorltlze ela_slflestlon of wastes ' "" ':'_

_ Emission=Performance Defer Implementation until on accurate . "
: Warranty =hart test is developed • •

C' Ill,_ustrial_oilers. New Allow more extensive .u:a of tnndvative7: "SourcePerformance Stand=cd t_chnotogy . ' - ,
8. " Industri=l Wastewater , Allow :_years Ieedtime from date of stan_ ' "ri

Dlscha_a to Municipal Sewer ards for multiple saul'meplants
9. Light Duty Diesel Particulate Maintain ,1.982standard of 0._ gpm ....... . .."

• Standards , . - " ": '?'
Light Duty Diesel NOx Waiver Grant full four year waivers an all diesels
Engine Adjustment Tampering Regulation should only apply to idle air-fuel

mixture

Heav,_ Duty (Ha) Truck _\ Impose SO dE_(A)requirements tn lgBb, MY .._j_.__._
[12." _P_ Stsn_re_ whel_new emission standards apply,

_3. Ur_egulated Emissions Continue current praot ce indefinitely ---_---,_
14. Light Duty Oleeel Emission Rationalize standards and procedures

Standards .'! . ' • '_

Section _ Prospective Regulations Which Should Not Be Promulgated ,,

Subject ' Recommen;'led Action

1. High AltitudeRegulations Eliminate unneeessat.yInterimstandards :
,% Light Duty Truck Postpone and modify 1983propo=ed , .

EmissionsStandards • regular.tan • ' ',
3. Chlorafluorcc_bona Need better definition of the problem and . j

pstentl_solutions ": .... :
_. Vehicle Refueling Vapor Control. if needed, should be at service " =-' ".

R{,.eoverv" "'"'"' star on .not on.automob, lee. --' _;_,r._" ;

_,_. Ultlma;eMeavy Ou=y\ Retain SO dB(A) 'requirementsTnJek Noise St'sndarde_'

• . :, , , • ;, , , _' :;
, • * , ,- ,.. * ,. / .•%





Section I

t

f ..... ATTACHMENT II

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS TO,IMPROVE COST/EFFEr'T/VENESS
QF EPA REGULATIONS 1

=

. , ... June 10, 1980

Gone'_i"Mot'o'r_has long'supportedregulationwhere thereis a demonstrablehealthor *
sofety need not met In the marketplace. This paper summarizes many regulations

• "wllleh might be eliminoted, or modlfl_d as Indicated, without a significant effect on
-_he=lth,.sofety or the.environment. The cumulative effect of these changes would save' _"

=cnaumersendtaxpayersbillionsofdottat_.

/_ estimates given represent the best information currently avalloble to Genera!
Motors and atesubjectto change,giventhe v_iabilltyof regulatory,technological,
'marketand otherfactors,

Section [ Changes the Exeo'utive Branch Could Implemer_t

L National Ambient AIr Qualltv Standards

o The ozone elf quality standard of 0.1-2.ppm wtth only one allowable excursion I
• peryeari=farmore s;rlngantthannecessarytoprotectpublichealth, i

0 Most of the problems this creates (state I/M programs, excessive industry
hydrocarbon ean_'ols, construction bans) can be solved by allowing _ve exour- i
•sienaper year." F
Consumers would save $1 billion per year during 1982-19B? b_ curtailment of

• IlM progrt_ms,
"_'_ o" _dustry would savea large potCtonof the $1.5biMoo cost of _trefit HC eels- ' -

slon eonrzols. !
I

2. COWaiver . : '" . . /

o Congre= outh_ized o Z-year waiver of tt_e 3,_ gpm carbon monoxide auto I
omisaionstandard to 7.0gp,_,

o Granting waivers across-the-board for all englne_fomitles would not)eop_'dize

I p_llehealth.

o This could osv_ r.M car buyers about $_._;Smillion over two model years •

¢ "'= • •

_. 1984 Heavy-Duty, (HD) Eno,lne Emissions ........

o EPA set strlngantlid tcuek CO emission standards which requirecatalytic
oonvertePaon gas-powered ='ucko over 8,500 pounds, EPA also set'unreallsttc
_d CoStly test prooedures, ";

• If theCO standard required an 85% Instead of s 90% t:eduotion--a change
whleh would net endanger pu0lio health--converters would not be necessary.

" .: Thle would save purchasers of new GM trucks about $1,200 per tru=k, in initial '
• cost, end an additional $1700_overthe life of the truck, by not uslngun.l,eaded :.

gas.
- "-- ¢_ _:ul¢ent test procedures _¢eeffective and should be retained. Th s would save' : " ....

GM shout $100.mlltion for new test fa==ilitb=s.andto.sting, . =.•,..:,.:. .....
, .... , . - ...... . -. ... ..-.._.-%-._...



Section !

_, RedundancyinEnforcement'ofEmiealon$tendards

i a EPA usos numerous procedure to en'sure that vehlcles compiy with emi:slon"
.; standards.Thisisredundantandcostly.

• o Proto_.ype_i;_rroosts GM nearly $_,0mutton per year.
o The Ded_'_TcylK emission enforcementshoutdbe eliminated.

5. H_.zm'dousWaste Manectement " . ' ".....

;-- o B_ notprloritlzlngthetreatment'ofpotentlaJ_yhazardouswaste,the ErA mhy
fc_'-_m_n'y'in_E_ries topay huge cost penalties to dispose of relatJvely h_m-
le_ materlaLs.

-.-,-o - -ErA should fully control the most hsz_'dous wastes Immediately white p'hestn_
i inrecjulation=ofreducedstringencytocontrolotherw_stesaccordingto their

._. :--. "dogcee of hazard.". " .,

• 6. The.202(b.__)Emission_ Performance Warranty . " '" ' "

a EPA rocenrJy promulga_d emlsaion performance warcanty _quiremenL_ and
Instituted"shorttests"forvehlcleInsp_tions.Unfortunately,theshorttests

' ;":" " do not ccr_late well with the federal certification test _rocedure. Thus, the
_" '" .... womanly program will _e_ult in error= and be _'elatlvely.ineffectlvo in "'!

j/ improving elfquality,

t c The 2tlT(b)wazc_nty provisions should not apply u,",tit s short test is developed
_-'- which ccr_la_e=with the fulltertlfloationtest,

' - "t. Industrial _olle_-N.e_ Source P.erform_ncd'Standard (NSP$)" "'"", .... :" •........_,: ., • ...',:F...

= Current ErA recjulationo _qulre ba_house collector technology for control of
j r . particulate emfsslom-f÷om ne_"_o_Xd_o--_')_l_'te=hnoJogy-co_s-about 1Otimes .....
Y more then the new Side Stream 5epe_tor technology, which GM developed

" ond Is now testing in C_hio.
/ a .Th..emgulatlons should be..enacted to _Iow more extenoiye use of the Side

'i'" ' " . 51='aomSeparatoror otherinnovativetechnology_Therewould be no impact
..... on air quality.

o G_" o6uid save $150 mliilon If the _[de:Str_am:_epe_atot " c'ombined with the
; usa of Low-sulfur fuels could be used.
• *I

_'. IndustrI_l Woetewater Dlseheroe to Municipal Sewer

ERA'= projectedwaetcwoter treatmentstandardsfor21 Indu_trialcategories
.. w_re w_tten to _egulate busine_es discharging waste_ in only one category. '

0 InP.ocJ_tedfaoil|ties_ such _e _dl GM plsnts_ produce wastewater in two or
: iliorcoatoqorles.They shouldbe regulatedthrougha separatesotofstandord_

bccauso different _'eatment Is appropriate ,when two or more regulated
substancesoombi0e.! _ a.single ,discharge.. ....... _.'

)_ '.... .."O "'A_hro_'fear delay for compliance from the d'ate'oi'promuigatton of standardsfar.13_,mgTa=edfacilities would, allow .,C_..t9,,_o_tpone,_nd po=lbiy reduce ....

•" P_pe_ditu_s..", of rough y $10O,mllllon. ",, ":"'.'.',..'..." -_'. :". ....... :" '"

. tm



• SectionI
.w

"_" 9, Light Dut_ f')iaseL'P_f_l_dl_te" Sta'ndards ......

• • ErA has promulgated teohnology-fcrcin'g particulate standards of 0.6 gpm for
1982 and 0.2 gpm for 198.5. These levels, along with a 1,0 gpm NOx standard
federally, a ._, gpm NDx standard in California and high _titude standards in

: _.984tare beyond the reach of technology,
o At a minimum, the n.__.gpm standard for 1985 should be rescinded until

'" _asanable eon_ol technology Is available.

10. Light Duty,Diesel NOx Waiver

..... ' ' ' EPA has'denied en_._',','_[_-o-r-gT'a-nte-d°shotC'term,waivers from the 1.0 gpm NOx

• _tandard,'whleh tends to inhibit development of diesel techno_gy. ,.', -b; ii o ErA should grant the waivers for a full four.years on currant and future
engines, as authorized, instead of only for two years on engines currently on

: _c m_'ket. . -

l'. ]_.. Enoin= Ad)ustmens Tamperino. "" ' "="_,

• ErA requires extensive hardware changes and' testing to inhibit "tampering
with emission control systems.

• • • . _=rdwa_ .changes, should be limited to making, Idle• air-fuel mixture schwa
Inaccessible, since this ie the only action Justified by fiel'ddata. ' ........ _L:,..,,_

_' • c This would save GM new ¢_ buyers $_,2 mlllton in" 1981 and $50 million in
; _ lgB2.

. .12..._..HeavyDuty (HD) Truck Noise Stander'de

o ErA regulations now mendel, a _eduotion o;f new HD t/'uck noisefrom 83 dBA ;
f_P-8_with 1982models,

o Vehlale noise at cu_ent levels constitute _r_ annoy_ncu, _l. ,,',b=t,•but-not- a .-.
tll_a_ to public health. The 80 de(A) level' should be delayed untl! 198b,MY
when har_lw_e changes for noise and emission control can be installed at the
came time.

-.. o GIrt _-I_ t,-uok purchasers wilt save an estimated $500 per t_uck at the
8:_de(A) noise level compared to 80 de(A) Ieveh

.c " L_. Unreoulated Emissions

, ErA has Indicated an Intent to require automotive manufacturer_ to submit
health effects data far unregulated emissions to prove that no unreasonable
r ek to public health wilt result from the use of a new device or engine.

..... v o The Agency shoul_lnot require proof of a negative, l.e., that no health risk ,
.exists; but should maintain the ¢utcent p_aotloe of obtaining _tement of
¢=mp_anc=from monufaoturer_. .

•1_,. Llo..htDuty Diesel Emission Standards

.-.o Between federal ErA and Caltfomio_ standards for Ilght duty diesel vehicles
will chang'- each year for the next several years, making optimization of I
systemsdifficult, if nat impassible, .

0 ErA should p_empt California's independent course, since federal _t_ndards
a_ now virtually as strict as California's. Fuel economy losses and model
_strlctlons In California constitute e greater p,,,nalty than the almost immea-
curableairqualitybenefit,



i

.. ,' Section U

_' :eolian IT Prospective Regulations Which Should Not Be Promulgated . ..... ."
= , ," ,, ,

i.' Ht.o.hAltitude Regdiations for 1982z83

. o ErA .has proposed stringent interim high altitude standards, including a
requirement that all cars said at sea-level be capable of adjustment to meet
thosestandards at altitude.

o These standards m'4 not neoessany, since most lgBl'GM oars (and others as
+' well, .it appears fcem public statements) will be capable of meeting the '

Interim requirements at altitude th_ocJgh the altitude compensating "_
capabilities of the.advancedemission control systems.

, . • . ,,

. 2. 1983 L]oht-Duty Truck EmissionsStandards

o Sl_lngant emissions standards, test procedures anddefinitions--patterned after
the unrealistic HD regulations--have bean proposed. The regulations wit+
require s catalytic converter and one catalyst change, and establioh a u_eful

.'. llfeof appreximately 130,OOOmiles,etc.
o" These proposalsat_ouldbe withdrawn and onlyreissued aftermodifications

I. made sothat they _e realistic and cost/beneficial.
• .. New GM truck purchasers would save $¢_2per vehicle initially, and later upto

• $300.per vehicle for a deleted cataLyst change. Gh4 wilt save about $2.3 :;' ; .....
mltlion, or about $340,000 per engine-family tested.. .... ,

3. Chic_-ofluorcea;bons (F'reon_

O white domestic use of CFCe drepped over 50% when their ,me was banned In i
"_'•.;".:_':'S-_::";_'aeroeot-.q_ro_+ Europeans •have'"not cut their consumption significantly....= ..
: Further reductions indomestic consumption, therefore, wilt nat solve the ....'-" +"
, perceived problem of upper atmosphere CF'C concentration.
': o Ifan alternative to CPCs is required in ouPdmotive air conditioning systems

and seat foam manufacturing processes, Girl would have to invest close to $1
bitUan for alternate systems.
ErA should postponeaction until the problem and solutions a_ebetter defined.

1 o

i._ 4.' Vehicle Refuelinq -Vsoer Recovery

•. o E_A hao proposed to central vapor losses during vehicle refueling. The agency
io considering control'equipment installed either an the vehicle or at the
caprice station pumps• . ' . .: !

o If central is justified, It should be done with equipment installed at the pump.
This can be aceompliahed quicker, as compared to ten years before hardware

: mould .be on moot can. in the national fleet, Moreover, it.could be
Itnplemented n-_gionatlywhere needed.. :.

o Such a decision would save new car pureheaere from S'l_to $26, per oar or
about $Z60 million to $2_.0million pep year,

=timte;ev,Ou' + HO,,ru;+eioe tandard,:; ". . , , •, , " -- " - * . .... , .= .'.".

6 _'PA tntend'oultimately to regulate _Pucknoise to 75 dS(A),'prs6abiy by 3.985. _+ ++ :'-.'L.
o The technology available and economics make 80 dE(A)the lowest tarsi'which
o _'_9.uld.berequired, commencing with lgB_, MY when other major hardware
• Ebanges_e required. "'

o E:PAshoulddiscontinue pup=ellof ?5 de(A) untU the nee_<'hasbe;,n established
ond:th.etechnology fop control has.improved.



i °, _ .

!

_r 6, Aftermarket Emission ControL Ports . - . ,.'"_ :, ,'.,.

, a, ErA is' proposing,that vehloie m_nufactureM test end determine whether

i ' aftermai'k=t replacement parts manufactured by other firms will cause an
: .. emissions control system to fail to meet applicable new ear emission

standards, ivloreover_the vehlolemanufacturer must honer the warranty for °
such other manufacturer's ports if the part is "ERA certified." However, "

• vehicle manufacturers have no control over the production or quallty cont,-el
• . of th_=e parts. It is also a violai'.icn of anti-trust principles.

o' The proposalshould be withdrawn, and only reproposed if a more realistic sys- :.'...-=*
tern esn be developed, i :::._.

7. EmIs_[or/.Testine at _)[fferent Temoerettmes • - . .. • ..

o E_A proposes to test prototype certification vehicles at high and law
temper=tuns= in addition to the mean temperature of the vehiele=e operating
range.

o The proposal should be dropped.

• o 'This wilt save GM $500,000 per year In new test costs and up to $20 milttan
• .additional investment costs far test facilities.

B; Heavy-Duty (HE)) En.oine Emissions Certification Procedures for Deterloratron

o ErA Intends to reprepoee a system of testing durability of new truck engines
by re_uirino, that they be installed in u'ucke In.actual use for a period of rime,

! C I than_movedfertse=purposa,,tnenrein_=alledforfurtherfieldtost.=. ' 'O This _mpletely unworkable procedure sho_Jtd be eliminated.
""re "Glvi Would save approximately $10 m!ltion per year. ;•' • " '

9. Heavv Duty Vehicle F'ueI Evaoorattvd Emission Reductl_,n

0 E_A has proposed a new system to control HD engine evaporative emissions.
The system is completely, different from the workable and simplified one now
used inCallfornia.

o The proposed regulation should be withdt'awn_ and California's procedure r_nd
concept adopted In order to avoid unnecessary capital expenditures by truck
mongfeott4i_rs.

i o GM would not have to construct new test preparation storage faaliittes, a new• sealed evaporative test facility and a new heavy-duty truck dynamometer.

10; Bus Noise Standards . •o |ntarlm n_ dB(A)'noise standards for _ansit and lntereity buses would add
slgniflbant cost and administrative burden_ with negligible resulting'benefit.

o E_A should regulate directly to BO dB(A) in ).gBA MY, end withdraw
'subsequent reduction to "77 de(A) until it has been demonstrated as feasible .
without severely sffeet;ing performance, maintenance and durability.
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Section ! ....

ATTACHMENT 1_I" ' " .; ; .... "-

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS TO IMPROVE COST/EFFECTIVENESS
OF"EPA REGULATIONS ' '

3unei0, 1980 .........
•t , ,

Genet'_l Motor_ has tong supported Peguiotlcns where ther_ Is a demonstrable health or :' ;
cofety need not met in I_e marketplace. This paper discussesmany regulations which i
might be eliminated, or modified as indicated, without a significant effect onhea_.th, ,.
=afety or the envh'cnmcnt. The cumulative effect of these changes would save =" "--
Qonsumere and t_Xpayers bllUons of dotlat_.

AU estimates given represent the best information ou=cently available to General ' ..:.....'.
Motors and are subject to change, given the variability of regutatory,technological,

•mmcket and other factore.

" .... ; ' ..,., +" '"• : i' " .... " ..... :" .,,_ , I . . "i,...: ....

Changes'the Executive BP_ oh Could Imclemont ...."..... ': ':" ";..... _-'9
• .._, ..... _...... _,,,_ :,,_:,. !

.1. NATIONAL AMB1ENT AIR QUAUTY STANDARDS (NAAQS) "" ' :""" "" :"'" ":

ln.J.9"/O, Co'ng_e= requiredEPA i'o eotJabtlshambient air quatltystandards .for. pcUut=n_, in).971.,EPA set ctanda_ds=for_ among others, oxidants (iate_ renamed
ozone), carbon monoxide (CO) and nl=cgen dioxide (NO2). Subsequently, EPA was ;;"

_"'.:"_'"+";db'a_=ted•torevieweach of'the_+'_andapdsat toast'onceeveryflveyemrs,.A revlaw of;.•.._.._.'..'..,_..=.-_
. the ozone t,O3) arlterfa and standard was recentl_completed; the CO and NO 2

; stand_ds are cu_entlyinthereview process. ..

Discussion .... •

......... L.. In oplto of this revtew procedure, reilcble projections of el; quality tndicats that the
EPA standards and compliance measures contain redundancy and safety factors which
combine to constitute a subotantlai "overklU" of the problems they are intended to
{|OlVC,

ii,I ' • •
• Speotfte_ly air quality projections showing the frequency of exeu_lone, based on pub-

Ii ' lloiy _vallable data provided by cPA and the Council on E_vh'cnmental Quality, lndl-
Ij _" onto that,with the probable exception of two or threecities, the NAAQS for C_ I

" . • almost eert=iniy will be ael_ieved nationwide in 1967, solely by virtue of the improved
;' '. " omiSSionscharacteristics of the vehicle fleet wi_leh will be on the mad in that ye_'.
. ' Nothing more needs to be done to achieve the CO NAAQS. '" .

B

Slmliar studies indicate that, with the exception of about 12 me=.opoiltan oPeas,the O}
=l:and_rd will be achieved by 19B?, nottonwide, without _s_t:ng to sta_e vehicle * '
lmpeetion and maintenance (I/M)programs, reasonably availablecontrol technology i
(RACT), Or _onsportation cannot measures (TCMs). .. " .... . -. ;

" • Of the 1.2metropolitan area_ which are not expected to meet the03 NAAQS by 1.98"/ In
the absence of I/M, RACT, or TC_s, only Los Angelee and p_=ibly2-3 others would be
out of compliance _f the State Implementation Plan criterion for' determinincj
(| IIattainment would permit excursions over nj.2 ppm 03 up to five days per year on the
or=Pagetlnotead of only one day a=presentl__£lowed. )

+
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i :3. ].98_ HEAVY OUTY (HD) E:N_INE _'MISSlON$
i. e.

11_o n:oently promulgated Heavy Duty Engine Emissione regulation'is an outstanding
,,,xam_le of administratively imposed regulatory overkill.

Olec_ion .,

Th_ Clean _kir A_t authorized a reduction In heavy duty engine emissions by 90%, but ' :
pe_rnlt_a smallerreduction.E3:A'sfinalregulation,went farbeyond thelegislative
[nr.=ntby not onlyestabilshingthe new standardsat the lowestpossiblelevelbut,st
the came time,changingvirtuallyeveryheavy duty regulatoryconventionthatwas
=u_rQntly[nuse.The Intentof Congresscouldt_avebeenmet by oontinulngto u:ethe .--
ezt_ttng test procedure, which weald allow the use of existing facilities and existing
aqtdpment. A permissible reductionto85% would have avoided $1200 in hardware ce=t_
phonily for catalytic converter systems, and $1700 in added lifetime unleaded fuel
¢_to for gasoline-powered heavy duty vehicles. These faot_ were provided to EPA • :
dutdng the rulemnking process_but the agency disregardedthem. The rules

• promulgated made e_entialty all of the existing heavy duty engine test facilities
'glaciate. In addition, no membere of the Industry were able to te_ _d evaluate the

scheme priorto final rulemaklr_g due to ttlislackof faculties. To be able to do
I th_r_oe=ary tasting,G_t alonewillhave tospendalmost$i00million.The alrquality

lmp_ovomant_ fromtheseregulationsare not expectedtobe measurable.

i Beyond the apparent capriciousness of the test procedure deeislon, several provisions
.I _f the now regulations make the standards even more stringent than the 90% authorized

'_ the statute.

_i_'_T F'_. _r,_;_r._._ bh_ ;,¢==_=z,_= _u=I_.ty Le,=o! (AQL _.=_e_!f_.edas pert of the Selective
._'r_t_'arc_montAudit (5EA)provisibnscequires that 90% of heavy duty engine production .
'"'rdus¢ _.ompty with the emission standards. In contrast, EPA has accepted.a _;0%pass , . .,.'.c.,_

r_CJ=for passenger oars. The 9Q% heavy duty engine AQL makes, the emissions
ot=nd_rds more than 50% more stringent. :.

_0, EPA t!e=changedthe definitionof truck.engine"usefulllfe"sothatoompllenc-.
- with emlesionstandardsand warrantycoverageisextendedfrom twiceto more than

f_ur timee currentrequirumentsfor eitherheavy dutyor light dutyvahiaies,Thie
t'_qulramens adds slgnlficently to the stringency of the emission standards since the
Fe_centage reduction calculation Is based on "average" emissions from "new" engines.
No allowance ie made foremissions performance deterioration resulting from normal
wear occurring during an engine's Ufetime.

While ages figures for the new AGL and expanded L_efui llfe provisions are not aval]-
• =lo, the impact of these regulations on the _uok manufa_:turtng industry will be very
=ubetanti_l.

Recommended Aetlon '.

The m4rrent testprocedures should be cantlnued for 198o,and until more costeffective
_rtd significantly improved pr_'cedures are developed and validated. The following
emission standards_in conjunction with current certification procedures would satisfy
the CAA requirements.

H_ - 1.0 glbhp-h (_O_reduotlon)
_, (:O - 20.0g/bhp-h (85%reduction)

N_x - 9,8 g/bhp-h (approximate stt'lngency of
cutcent standard)



-. 2" . Section I

i Them are many uncertainties In making projection+ regarding the attainment otatua of " :
+/ _y particular geographical area. A draft report of the National Commission on Air --

i .: _uallty Gzone Panel has discussed.many of them, For example, atmospheric Intrusion,
as wel! as natural and man-made background emissions, need to be quantified better in
terms of their contribution to the existing O3 bassUne. Inaddition, improved models
which will account for chemical reactivity _d spatial distribution of emission sources
are under development. These developments and uncertainties suggest that the admin-
Istrative definition of "attainment" be relaxed to a_low upto five excursions per year
above the 0.12 ppm Level. This change is justified on the basis of cur inebiJity at this
time to predict air quality accurately enough to distinguish between one and five excur.
sicks per year and the Large safety fao_r below substantiated health concerns of the ' '
prosant etsnd_d and criterion.

em ration of the "five day per year" excursion limit would: • +
• + . . o

• Pot'mib a drastic curtailment of I/M programs, witt_ a consequent saving to can-
sumers of $1 billion per year_during !962-1987.

o Remove the-need f_,Pretrofit HC emissions control (RACT) programs in all but a
•' 'few Ioc_llties, thereby reducing dramatically the estimated $Z5 billion U.5. indus-

. .... l ,try !=now obligated to spend.

o Allow TCM programs to be Implemented on the basisof long term energy conserva-
tion goals end socioeconomic shifts, rsthar than fop Pollution control objectives

. + that will be realized anyway.

#'--'.,Recommended Action "

_' ErA should not require vehicte inspection and maintenance programs as a strategy
:"_"-='_+f¢_ '/,chlaving th_ ozone and carbon monoxide National Ambient Air Quality Standards , • .... ..
• (NAAQ5) until the roeuttsof the existing controls have time to be effective.

_i ErA should also relax its Interpretation of ozone atr'_ualtty "attainment"so that State#
: Implementation Plans may permitexcursions above the 0.12ppm standard on five days
,;: per year Instead of only one.

i ' ' 2. COWAIVeR

i, A standard of 3,_,gpm CO becomes effective In 198l, however.Congress provided forwaiver to 7.0 gpm CO for both 19el and 1982. Emission control technology has been
developed._ meet this statutory standard but with Increased cost.

Di.cu_ton : :'

Moot experts agree _at granting an Industry-wide two-year CO waiver would have
: Imignlfieant effect on alp quality and public health, A balancing of risk= shows that

=ha Increased c=ot to meat the statutory standard fa_ exceeds any possiblebenefit.

A CO waiver at this late date would save GM consumers about $165 mt/Jion over two
yeare Or a aavlngt of $¢;0_ 70 per vehicle that could be affected by a waiver.

Recommended ActiOn

ErA =hould grant on Industry-wide two-year waiver. 'This would allow the Industry to
develop lower coot technology to meet the3._, gpm CC)standard in 1983.

,,=



b, Seotion!

The heavy-dutyengine"usefullife"definltion'ehouldbe changedback tothecurrently
r prescribedtimeperiodsconsistentwiththepassengercarregulation..

: i. •

The AQL fortrucksshouldbe changedtoagreewiththat_JsedwithpacsengercaM,

4. REDUNDANCY IN ENFORCEMENT OF EMISSION STANDARDS

EPA'e metht_ds for thaekJng compliance with automotive emission standards a_e
redundant.V.'edonotquestiontheneedforcompliance,but onJythe means farinsuring
It.

blecusslon . .." ." i --,'

•. Certlfio_tion'ls"the _grstrequirement in the compliance proee_. QM spent nearly $_0
rnlillonto certifyit=19B0productllne. Some of the presentcertlf[catlonprovisions .....';'''i
are certa/niy net needed, Recently issued Parameter Adjustment Regulations, requtred
•forcertification,willcostthe GM consumerabout$_,2mi111onformodel year1981 and
about$5n millionin LYB2.These ooste ate largelyunjustified.Moreover,new =ertlfi-
cation¢ompilaaticnsunderdevelopmentby theEPA couldeffectivelydlscourageInnova-
tipn aimed at fue! efficiency. EPA is at=o working an new testing requirements
corresponding to atyplea/customer usage, including a special test just to simulate New
York City driving.

Plant'Insoeotton is a compliance too[ EPA uses which is also totally unnecessary. We
=co constantly improving our production processes and quality centro! systems in ways
that will assure, among other things, that the OM vehicle configurations m'e built as

: F' daftnad L_ _u."Certif!eetion Application. This EPA enforcement scheme is thus

:. __, ' _dundant of our Internalefforts. "
II ft ,

i_._..p.,. _.othird pnforeerF.eht aetlvity evolved ._,he_,EPA t_qulrod, GM,..thtough a. voJuntacy. _-c.. ,r;'_-_,_.- I
• " _rog_m_ to submit intematty_enerated production eucJi'tdata' on exhaust emisslone'"

. (FET5). GM or g nelly implemented this quality control '_rogram to assurecomolianoe i
with the Certification Application and to detac'_:production vehicles that exceeded the

• standards.

Th= GM audit programs _-e far more effective in controlling new c_" emissions than
-.. EPA'e fourth layer of requirements, Selective Enforcement Audit= (SEA), because our

own feedback loop is short, thus permiting quick eorrection','in constrasi',to the SEA
situation, The effectiveness of the GM program is evident from our exemplary camp[I-

,. anco record. General Motors has experienced 55 SEA test orders so far end has pa§sed
allbut 2. Thesetwo were on vehicle configurations that had already been identified by
the internal GM audit (FETS) and corrective action was _dreadyunderway.. EPA uses Its
third layer of enforcement procedures, cur own audit data,,to _igger the fourth layer,
SEA" Uselessconfrontation under these circumstances Is a/most inevitable.

EPA.employs In-Use 5urveiUanee to determine if vehiol'_e meet the emi:sicn standards
for five year=_or 5Or000mites, as _equl_d by the Clean Air Act. The EPA test pro- ,;
gram Is aur_ently at s hlgn enough _ate to check each major engine family once during =
it= five ye_/50t0O0 mile period, in*Use Surveillance produces P,eca/Is. Sines 1977
approximately 1,5million C_Mvehicle= have been reaatled and brought into compliance I
at no expenseto the owners. This highly successful EPA compliance program alone .. :
obviates the need for the other compliance steps described herein. . ..

.\
Tho EPA enforcement.toots also Include broad authority to o.ather information _Cleen
Air Act Section 20B Reoutrement=). Section 2OB allows EPA to or=rain any
"reasonable infarmatior_" inmacing a determination of whether the manufacturer is in
¢ompllanae with the Cloan AIr Act and/or EPA r_guiat one. Qno might question i

...... ' , ......... ', ..... i .,;o. ... ' . '



, whether EPA limitsits _nformatlonrequeststo items necessaryfor compliance

'enforcement.Many oftherequestsappearoverlyOread,andr_quireunnecessaryeffort
• SOprepsre rosaonsss.

Defect Resorting refers to identifying errors, exceeding 25 of one kind, In materials or
worKmanamp w,_=chusually occur during assembly early in a production run. GM,
before tt_e regulation, recalled vehicles in /'1 eases containing defects that influenced
emissions. (In some cases, the ErA definition of "defect" can mean a par: differing
only in Identification number from that in the Certification Application.) Thus, this
seventh compliance tool is unnecessary.

ErA Is ou_ently requiring some stereo to Institute vehicle Inspection/Maintenance -
(T/M_programs asan additional cometiance enforcement mechanism. I/Mwin be,'ome
raaundant sines new emission systems are highly tamper proof, and In-Use 5urveiUance
provides the same discipline as I/M, In-Use q_veiUance is much more effective then :;
I/M because the tests for compliance in the former program are more reliabls. T.he
cost/benefit ratio foe I/M programs thus appears to be very unfavorable. .

"Performance Warranty - So'orlon207(b}, e nintt_ enforcement step, ls triggered by UM.

t Recently s:gnea by the ErA A0ministrator, this _guiatlcn will require manufacturers• to pay for the repair of eligible cars that fail an ErA "short test" under the l/iv1
program even iffailure is causedby a put that is not ariginat equipment nor even
m_.nufactumdorauthorizedby themanufacturer.

Ob-'-vtausly,the redundancy detailed above ts costlyfor both _'PA and industry; further-
P_ore, it Is Inflationary for the whoJe country. Scarce financial resources are being
diverted Jnnseassarl y f_om the major industry effort to convert csl_seity to more fuel-

..... : Reooh_mendedAction " "" '' _ ' " " ' ' _ "L '' " ' ''' " " " :' " " " " ' _ ' " " " " ' "

ErA should reduce redundant./ by .._lvtng primarily" on the _n-Use Surveillance and . . :
! o;. Reck! prog_ms, and by eliminating or reducing all ot,_er enforcement regulations

noted obove,
+,

_" 5, HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT"

f On-May 19, 1980, EPA promulgated hazardous waste r_gulattons under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act. These regulations include criteria and lists for
identifyinghazardous wastes. ErA did not consider the "degree of hazard" concept

.; reeommandsd by professional end industrial organizations during the rulemaktng
process, Therefore, all identified haza_'douswastes are required to meet the same
stringent r_quirements. This EPA approach does not atiow orderly implementation of
consols, Incases unnecessary central coats on less hazardous wastes, and diminishes
of forts to ¢on_ol themost hazardous substances first.

Dlsau=Ion " ; " " ' _ l "

• ErA _=timeted that the hazardous waste regula01on will impose.$310 million capital "
'E_t'and$510 mililbn per ./ear operating cost on industry nationwide. The'to,at cost
_stl'r_ated by the business "communitywas over:S2 billion per year. Of the four million ":'_
"_F,n_'bfwash'asg_f_er_ted'wi_Mi'6"CM Iolstyear, 50% may be identified as hazardous
under.ErA regular.ionsand result in opproximsteJy $180 million per yea_ addl=ion_ cost
f_rdlsposat, " " _ " """ :" l • ' " • ' ..... ' " ' - -

EpAIs failure _ _:onsider the "deg_o of I_azard'r e_neel_t•is"e'/{den'_°in "th_'l_'slfingof
_l_'_ollowing two wastes aoh:z_'daua in the May 19"_gulattons. -" ' " "-" :-: --



" 6 Seotlon !• i
L

' o "F'O06- Wastewater Lreatment sludges _rom electrcplating operations."

' o "FO0?- Spent pMting bath =alutlons from elcob-cplatlng operatl_nSo"

F'0O6ismuch lowerIndegreecfhazardthanF'007.New York andOhio Stateagencies,
are ecneideringthe disposalof FO06inseparated ceilsn sanitorvlandfills,as opposed
to F'O07which may contain highly toxic cyanides or strong acids which require specl_l -.'_"
management. Other examples of lowhazard wastes are: •

Lead bearing wccte;:,_ter trsntment sludges from gray iron foundries. (EPA
eeJleduiedlisting foe -luna, 1980.)

c Waste oU.. (EPA scheduled listingfor November, 198(].) ' '.'" v='..-.

Recommended Action • " • " . -

EPA shouldrevise tt_eMay 19, 19B0t regulations to incorporate the "degree cf hazard"-
q

ooneopt. . -

6;. 207(b) PERFORMANCE WARRANTY REP-ULATIONS
° ,

EPA Intends to implement the performance warrant), provisions of the Clean Air Act by
the recentpromulgation of'regulattims defining a "short test" for I/M programs. Under
this "warranty, Z981 and later- model =are failing an emission "short tost"'would be
brought into compliance at the expenseof the vehicle manufacturer. However, the
"short tests". EPA proposesdiffer from the test used to certify vehicles and, In fact,

. no short test exists, nor is one likely to be developed, wnich will adequately correlate
witch the certification test.

: The Pe.formanoe Warranty Regui'atlcns'fall under Se.Jon .07 of the Clean Air A.., ..
rCompliance of Vehicles in'Actual Use':":_LThedefec, warranty and recall provisions of

_: this Section alrecdy ere operative. The performance warranty regulations have only
recently been issued. Other regulations in this greup are short test, inspection nnd
maintenance and aftormarket part self-certification regu!_tions. .As n group these

i regulations _re going to be very costly to implement; costly to consumers andtaxpayers. Their total cost is expected to run Into billions with only a nominal, if
I any,improvement inairquality.

I'. Sines the Performance Warranty Regulations have just been issued, there has not been

i. an opportunity to evaluate fully their impact. However, these regulations likely wHJ• have a significcnt adverse impact on the automobile industry in terms of administrative
costs, burdensome procedures for implementation, warranty dents for pm'ts_diagnosis
end repair, _nd the goat cf warranting a third party manufacturer's part. Although the
totnl cost of Implementing this Performance Warranty has not been eatimated yet,
1= Is expected to be =ubst_ntt_. ..

In cddltion to the administration and ImPlementation costal the regulations as proposed
contain serious legal problems which may require litigation in order to clarify the
legality cf tMerequirement,'. This, tco_will prove to be expensiveand time consuming|
"diverting goverpment andindustry persanneL'from more preduotive efforts.

Reoomm'endedAction ' "

The performance warranty re'gulation should be rescinded until a practical way is found
to measure simply emission= of vehicles t0 service, Existing In-Use Surveillance and i

..... o , .



7 Section !

'Recall programs are adequate and much more effective ways of assuring the emission
control performance of cars in use. . ' i

7. INDUSTRIAL. BOILERS-NEW SOURCE PERFORMANCE STANDARD (NSPS)
• , .,...

: EPA ls currently .developing a New SouSe, Performance Standard (NAPS) for industrial .... .:
and commeroia] boilers of 10 to ?.50 million Btu. The standard requires the use of
baghouses far particulate control, as well as flue gas scrubbing for sulfur dioxide i
emission contre6 Environmental impact studies clearly indicate that these controls . ;
are unrea=anably costly based _pan a cost/benefit annlysia.

Discussion

Based on extensive monitoring and modelling data, the cost of bagheusee and wet
.... " =crubbe_ can be shown to be excessive compared to the benefits derived, when applied !

to industflal-slze _oiler_. _. -.._' ;

• The estimated cost of beoh'ouoesand scrubbe_ to the total industrial sector' will be $l
to $2 billion between now and 1985. If technological innovations such as t_e newly - .j
developed P-Mside stream separator and low-sulfur coal can be used asan alternate to .
baghauaeaand scrubbers, this asr.imate could be reduced to approximately $100 million,
with only minimal impact on air quality.

For GM, compliance with the proposed'NaPS for the control of sulfur end particulates ' ":":
of the approximately 60 replacement boilers scheduled over the next ten years is
estimated at $157 miUion; use of the alternate control ssrategy is estimated at $7

_P_"_ . nIIJ._IOR t ;Rg., a._awlr1_ = HG==Rv,Q. =_, ..,_ _., .... m ........

] • =' ' ,

E'_A should postpone *=heNSFS until environmental _ta from the use of the OM side
stream separator andlow-sulfur coal is analyzed.

8. INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER DISCHARGE ;TOMUNICIPAL SEWERS

The Woter PollutionControl Act r_qui_a Industrial discharges to munlcip_ sewers to
meet EPA pretreatmant standards "(Issued by manufactuNng category) within three
years of promulgation for each category. Most of the; GM.plants are integrated
facilities (facilities with several waste categorlee_ and wilt be affected by at least
seven different catsgartcal pretreatment standards to be'published between now and
•.luly, 1981. ' ,

DIe_'ussion

The Net_one[ Cereals=ion on Water Quality did not address pretreetment standards.
TI_ seven pretreatment standards to be issued by manufacturing category (aingle
category) will apply to I_4 of GM'o U.5. manufacturing facilities (multiple category)
which dlacharge to municipal sewer oyatema. As an example, compliance with the
promulgated electS'opiating standards_ by October 1982, will cost P-M an estimated $100 :.
million.The other standards yet to be promulgated would require a projected addl-
tio_al $200 million for compliance. Congressional action is-not.required to delay the ..
eomp'liaricedate for each categorical pre_'eatment standard.

Recomm_cled N_'_Jan'
,•, , , • _ .o

EPA'aheutd delay compUanoe with the pretraatment eategor'ical- stantJerdaur_til.] );ea_
after the last standard affecting _n int.egrated facility is promulcjated. This would

• !
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allow time for affected industries to minimize expenditures by cost-effective design of I ,
treatment facilities that could comply with onecombined pretreatmant standard. "-; .

'" % LIGHT-DUTY DIESEL PARTICULATE STANDAF_DS ' I i

! The particulate standards enacted by EPA are more stringent than required end will
/ diecouragadevelopment of fuel efficient diesel engines• The 0,2 gpm standard for 1985 :,= ...?!
i Is not tachn_lcgieal'iy feasible atthe present time• Even the 0.6 gpm standard for 1982 ' ;

cannot be achieved on mcst engines without a waiver of NOx to 1_5 gpm. California's j
0._,gpm NOx requirement cancels all diesel pos=ibilitles•

p ,

Discussion .. ...... . ] _ o_

i . Emission control technology does not exist to meet the 0"2 gpm standard and concepts
r . . being researched needmuch more development before they can be considered practical.
; I The most promising technology for meeting a O.Z gpm particulate standard involves
I ' come form of regenerating particulate _'ap, but the development remains in the exper-
t lmental stage. . . " .

Cost for the cannot hardware is difficult to estimate since no feasible system hasbeen
developed. However, cost estimates on the prime concepts being developed range from
$400 to$600per.car.

-- ,"

Th& particulate stendcrds a_ based on a Clean Air. Act requit-.ment for maximum '.
emission reduction considering available technology, cost,'lead time, noise, energy and . .

i aafoty_ EPA has onceagain chosen to sat technclogy forcing standards which will cause
I unnecessaryoevetopme_ costs. If the standards were postponed, the effect on ambient

_ p_rti=ulate levels would be minimal
(

i ' ,

The _.985 0.2 gpm particulate standard should be rescinded until reasonable control
technology Is aveliaele• ErA should grant NOx waivere for light-duty diesels to the
max mum extent e[ owed by the Clean Air Act (" years), and revcke California's waiver
for its O.i gpm NOx standard•

_.0. LJGHT-DUTY DIESE.L.-Rex WAIVER

A standard of 1.0 gpm NOx Is effective In laB1, but it can be waived to 1.._ gpm
through !985. Technology dace not exist to meet this standard, especially in conjunc-
tion with =artlculete.eJ'lc:maltitude standards. This tends to discourage diesel engine
development.

Discussion

Most experts agree.that granting the full four-year waiver, would have an insignificant
effect on air qu_dlty.. Attempting to meet the 1.0 gpm N_x standard will Increase par-
ticulates, making that stanoard even more difficult to meet, plus degrading engine
durablIlty• The waiver provislm, in the Clean Air Act was Included to encourage diesel
engine development. By-granting only r_strlcted waivers, EPA is penalizing diesel
development efforts by forcing resources to be directed toward short term goals.

--!,.. ...... '_.- . ,
Costs far meeting:the NCx.stondard ere difficult to establish sln_e the total control
_yatem must be integr'atca to meet not only N(_x but also particulate and altitude

_'-- _qu!rements. -These total system costs amount to approximately $100 per car fn.1.983
sn¢_are exoeb'_ed _'-_each $_00.$500 percar in 19B_,.

;;£o3 ;.. --.:., "',;: .."

• .o" . ==' . .
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Recommended Actlcn

Since ;here is no significant evidence or data to warrant.restricting :he NOx waiver,
.r EPA should grant the full waiver. This will allow the concentration of development

resources on longer ;era fteads, allow the diesel engine to mature technically and avoid
unneces_"ycontrol sys:em casts.... .......

11, _INE ADJUSTIVF'NT TAMPEE_IN_

The It:easter Adjustment oran'ti-tampertng regulation forces manufaot_Jrers to design
"_ engines so as to eliminate engine system adjustment, features or to limit ti_eir range of.

=dJuatmento .The regulation is ambiguou._andEPA has been forced tomake orb!trap/ >" '" ;
Judgmen= for each praposed des!gn. F'urthsrmore_ oarburster Idle mixture screws are
the only adjustable feature for which tamper resistance can be just!fled, according to ;
E'mA'aown field surveillance data. • 1.: ..
Ols_ussion " ''" "" ""'";:' ";.....,'..=

The be=Isfor thla regul'e_lenis fieldsurvelLtancework which indicatedthat
misadjustment of the air/fuel mixture at engine idle was a common occurrence.
5ubaeouantly, ErA issued a brood regulation affecting this adjustment and several
ethel's whloh have no: been demonstrated to be. field problems. The final rule, =
pubJ!sneo on January 12, 1979_ required four parameters to be sealed in the first two •
years, beglr_lng with 1981 (idle mixture screws and _hake in.198!, ignition timing and ._-._.:._._; I
idle so=ed in 1982). GM voluntarily included an idle mixture screw sealing cover on el!

• of Its ca_ beginning in 1979_ two years before the rule becarhe effective. In the spirit
of discouraging tampering, GM _aluntarliy provided tamper-resistant fea:ures for
chokes tmthe!980 mode! veer.

:-._" )E_A" hae.beon.;Vicorously.ehfc_r'mlngthis _gu!atlen lb. _' _'bl_:_'y" "mannerby' requiring ":":' •- ":_"_"":• :_
detailed aeorova! of every design proposed. Decisions about the accessibility ofadjust-
manta have been high!y subjacJNe. _ene.'al Motors _as entered im:: e negotiated set-

Clement for !gEl and J,962which odes oansJdsrao£e:._mplexity anc cast :o :he carOure-• tarchoke mechanism.
i

A_ _ resultofthisregulation,increasedcostsare estimatedtobe $42 millionin.!.981
I" aria $,50mllIIen !n 1982;

I Racer?.mended AC,tie,n,

ErA should rescind allParameter Adjustment requirements except those for idle mix-

12. HEAVY DUTY (HD) TRUCK NOISE STANDARDS" " .::

In order to comply with both EPA noise and exhaust emission regulations, trucks will
have toswitch from natur=dJy aspirated to turboct_argeddiesel engines. However, the
effective cotes of these regulation= are different. It would be cost l_enefioial to con-
ot._llereif both regulations became effective at the same time. . '

Olscu_l_

The next scheduled noise _ductlon for medium and heavy t_-uakswill reduce the ma_(i-
hum o_!owcbZasound level from 8] dB(A) to 80 dB(A) on January 1, 19B2,This action

%

_. - will cousea number of naturally aspirated dtesaJ engines to be replaced by
¢ '" turboohorge¢ versions. Two years later, in 198_ more stringent exhaust emission =

t! standards for truc_s wi!l also require a switch frem naturally aspirated diesel engine= I



• ... in • Section I

• ' tOturboahargedoanfigur_tlons.

Other changes required to meet the 80 dB(A) truck regulation in 1gB2, will increase the(
cootof GM tru_ksto consumersby $25 millionannually,Thisdoesnot Includethe
Increased maintenance costs on these trucks resulting from the 'added complexity of
naioeoontral ha='dware.

Recommended Action.

_Enforae'msnt of the 80 d_CA}I:r;,ck regulatlon should be deferred for two yeal_J'untll
-].984.

_o UNREGUI_.ATED EMISSIONS -"

E_=Ahas indicated that Itplans to require monufaeturePJ to run extan_Ive product testa
and heoll;h effecl_ s_udles related to possible exhaust emissions which are presently
unregulated.

Olaeusslan ._. " "

.. 'rhe ].977 CleonAtr Act Amendmento stote thot, effective wlth1979 r_odel-year vehlelea,
no emission control device or element of design shall be used If it will 'contribute
to an unreasonable risk to public health, welfare, or safety. To dote, EPA has issued
certificates of conformity basedon manufacturers' statements that, to the best of the
manufacturer s knov_ledge and belief, the emission control devices being used comply

.with the requtremenr_ of the AoI_ However, EPA has indicated that it plane to require
those stacemenrJ to be.based upon extensive product tests and health effects s=udies.

t r'. The detntled tea_`?Po_.r__mout!!ned by EPA in e d.tTaftproposal in Isle 1978 would cost

_ mnnufaotumro hundreclsof millieme of dollare per yam'.

r " "The omounk of te_rmg proposed'by EPA Is'much more than neede_ to effectively ' ""
monitor unregulated pollutants. The requirements of the legislation can be satisfied by
a continulng_orderly research-oriente0 study of the _qrtthat has been in existence for
oome time In General Motors. In this program, we review new control system concocts
and new engine design types for the probable occurrence of unregulated emissions, and
test forunregulated pollutants that are suspect. We also assesspotentialeffects on •
atr qua/Ity _ndpublic health. Areas of particular concern _e studied in more dBtail,
eitherwithinGM or by oul_Idecontractors.

Recommended Action

EPA should continue the cun'ent'oompiianoe-statement procedure.

Z_,. LIP-HT-DUTY DIES:--'LEMISSION STANDARDS

m,Tdoalonot_ndosds -- either, federal or Callforala -- for llght-duty diesel engines
change each year from 1981 through ].985, requiring treat engineering expertise be
concentrated on short-range goalo rather thaR on long-term emission control

•development. The yearly chancJein standards hampers development of basic diesel
"engine tecnnotogy and will Inhibit the increase in diesel engine applica_lone.... '

,o====i=o, .......
•_ .The yearly ¢i_angeoin light-duty diesel emisstkn _andards are summarized ao follows=

1, GaseOusexhaust standnl;ds include e 1.0 gpm NOx level for 1981, wbiverable by
..... EPA to 1.5 gpm through ].98{_,. EPA has only granted waivere.thmugh ].982, end
...... • , - ,:.- r-." ":

.. !



11 " :ec_ll:n 1

onJyon specific engines.

", '2. For 1982, EPA has granted California a waiver including a 1.0 gpm NOx standard.

3. For 3.982,_'PA nee promulcJated an exhaust p_'ttoulate standai'd of 0.6 gpm.

4. EPA Is.devslopingregulat|sn_toimplementtherequh_da11.aitltudestandardsfor , , ,
198_ . J .

5. IEPAhoe _mmulgatcd an exhaust p_rtioulate standard of 0.2gpm for 1985.

t . . !
Mnny of l:hcsmemleeions etandarda cannot be -_chlevedwith ovcllab|e technology and --_i
new ¢_ntro! technology must be developed. . ,' '..

Sines technology,to meet theie sequentially more stringent _tandan:lsdoes not exist,
the co===tomee= them a_e dlfflcuittoestimate.However,attemptingtomeet these

stand.tel# in tna snort term wiU use manpower and t_sources better u_ed to develop .Joptimum, tong-term solut:ions todiesel emissions.

Recommended Action

The foJJowingaction= _e recommended:

: 1, Grant full four-year NOx waiver to 1.5 gpm. . ,: _ , , l... l ,,, ,.... ," :_,, -l _ l . . l ,_, ;, l , .....

•2. Rescind C_lfornla. l.(J gpm NOx waiver. . ....._.;:.,.. !

_ f-" 3. Defer ail-altituOsrequiremanr.s. ",

_l 4. _ Ra_,nd the 1985 0.2 gpm p_[culat, standm'd. •

[

•

1



SECTION 11

._ Proooeed P,eculations Which Should Not Be Promulaated '" "

l. 'I"_GH ALTI_JI_E REr-ULATIQN5 FOP, 1982-B3

EPA has proposed high altitude emission standards for .19B2-B3, This _gulation ie
unnecessary from the air ppllution standpoint, is net required by law and will. result In
significant certification expenditures and soma hardware additions.

• . , . ' , ., ,,' •., ., ,:, ,,,.. , •.... •., , , .I
DIa_u_ton "" -' .. "' ':: ;: .'..'. .........I ,."'; ,- "'.,_. ;,", -. ' ....;"., ":_! ' :

The Clean A_Ir,Aat authorizes,but doesnotl'equire,E_A to sethighaltitudeemission
• standards for ._,gSl-S3, Such standards were recently p_pesed by EPA for 1982-8_ cars '."

and light tcucks, " . . .. .. , .. . ",. '..
1983.GM cars will employ emission control technology which provtdes substantial altI- ";"'

• rude compensation, Qn the average, the 19B1 GM o_e should provide high altitude
emission central similar to the EPA proposal. Thus_ the _gulatlons will result in no

_. '. perceptible benefit to air quality, However_ certain individual models could require •
• • algnlficanl improvement tc achieve the propes.ed standards -- equ pment which could

odd $10 to $_0 ¢aneumer cost per oar,
,, . • ,: • , ', , • *.

: There is provision'In the pr01_os_ for "modification" of l¢_waltitude vehicles to meet
•high{altitudestandards.

J In addltion_ the regulation as pr=pos'ed .___..*--e_ears to be ceoable of adjustment to

C. moat standords at both hi,gh and low altitudes. This capability is not available on all_"_";s'-{_d: thus could eliminate coz'tain high9uel.economy e_z from national'production;.-:',. _,:.:_:
It will most certainly add substantial cost to the car m_nufaeture_' certification
testingburden,

Recommended Action ':''••• '" "'

: EPA should discontinue _ny ¢onsider|ztton of 1982-S._ high altitude emission
_qu[_men_,

9_ 1983 LIGHT-DUTY TRUCK EMISSICN5 STAN[3ARDS

P_pmead _gulatlonefor19B_and latermodel yearllght-dutytrucks(uptoBS00Ibs.),
go fat"beyondthemandate oftheCla_nAir Act andexceedtheAdmlnistrator'sauthor-
ityundertheAct.

Dlscu_lon

In addition to establishing new emissions standards_ the regulations proposed for 198_: ' ' '.%,,*,

and later model ye_ ltgl_t-duty _uck,'z include provisions which, (1) extend the
£eguluted life of a llght-duty truck to about ].30,000 miles L.Istaed of 50,000, (2)
=overely limit allowable maintenanae; (3) _equite virtually every vehicle to meet the
standards in SEA audits, as opposed to cureent procedures whiah essentially require the "=
average vehicle to meet them_ and (/_) change the durability test procedures to require ._" '
= costly and time-consuming in-sarvice test to determine a deterioration factor. ' -

The Clean Air Act only requires a reduction in the standards for trucks between 6000
and B500 lbs, after allowing a four-year lead time (which is not provided by the
proposal), The Administrator has the d sor._t on to set a higher standard, _M belloves



• ' the Adminlstrata_ has exceeded his authority under the Act in most aspect= of the "
proposed regulations. _-

• if promulgated as proi_csed,the regulations will add a significant test cost, piece cost,
and maintenance cost, and will result In a fuel economy loss for these trucks. Among
the costs which would result from the proposal "are:

1. New equipment east, estimated by ErA at $62 per vehicle. + ' • ",+" :. • . .

2. Cost fop one catalyst change (estimated by 'CM at $300), required in order to
• Certify the vehicle far ,1..30,000miles. . :

3. F'or every model year, the lifetime cos= of an estirnated 7% tom in fuel economy
will ass; the naP.ion's light duty t'Puck drivers about $1.5 billion - at a gasoline ':'i L
price of $1 per gallon.

j _.. Certification costs to GM of the in-use durability program will be about $2._
= mlUlon, or about $_+.C),Q00per engine family. + ;

t Total mastsof the proposal would be above $16.5 blJnon; instead of the $_ billion ErA I

• estimated (since they did not lnctude the need to replace a catalyst, nap the fuel
lOsseS.) _ ,,.

F
Recommended Action

t ],, " I%stpone these regulations until the air quaJlty need is shown. ..
i _ 2. _,._vt._e_he t_.cuirements o'Puseful life, reduced maintenan+;._ and audit testing so I
" • _ _. they ore somewhat remltstic. , ' i

J
+ _. When finally I_romulgated, the mgulatmns should carryover present'EPA'oertt->'_'_+'_!_ r

flcatlon requirements end audit practices and simaly establish the new HC anb CO
emission standards_while _rzviding the required four-year lead :ice.

• _3. CHLOROFLUOROCAP, SONS (F,_c'0'N) ' ' " :

• ErA "Ls'considering regular:Ion of the non-aerosol usee of chlcrofluoroc_rbons (C.t'Cs)
based on National Academy of Sciences (NAS) studies _vhichstate that the increasing
ozone caclstlcn Pace is cause fop concern, if worldwide uses of CF'Cs continue at.
today's rat.e, ' ' .

Discussion . . .

ErA has already cut the _.$. usage of CF'C_ by 50% by banning CF'C use inaerosol
=pray=in197B. Now ErA plans to reduce CFC use further by either limiting production
lo ou_ent level=orby llmitlngproductionto about70% of currentproductioninthe
future,The effect=ofthisprcpos_ havenot beenadequatelyassessed.Thereape no
outTentJy available substitutes for GM'= major uses(i.e., automotive air conditioning
l'afrlgerant R- 12 and flexible seat foam blowing agent R- IZ).

If a change to any known alternate refrigerant for vehicle air conditioning systems Is
Pacluired,tt_emachtnary_ equipment and tooling for the current systems would have to
ba repla(:ed. If an _teprtate refrigerant were selected now, we estimate that it would

+'_ take P-choral Motar_ 5-7 yeor_ to teat_ develop snd place into procluction a =._d_emthat.
would be eomoatlb.le with the.new refrigerant." ' -7';:" '



IfP-_noralMotorsware to changeto an _Itsrr'iateblowingagent usedInflexibleseat ,'
'foams, the development time to place such a loaminto production is outcenUy earl- *.
mated at 2-3 years,

/The Cleon Atr Act requires the Administrator. to stud,/ the CFC problem, and make
I recommendations for regulations. No effective date is specified in the Act.

• For General. Motp_t the current replacement value of the fixed assets which may have
. b= be replaced ts close to $500 million dalla_ each for both vehicle air conditioning
.! and for flexible seat foams.

Recommended Action

ErA should postpone any regulatory cations until the pt'oblem and'patent.Inl solutions ,.
m'a bettor defined.

4. VEHICL.E REFLIE_NG * VAPOR RECOVERY

•The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires ErA to examine proposals relating to refueling of
•vahlcleo to determine the feasibility of.requiring new. vehtoles to utilize on-bo_d
hydrocarbon central technology as opposedto recovery utilizing stationary equipment
at service station fueling sites, A decision to go on.bo_d net only would involve mare ._,

J ¢os_'.per unit of ernissions contz'olled, but would impose national control which isnot
] n_eded in many _eas.

Discussion ....t - , . • --*

"ErA is required by the CAA to impose regulations z_qulHng on-board.control if It finds
o_..o.,, ,..rnaz¢.d :o s.-.'vte.- st_tlon control) feasible and desl.-abla. However,

i: that.Judgment rnus_ by law, _anoider cast effect veneer; GM estlfnatoa the cost is '
' about thee times coaster fro, _n-board control 'In dotters "per ton. of' ernl_stons..... • .-

p_evensoc, The estimated cost per car of on-board control hordw_ce is $3.6 to $2h per
oar which translates to $1_0 to $2/_0 million per year, assumin_ other manufacturer_J'

I. coots are similar;

_: If control of refueling emissionsis aatualIy required in certain areas it can be obtainedquipk]y, arielmore cos=effectively with service station control. Qn-board control would

'.i: lhvolve a national program, regardle_m of need and raq(Jire more than ten ye_s to'Oec0me effective --a= a _esu_tof the time nco_ad to replace pldar cars without this
:i type_of ebntral.

RePornmended Aotton

Ill centre! of refueling emissions can be justlfied,'it should be confined to service
=t_[0n eonl:rol.tn t_ooe areaswhere it can be shown to be necessary and cost effective.

I0: I;hot:z'u=k nolle _egutatlons.ortglnatly proposed in October 197t¢_the EPA tnaiuded
piafls'to limit I;t;_cl¢noise to •75 dB(A). However, when the regulation was finally '• '
I_ubilshed.in 1.97_, base= _oon an. evaluation of the technology and economics by the _'-
_.dmlnlstratar ./_'.'zequlreda eduction, to only 80 dE(A). Subsequently, EPA has stated
thb_._ltIs the intent of.the agency to further regulate to 75 dB(A}, probably by lPBS. " ...... "



• , , _ . .

!
Ols°ussion //
T.hare is no new information today that should change the _:on_:lusionof the Adminis-

" L_ator in 1975, The technology for attaining the 75 dB(A} c_d level for trucks still
requites engine and transmission enclosures, the cost and complexity of which is out of
proportion to the benefit attained.

EPA has spent_and is spending, money to buUdprototype trucks at the 75 datA) level to'_
try to demonstrate the viability of a 75 dB(A) regulation. These prototype trucks do )
nat offer any new technolog_ compared to that demonstrated and reported by the COT I
quiet truck programs eterttng In 197&. The DOT reports on those programs were part of J
the E_.A.eyaluatton of the viability of a 75 dB(A) rag,',lation in 1976. " "_4 "_

.!

The -T_oAintentlentorequire75 dE(A)isbeingpursuedWithoutany indicationofnew
technologybeingavaliableandwithoutan appraisalof thebenefitsensuingfromregu-
lationsal_adyineffect.ThisexpressedEPA intentforcesindustrytodivertresourees
from more pressing problems•

Recommended Action " "' " '..... : ' ' '

ErA should stap'pursuincj the goat of 75 dB(A) regulation on medlu['n and heavy trucks '
until: =

1. The improvement in the environment resulting from B0 "dBCA)trucks has been
pi'oparly evaluated; but the timing of the 80 dB(A) requirement should be
aaardlna.tad with emfssiQn=control revisions in 198b,.

; /-_ 2• There Is'adarnonstretlonof noisecentraltechnology,otherthantotalenclos'3res

'. | . far engines and transmissions, that would .be mare coat. beneficial and more
,,:_"J_--' "--.practical for fleldLu=e.:-. _:_.-:- _.v..,._._,,_=_.._._._.. v.-_....... _. c.. . _ . .

6. AF'TERMARKET EMISSION CQNTROL PP,RT$

The gftermarket part setf-aartlfi=ation regulations were prepoaed on August B_19"/9as
a result of requiremente added to the CAA in the amendments of ].9"/7. The
aneoceptabllity of the proposal was evident at the EPA public h_'erings on October 3
and 4_ 1979_ in which the proposed regulations were ovet'wholmlngl.v rejected by ,?Jl
witnesses. Even the automotive aftermarket associations, which originally lobbied in
Congre== for the program and drafted emissions standards _or specific parts and
syatems_ did not support the regulations as proposed.

DlsmJSslsn .

As proposedt this program would permit • aftermarket parts manufacturers to self-
ossify that their part= would not cause the emissions from a car to Increase if these
ports were Inatallad. It would aloe.require each .vehicle manufacturer to monitor and
validate the test data and slaimed'capabIllty for the afterrnarket parts applicable to
that vehicle manufacturer's products• Vehicle manufacturers would be liable for the
quality of the port and lnstalletlont despite the fact thet vehicle manufacturers have
no control over the parts ar the people Involved• Wh le .these propoaed regulations were
portrayed by ErA esnot having a significant cost impact, they are in truth "significant
major regulations" (as defined by the Pt'esident'_ Executive Order 120&_). General
Meter= estimates $20 million in non-re;'urrtng facilities cost'-- and $30 million annual

, rocu_ing'cost -- for GM alone• ' , • ' ....



Recommended Action

_' The afterm_'ketself-eertlfloatlonproposalshouldnat be promulgatedas proposed.
F natregulatlsnsshouldbe delayeduntila definitivecosteffectivenessanavs scan be

. perfoi'med.Thisdelaywould not have a _ignificantnegativeimpacton sirquatlty, .
afterm_ket part manufacture_, the independent repair industry, or the vehicle menu- _ _:
factun=_.

7. _"MIF.SIONTESTING AT DIFFERENT TEMPERATURES :'

ErA la Omveloplng regulationswhich would require emission testing of vehicles at ' "
temperatures above andbe|ow the tempcrattrce at which the soanda_demission test is
run. These regulations wauia _equire major new expansive facilities and add
oignlflcantly :o the certification test load. There Is no current evidence, to our
knowlodge_ that indicates air quality benefits resulting from this effort and expense,

t Oleeu_lon .... • ......... - ........

ErA believesthatthett_eCiean AirAct empowers them toexpandcertlfleatlontesting
requh't_ment= to include operating temperatures end conditions not now Included in the 7,
Federal Test Procedure. in September, 19?a, ErA Issued an Advisory Circular which

=item=ted to implement SUCh _hanges without even usiog normal rulemakingprocedures.GeneralMotors_sponded byquestioningtheneed,authority,and proposed.

i method ofImelementlnqtheserequi_menta.GM beilevesth&ttheseaddltlona!testing
requlremen__e not _sndatedby the Clean Air Act nor requiredfrom thestandpoint

i :' of airquality in view of the many other existing layers of aemplian=e.C
.General Motors has valuntarliy su_plladdat_ to ErA which dec=narrate that present
=ontrol systems at temperatures different fco_n the standard test temperature provide

-;-"'_".'.'ab'_,',t' the "sarde'_roportlon n. centro_ as. they' do. at .+the' standard -temperature; "-..Thu=_;. _.,.,.....,,-.._¢,+,,
elaborate new test reeulromen:s would not provide any significant additional air quality
benefit, .. .

For the !980 model ,year, :no added cost to General Motors for aPdi:ionai testing snd
newfao lit e=to eamp£ywltn = A s proposedrequl. _men,s wau.d have been approximately
•$20 million.

• ... - ..... .

Recommended Actlon'

EPA should osnoelthisactivity.

B. HEAVY DUTY (HD) ENCINE EMISSIONSCEP_TIFICATION PP,mCEDUI_,_S
FOR DETERIQRATION

F'l_: proposed..a=p_t of t'he 19B4 HD exhaust emission package, this provision w_
. . ,.,

withdrawn but Isplanned to be _epropesedfor 19B_. .: --- ........
• ..... _ ::.

Discussion ....

EPA Intends to implement a system of testingHD engines to establish eertlflc-_tlon
deterioration factor. This system would-require-that engines be placed in customer ....
vehicles which are Inse'rvioa. Periodically, _'or'as many as ten years, the engines would
be _moved from the vehicles for emission tastingand then reinstalls= for furthet"use.

\

' The C;M cost estimate for the program as originally proposed is approximately $10 mil-
lion just for the initial model year. QM eonsi=er= the current du.rability tm_t require-
men_ tabe adequate.

•"',*.., . ., , ..-m*% L " * ,,, , . I



• F_eoommendedAction

The 'gn-°-ervlce" procedure to determine deterioration factors would be undulycomplex '_
• and add considerable expense• The durability test should continue to be accomplished

an an engine dynamometer and completed prier to start of production.

9. HEJ_VY-OUTY VEHICLE EVAPORATIVE'EMISSION REDUCTION "-.

EPA has proposed an unduly complex heavy-duty (HD) vehicle evaporative emission
cortlflcation procedure.

In May, 1980, EPA p_posed evaporative em es on Jules f.cr HD vehicles patterned after
existing rules for .light-duty (LD) vehicles. Because of the large number of different

_. " t_uok models necessary to satisfy the variety of truck uses, the sizeof the HD test
i fleet would be _lmost as large as that for LO vehicles. Considering the differenos in
! L_ and HE) vehicle sales, the Ha test burden wouldbe disproportionate. Vehicle ¢e_i- , ". '" i

floatton would be furthercomplicated by the propos'edrequirement that manufacturers
' of Incomplete vehicles somehow determine the flnal configurations of vehicles to be

completed by secondary vehicle builde_ and procure these completed vehicles for oar-
tlflc=tlon testing. Thus) the vehicle manufacturer becomes responsible for the acttons

i of others, i

EPA'= approachEo HD vshlote.evepot'atlvs certification Is pa_tloutecJy absurd In view of !
i: California's socoessful and cost effective control ofHa vehicle evaporative emissions.
; Since 197_x California hasosrttfl_d control systems "by design" I.e., by projecting light- !
i _ duty vehicle system designdata to establish heavy-duty vehicle compliance. .

il ' EPA shouldtake the long overdue actton of ai:loptng the Col for-, a reculatorv conceal
ii of "by design') certification• Ifsome additional type of testing is 'de;=mear_ecess_y,
_.. It should be limited to system component testing in o_der to preclude the need for large
t! new building facilities andoversized test equipment.

i, 10.. BUS NQISE STANDARDS
t

; EPA praboacd progressive exterior bus noise standards of B_ dB(A), B0 dB(A} and 77
i dB(A) in September 1977. EPA has not yet pl'omulgated the regulation but Is expected

t to in .lune 19B0. These standards would apply to school buses, transit buses and• lnterclty buses.

Discussion

"rl;l_'nlllI_'bu'ses'are'built tc_o'DOT specification whlch eetabllshes8_ dB(A);;'theextel"i: ' !
a_ =ound level. ,'Establishing B_ dB(A) as the fi_t lsvel of reaulatton by EPA would not
_nm_r_tn, _netit butw'ou,_ requ,,ecos_,_o_'ebucton verf cationand"
selective enforcement audit proTrIams on the'part of the bus m_lufacturer, Therefore_ i

_uld be better to eliminate this fi_t level of regulation and go directly to the B0
dB(A) level at some later date. Gene='a_Motors maintains that 80 dB(A) is the more ' "" i
cost beneficial level of i'egulatlon. . ............. ._... _- • ....... ... . "

• , . , , - . . .

lha=mumho=a77 dB(A) transit bus conforming to all other parfol'manee requirements tn
k. the= country has not been demonstrated, the technical risks of initially regulating to

this level are prohibitive. It is probable that this level of regulation would require a
a.fylll_ enclosedengine oompeztment. Sufficient time must be _Ilowed to design and



f

) ," 'adequately test such unproven features for durability. . :

Recommended A,_tion

EPA st_ouidnot regulate at the 83 dB(A) level for transit andtntereity 6uses as t would "2;
add =o=l;lyadministrative burden= for government and industry a/Ike without redeemingI benefit.

! ' , o

i We suggest that EPA regulate t_anait and tnter=lty buee=.dlm=tly to BO dB(A)ln ].98_.
! This h=s the adventage of achieving 80 dE(A) em'ller witN a t'orresponding significant
; ' .environmental improvement ....... ,....,

EPA shouldnot regulate to the "/7 dB{A) level until It has been demonet:'ated that buses
.

aperat'.Ing at ..that level wilt meet performance, malntenence_ and durabiUty
requl_men_, "

' o

I " '
J
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