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Mr. Douglas M. Costle

Administratar - A1DD

U.S. Envirgriaantar Protection Agency
Washingaae, .0, 2046¢

Dear !, Lostier
Medium and Heavy Truck Noiss Reguiation

On Adgust 14, 1980, General Motors submitted a letter iy
attanhei' to the Off.ce of Noise Abatement and Contre! -
deferral of the 1987 medium and heavy truck noise slianuard v~.:'
1984, Inis letier vontained further justification of GM's origyicsl
Eanna§§ m?deoin Me, T. A. Murphy's letter to President Carter on
wae 10, 1980.

$inen that time, a potition for reconsideration of the.80 43
avantard was submitted by International Harvester on Sepiember 2.
1980, For yeasans unclear to us, we have bean Informed st this
~ution on the nart of international Harvestep prnCIudes Ll
u.u':=~vat1on of the Gereral Motors request fur o two-y2ar dolay
in e-‘urrin¢ fha 20 AR truck noise standard.

T a; fequest van be, and should be, considered separately o
che ppf*t1uh in fact, 1f the daferral is granten, T omes,
fr g982 anpd 1983, the 1ssues raisad in the TH setition for e
consider&tian.

As noted ki attacned letter, the Uiming of thic defeprral oo
critical if maximum advantage is to be realizad., The spending
PELR O wtheis tho 40 n” teysl for Trocks has bﬂen accelepaiad
seginping .u‘f fonth.  Vhaeutars tle udvantage to GM will ranidsy
be reuauced a< ae urlfﬂh e »5 million of deferrau supeaditure
is disbaishal aay by day following Octokar 1, 188G,

s this basis, we respentfuliy roquest your personal reviaw
of our request at this iime.

Sincerely yours,

/N
Py 7. / _

Att.
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Environmental Activities Staff
General Mators Corpotalion
General Motors Technical Center
Wwarren, Michigan 48090

August 14, 1980

Mz. Henry E. Thomag, Director

Standards and Regulat:.on.. Divison (ANR-chO)
Office of Noise Abatement and Control .
U, S. Enviroamental Protection Agency
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Mr. Thomas:
Medivm and Heavy Truck Noise Regulations

In a letter to President Carter op June 10, 1980, Mr. T. A. Hurphy,
Chairman of Gemeral Motors, requested review of a number of government
regulations impacting the automebile industry. Included ip the list of
regulations for which Gemeral Moters requested a reappraisal was the
EPA regulation requiring that all medium and heavy trucks meet a noise
standard of 80 dB starting Jamuary 1, 1982.

General Motors requested that the effective date of this noise standard
be delayed until Jaouary 1, 1984, in order that hardware changes for
noise and heavy duty exhaust emissions control can be installed at the
same time, The EPA has requested that Gemeral Motors furthar explain

the rationale for this request; it is the purpose of this letter to -

submit additional information.

The advantages of deferring the effactive date of the 1982 noise
standard until 1984 ara summarized as follows:

1. Enpineering 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 npew product
line of more fuel efficient automobiles.

2. In certain cases, elimination of engineering cost will result
from the defarment due to the elimipation of the 1982 noise
control design cycle. Otherwise, a second noise coatrol design
cycle in 1984 will take place to accommodate air induction and
exhaust system changes which will be requlred for exhaust
emissions reductions scheduled for 1984.

In order to meet the 80 dB noise standard scheduled for 1982, many
pnaturally-aspirated diesel engines will be eliminated and turbocharged
engines will be used almost exclusively., But in order to mest exhaust
emission standards for 1984, all diesel engines will be turbocharged,
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Furthermore, many features of the 1982 turbocharged 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:

4ir intake
Fuel injection
Combustion
Timing

Cooling
Exhaust

6000000

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

the product line to assure compliance to the ndise standard thea in
effect. Until these engines are 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 uptil 1984. In order to avoid
short-lived designs, both noise control and emissjion control changes
should be made simultaneously,

There are two Genmeral Motors Divisions directly impacted by the noise
and emission regulations: Detroit Diesel Allison Division and GMC
Truck and Coach Divisien. To the degree possible at this time we have
quantified the benefit of deferring the 80 dB noise regulation from
1982 until 1984 as follows:

GMC Truck & Coach Projected Sales Volume 1982

Truck Weight Class 4 through 8

1982 Repulated Levél
80 4B 83 4B

Engine Type
Gasolime 39,250 39,250
Diesel 46,600 46,600
Naturally-aspirated 5,000 10,000
Turbocharged 41,600« - 36,600 -

It will be pecessary to turbocharge 5000 additional engines for
purposes of noise control alone, to meet an 80 dB noise standard in

1982,

Engineering costs at GHMC Truck & Coach that could be deferred by
delaying the 80 dB regulstion 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 explaiped above,
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In additiom, «capital tooling costs of approximately $600,000
attributable to the 80 dB regulation will be deferred.

Detroit Diesel Allison Division would alse be impacted by deferring the
80 dB noise regulation because there are considerable expenditures
associated with designing and building diesel engines to meet the 80 4B
standard, Estimated costs that could be deferred by delaying the
effective date of the regulation are as follows:

Ingineering costs $1,250,000
Production tocling § 950,000

-In addition, the cost of recertifying the 8.2 liter naturally-
aspirated engine for emissions would be eliminated. Changes being made
to this engine for purposes of noise centrol to Wmeet the 80 dB standard
would require recertifying for exbaust emissions at a cost of §150,000.

The B0 dB standard will eliminate the DDAD 6I-71N, BV-71N and possibly
the 6V=-53T from the line of available truck engines, Other engines will

T bEseld—in-place of the 6I-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 i5 estimated that 11 million dollars im sales will be lost to DDAD
in the two-year period if in fact the engine must be dropped.

In summary, deferring the B0 dB regulation for two years will have the
following estimated bepefit for General lotors:

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

These aestimates are based on a resolution of the proposed deferral by
October 1, 1980.

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

Since ,
Edwin G. Ratering, Director -
Product Noise Control

1BIG/E11
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Fg ) '% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
7 WASHINGTON. D C. 20450

OFFICE OF
AR, NOISE, AND RARIATION

Ms. Batsy Ancker=Johnson
Vice President

General Motors Corporation
Warren, Michigan 48090

Dear Ms, Ancker~Johnson:

We have very carefully reviewd the information provided in the
General Motors submission of August 14, 1980, which provided further
data relative to the request of Mr. T. A. Murphy of June 10, 1980.

We have also completed our initial review of the petition of
International Harvester of September 2, 1980. You were concerned that
we delayed action on your request while we reviemed the International
Harvester petition. However, we felt this was the correct procedure
since were the IH petition granted, it would moot the GM request. HWe
have not, hewever, granted the IH petitfon based on the infarmation
which we have received to date.

The information submitted in the GM letter of August 14 has Teft us
with substantial questions. There appear to be essentfally two cast .
argas associated with GM compliance with the 1982 medium and heavy truck
nofse regulation:

1. Turbocharging: You presently have projected a 1982 sales
volume of 36,000 diesel-engined trucks which will be turbocharged even
if the 80 dB level 1s deferred. To meet the 80 dB level an additional
5,000 engines will have to be turbocharged, The engineering cost which
you associate with turbocharging the additional 5,000 engines 15 §3
million. A substantial part of the GM rationale for the 80 dB deferral
1s that these same 5,000 engines will have to be turbaocharged to comply
with the 13984 air emission standards, and thus it is more cost effective
to accomplish both environmenta] objectives simultanecusly.

However, correspondence of Mr. T.M. Fisher, GM Director of Auto-
motive Environs Control to Mr. Walsh of EPA, dated October 3, 1980,
?ta¥es with regard to the 1984 Heavy-Duty Engine Exhaust Emission Regu=

"Stnce EPA's own tests show that current production {Fisher emphasis)
diese] engines should have no difficulty complying with the 1984
emission standards we believe there 1s no demonstrated need for the
complex and very expensive procedures EPA has adopted -- again
reprasenting a squandering of resources without measurabie benefit."
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He were under the impression from the earlier correspondence that
GM would be forced to turbocharge the 5,000 engines of concern to comply
with the 1984 emission standards but apparently these engines are aiready
In compliance. If this is so, then the argument of delaying the 1982
nojse 1imits to 1984 to dove-tail with the 1984 emission standards is
not appiicable.

Apparently, considerable numbers of GM diesel engines are turbo-
charged for other~than~-noise-reguiation compliance - that fis, because of
customer demand or improved performance, [f this {s 50, there would
appear to be benefits which would justify turbocharging beyond just
complying with noise regulations, since turbocharging 15 offered and
purchased by customers voluntarily. Accordingly, we presume that the $3
millfon engineering cost might well be incurred, in whole or in ﬂart.
because of custamer demand for turbocharging. In addition, to the
axtent that the national goals of energy conservation and cleaner air
are also served by turbocharging, the additicnal benefits to the country
of GM's proceeding/to meet the 1982 noise emission standard on time must
also be weighed. I trust that GM is not prepared to state that the
corporation will not and should not be producing and offering for sale
in 1982 more than 36,600 turbo-charged diesel engines absent the 80 dB
noise regulation.

Finally, your request amounts to a reconmendation that we defer the
entire 1982 truck noise requlation in order to smeoth out design of 6%
of your production Tine. This rather extreme solution saems far out of
proportion to the nature of the problem which you describe.

2. Engine changes. You state that there are considepable expen=~
ditures assocfated with designing and building diesel engines to meet
the 80 db standard (our emphasis?.

Recognizing the major decisions associated with dropping an engine
line, and the substant{fal lead time essential to such a decision, we are
extremely surprised to hear that such a decision may stil1 be undar
discussion at GM at this late date in planning for compliange with the
1982 noise regulations. This regulation has been on the books, as you
know, since April of 19786,

Your correspondence, in fact, indicates that no decision has been
made by GM to drop a major engine line primarily because of cempliance
with the 1982 noise regulations. It is thus unclear whether the engine

~change costs which you suggest may be incurred will in fact be incurred

or alternatively be ascribed primarily to the noise regulation. Since
these decisions do not appear to be firm, the timing of the EPA decision
on deferring the 1982 standard does not appear to be financially crucial
with regard to this aspect of your request.
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On the basis of the foregoing, we do not see where a deferral of

this very important regulation can be Justified,

Sinceraly yours,

David G. Hawkins
Assistant Administrator

for Air, Noise, and Radiation

I
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Environmental Activities Staff
General Motors Corporation
General Moters Technical Center
Warren, Michigan 48030

August 14, 1980

Mr., Henry E: Thomas, Director

Standards and Regulations Divison (ANR-490)
Office of Noise Abatement and Control .
U. S. Eovironmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Mr. Thomas:
Medium and Heavy Truck Noise Regulations

In a letter to Prasident Carter om Jupe 10, 1980, Mr. T. A. Hurphy,
Chairman of General Motors, requested review of a number of government
regulations impacting the automobile indestry. Included in the list of
regulations for which General Motors requested a reappraisal was the
EPA regulation reguiring that all medium and heavy trucks meet a noise
standard of 80 dB starting January 1, 1982,

General Motors requested that the effective date of this noise standard
be delayed until January 1, 1984, in order that hardware changes for
noise and heavy duty exhaust emissions control can be installed at the
same time. The EPA has requested that General Hotors further explain

the rationale for this request; it is the purpose of this letter to -

submit additional infommation.

The advantages of deferring the effective date of the 1982 noise
standard until 1984 are summarized as follows:

1. Engineering costs and capital investment are deferred until a
later date. This would help alleviate critical cash flow problems
caused by the raguirement 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 cycla. Otherwise, a second noise control design
cycle in 1984 will take place to accommedate air induction and
exhaust system changes which will be required for exhaust
emissions reductions scheduled for 1984.

In order to meet the 80 dB 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, many features of the 1982 turbocharged 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 poal of lower
emission and noise levels. Emission control changes in 1984 which will
impact the then existing 1982 noise control package are as follows: '

Air intake
Fuel injection
Combustion
Timing.

Cooling
Exhaust

cCoo0DoOO0CO

Changes to the 1984 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 camnot precisely identify
the extent of redesign for noise control that can be avoided if EPA
does defer the BO dB noise regulation until 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 regulations: Detroit Diesel Alliscn Division and GMC
Truck and Coach Division. To the degree possible at this time we have
quantified the benefit of deferring the 80 dB noise regulation from

1982 until 1984 as follows:
GHC Truck & Coach Projected Sales Volume 1982

Truck Weight Class 4 through 8

1982 Regulated Level
80 dB 83 dB

Engine Type
. Gasoline 39,250 39,250
Diesel . 46,600 46,600
Naturally-aspirated 5,000 10,000
Turbocharged ' 41,600 36,600

It will be necessary to turbocharge 5000 additional engines for
purposes of neise control alene, to meet an 80 dB noise standard in

1982.

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

be done twice, as explained above.

e e e b b s .
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In addition, capital tooling costs of approximately $600,000
attributable to the B0 dB regulation will be deferred.

Detreit Diesel Allison Division would also be impacted by deferring the
80 dB noise regulation becanse there are considerable expenditures
associated with designing and building diesel sngines 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 5 950,000

In addition, the cost of recertifying 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 recertifying for exhaust emissions at a cost of $150,000.

The 80 dB standard will eliminate the DDAD 6I-71N, 8V-71N and possibly
the 6V«53T from the line of available truck engines. Other engines will
be sold in place of the 6I-71N and 8V-7IN. However, in the case of the
6V-53T, there would not be an equivalent engine in the product 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 summary, deferring the 80 dB regulation for two years will have the
fellowing 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 1, 1980.

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

Sincerély, /é/
Edwin G. Ratering, Director -
Product Noise Control

7BJG/811




Ford Malor Company The Amerlean Road
Envircnmuntal and Sofety Dearborn, Michigan 48121
Engineeting StaH

July 15, 1980

Mr. Zharles L. Elkins

Deputy Assistent Administrstor

Wolse Control Programs

U.8. Envirommencel Protection Agency
1021 Jefferson Davis Highwey

ANR 471 .

Ariington, VA 20ké0

. Dear Mr. Blkins:
On July 10, 19BC, you asked me For a detailed analysis of Ford's

anticipated $10-20 million investment for the 1582 80 dB(A) noise limit,
aug outllined in our suggested regulatory modifilcation package.

follewing bLreakdown:

- ' ' Expenditures
(Mils)

-
'_Q
$ Ford currently has set aside a budget for this program with the

Tools 38
Facilities 1
Launch {Less than .5)
Engineering 6
.,;_r__ﬁ'

Most of the above expenditure will be needed to quiet our diesel
povarad trueks., As you are oware, these vehieles (1960 models} currently
emit nelse between T7.9 and 81.3 AB{A). In order to ensure compliance with
tha 80 AB(A) standard, it will be necessary for Ford to design to a 77.3
45{A} level. This will require ‘some or all of the following measures:

. Added/improved chassis and engine undershields
. Retuned exhaust systems
. Internal engine and transmission revisions

. Medification to the cooling aystems

ARyt
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July 15, 1980

P

e, Oherles L, Elkins

Furtner expenditures will be required for an engineering prove-out
progran which will reguire 26 prototyps trucks and 11 rebuillds to validate
more than HOO configurations. In addition to uound %esting, other affected
syatems will require svaluation.

Wind tunnel testing for ceooling system
. Intake restriction tests for new intake systems
. Exhaoust back pressure tests for new exheust syctems
. Jounce tests for vehieless with new noise shlelds
Our gesoline powered trucks which are already below the 80 dB(A)
atandard and near our in-house design ocbjective will require an insignificant
arount of the expenditure.

. I trust this information is sufficient to answer all your questions.
Please feel free to contact me if you need further information.

Sincerely,

& . 4 e e

D. R. Buist, Executive Engineer
Emisslons, Fuel Economy and
Noise Certification
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. CENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION b /a . "t
. GENBAAL MOCTORS BUILDING
‘ DETRQIT aB202

E. M, Bavzs
FaldioteT

May 27, 1980 .

The Honorzkle

Douglas M. Castle . ' .

Administzmater : '

Environmental Protection Agency

401 M Street, S.W. ‘
. Washingwon, D.C. 20460 .

. g,

Dear Doug:

¥ou will zecall that in our meeting with vou cn
May %, Dr. Ancke:«Jchnscn and I discussed with

. you the nead Zor revising she permdissikle ozone
level £rocm fthe present .12 elosar %o .20. Sube
Secuently, as we l3fc +he Whice Zouse mseuzing 2o
e 4, I menzioned that we were considexing v
e neth R hEthad o‘ ‘apprbachidy the prébles. R

Avzached iz a bhrial memoransum sesting fa-zh thas
2ltexrnzse propcszl., In ssgencs, zhis would change
the orizsri: foz ozsne standard complisnce Du
allowing up to five tcu:sic:s Dex &ea:. I zave '
", alse asked DI, Anckes-dchnsen to sené veu 2 list of
' EPA requlatory issues, Zoth acsive ang pending,
which ara unnecessasily gostly and =usdensome z2ng

could he modified without sicnificant esfact on aix

cualisy,

AU Sincerzely, .

i
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© “eonirol technolocy .

Nationzl ambient Aix Oualisy Standawds (NWAACS)

In 1870 c=nc*ess recuired that EPA establish ambient air
crualisy scandands feox nal‘"“an. « In 1971, Z2A ses standards
£or, among otherss, exidanss (later changed o ezone), carsken
monexide (€D) and ni:::gen Sicxide (NOa). Subsequently EZ23

the st anca:is at least every

was diragtesZ %o review each cf
csegent reviaw o the ozcne (G5)
The CD

five yeazs. The most recs
criteriz 2nd standaxad has racently been ==mpleted,
and NO2 standaxds axze still in the review proces

Studies, based on the same data used by EPA, indicate
three ciziepes the CO

that with ¢he possible excepsion of twe or ths
NAAQS will aimost certainly be achieved naticawide, ‘'in 1387,
solely by wvirsue of the improved enissions chaTactexistics

of the vehicle fleex which will be on the road in that yeas.

Nething more need be done.
with the excepzion ¢f abeus

Studies alss indicate that
a2 0y NAARCE will be ac;-eved, nationwide, in 1987,
Saxgs (RS25),

12 cities, &h il
solely by vizsue of (1) New Source Fesfcrmance Stani
and {2) =he improved ermissions characteristics of che vehicle
fleet which will be on the road in that yeax.

R

Wieh the oxception of the 12 zities noked above, Zull
commlianee with ahe existine Q0 and Q4 sinncards will be
achieved by 1387, masizawifz, and witheur resort o vehicle
insnec:;cq ané maintenance proczams (I/M), 'eaSCﬁa.1v avallakble

(RACT),_GT tansportation contzol mgasuzres .

(TC4's).
02 the 12 cities which are not expected 4o meat <he 02
RAAQS by 1887 in che absense ef I//M, RACT, or TCM's, only
Los An:eles and acss;b,v =we or thwes others weueld be ocut ¢f
cocmpliance if the ezitar for determining ctmpliaznce wizh ths
3 o allcw excursions Io» us 5 five davs

tancard were amandes Lo
ner vear sk the averase, insweszd cf cniv one day DEX Year as

presently allowed.
Thn effect ©f permithting excursicons Soom the.ozone standaz
le %9 the effect whizh woull be
W, Sy o

en £ive davs per vear is asmpazed

ack*eve* By ch.n*;:: the alleowad exposure level £rgm 0.2

G‘ven the consiiershle uncertainsy which exists as =2
more than ewize

-
=

0.15 gom.
the healzh effec=s encounzered at 0.25 ppm (or
the currens ba:z;ss.hle dlevel), a lazge maxgin of. salety would
still remain. . SS U
Reeermendad ae2icon: . ; o

ritezd ‘c'nde- w=ining

EPA should be dizected 2o melax its critezi
cenplionce with thes cacne smandass by allowing vp to five
exgursicns per year on the average, The susher o counties oF

i nich would have %o Impose scme additional esnrrzols would
a5 ¢zposed o 2hp almest universal natu=e o ZPA'S
current "rare evenc' regulatery agproach.

r
1
»
i
rs
3
n

ey
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obvicusly diminish ifhe naticnal ezst of achieving aceceptable aiz
guality goals which aze indeed protestive of public health. EZA

.should be zequized to poovide morze credible scientific justifica=

tion befere fuseher @egulatary action regarding hydrocarbon conurel
iz permizted,

The astimased billion dollar per vear program for pussuis of
too stringent CO and ozene ambient alsr gualisy standazds **-augn
iapos;:::? -1 -/M crograms should be curtailed in scope and to a
level which satisfies the intent of the law, while s:ill being cost/

- beneficial,

Ml retrofit and transportation control programs (excep: for
one of &wWo unigue gecg:anhic situatichs) shouléd be cdeleted fZxim
the Staze Inplementamion Plans as unnegessary to meet the ozone

RAAQE by 1987.

Less stringent ambient standazds which still proteet the
publie healszh can be translat ed inta less stringens emissien
standards fer mabilie and staticnazy sau::es. EPA must alse
reevaluzse iss present ﬂ*ac:_ce of establishing amkient stan-
dazde kasai gn "worss case” medfiznl fini;n:s a““ *no zisk"
polluticn levels.

exia a-.:-.—1 standards should be

‘ALl ambient air c"al;t gxie
reviewed as warzanted or at least every five vearss by af inde-
pendent, chjestive group of experts. This group should exngloy
a cose=benssic analysis as 2 mandatory step in iis reviaw angd
recommerndations. L ‘ ket '
- * »*

5/27/80
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" The Hanarable Douglas H. Costle'

: oo o Admigistrator, .- e e
) U.S. Eaviroomental Protection Agency

" Waterside Mall, Room 3982

!
!
f VoL
f 3 -
' . B B 1.01 M Street, S W. ' coF
t CloTme ashington, DC' 20460 T
;i ': oty "‘Denr‘ﬂr“ Cas:le' -:' - s s -
i '5' e At you lkmow ‘from Mr, Estas' recent lettsr snd the previcus
.. discussion in your affice; 'Gemeral Metors is- -recommending teo
---“,; 7..President Carter a rcappraisal of the need and scope for a number
5 ,_;_: of EPA regulations, among other agencies' regulatioms directly v
== ‘wmewr »' affecting not only the automotive: mdustry, bu: :.n some cases the | Y
- — whole econemy. . . el AR i
, " -' .I..__"-F'- IR - - -,-gng- ;u.--—- -v._ --d. LIV AS T w--"-‘""'.fl"““ '?':-r-." A .
“ e . .As you alse know, over 280,000 people in the automotive :.ndusr.ry T
‘_,.____M - F_.nlone have indafinitely or temporarily lost their jobs., We in _ | . !
e ==*=""General- Motuzs are cutting costs in. every way we cam short of . .. . .. |
“ T eee o~ jeopardizing our placs ;o produce more fuel afficient cars. - Given R
L g Tt the state of the pation's ecomony, it is safe to assume, that all LT
ST W v RIS husinesses axe werking diligently to-cut -costsi” We respectfully T .»l

urge you to examine EPA's pricrities, to see if some of your major o

!

1 * - -

[ ) regulations could be trimmed or,: in some casea, eliminated '

oe=ciar o mie without noticeably affecting EPA's important objectives. Let me : !

. l . reiterate: we at CM, aloag with all eitizens, wish to see the _ '
L o """":' -environmental prutecnon gonls gealized, <= o — ... -"'~" — -

T gy . ——— M
LT T e e ~EPA is not :anstra:.ned‘by statute, im many':‘.nst.anc'es, to congsider ...ioEmin
: cost/effectiveness when promulgating regulations. Nevertheless, S :
| e e since envirenmental regulations'in geseral can never insure 2ero _ -f
LT ATy o o wdsk, a subjective judgment of:the cost of complianmce is implicif .. HEUL
P e e enc!r time a '"safe level of coatrol is’ chosen.- Furtharmeré,™ ."‘"

o " == zegulation beyond tha: wh;ch is rcqni:e.d to achieve 'thegeals™is':

R L """\‘- Bt .. [ IRy P T P LY

Jwasteful, - .. 7 v = e

St e -

3
¢

rd

= The attached papers :.dentify 24 da.fferen: areas cavered by EPA
3 regulations which General Moters “believes are unnecessarily
# gtringent or do not benafit the public enough to justify
]

regulation. A:uch.meur. I is a listing of the. subject areas; . ‘
PR TP om P L Mian r Y e A e " T e e v ) L e e s :
EETE S ] . o e RER =g e -c"—"-g----—-—-\qp-_"- w,'-l.—ww. _IH::- - E
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Attachment II describes each wary briefly; and Attachment III
. © ' - contains a terse discussion .of the issues and recommended
' . aetions. All of these regulations could be changed by your
admipistrative inditiative. Your implementation of these
zecomuendations would, we believe, enshble both EPA and our
personnel’s talents and our resources to be applied in
significant measure to mere critical national needs than thaose

' addressed by these regulations.
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L. ATTACHMENT | Ly
& RECOMMENDED ACTIONS TO IMPROVE COST/EFFECTIVENESS o S i :
. OF EPA REGULATIONS. S
: : June 10, 1980 ot : :
General Motors has long supported requiations where there is a demonstrable health op :
i safety need nat met in the marketplace. This paper lists many regulations which might ‘1
H be eliminated, or modified.as indicated, without a significant effect on heaith, safety or
: the znvironment. The cumulative effect af these changes would save consumers and §
" taxpoyers billions of dollars, . . e By
Section L. Changes the Exesutive Branch Could Implement ;
Do " Subject : Recommended Actlon N f
! 1,  National Ambient Alr . Relax the definition of "attainment® - ' l
i Quelity Standards - -~ : - - T i
! 2 CD Waiver ) . Grant two-vear industry-wide waiver, -
§ "3 1984 Meavy Duty Engine - Establish 85% standard and-continue current | |
| . Emissions test procsdure . R
K @ Redundaney in Enforeement - - Eliminate radundancy oY
oo of Emisslon Stondards ~ ‘ . T
! . pe Haozardous Waste Management Prioritize classification of wastes R
{ . (&  Emissions Performance Defer implementation until an gccurate - G
; : Warranty ' short test is developed - - . :
i T Industrial Boliers « New Allow more extenswe use af innovatwe '
5 ( '+ 'Source Perfarmance Standard technology . - e
; 8.  Industrlal Wastewater Allow 3 years leadtime from date of stand< 7! i
Dischorge to Municipal Sewer ards for multiple source plants ' |

. % Light Duty Diesel Particulate Maintain 1982 standard of 0.6 gprm e

' Standards .. : ceh
(20 Light Duty Diesel NOx Waiver Grant full four year walvers on all dlesels i

("- 1. Engine Adjustment Tampering Reguiation should only apply to idle air-fuel ;

- mixture

{12,  Heavy Duty (HD) Truek " Impose BD dE(A) requirsments in 1984 MY .. !
Standards when new emission standards apply . ;--”—"""“W |

! i3. Unregquiated Emissions . Continue carrent practice indefinitely Mo PN |r
! 14, | Light Duty Dlesel Emission " Rationalize standards and procedures |
A Stondards = : . ;
a . ' o '
f' Section IL Prospective Regulations Which Should Not Be Promuigated i
Subject ] . ' Recommended Action ’

1. High Altitude Regulationa Eliminate unnecessary interim standards o

2. Light Duty Truck Puostpons and medify 1983 proposed

Emissions Standards | ~ regulation j
3. Chlorofluorocarbons : MNeed better definition of the prob!em and . :

potential solutions

- =

i

b

{ : : :‘
}, 4. Vehicle Refuellng Vapor - .. . -Control, If needed, should be at serviee T ey
ro Recovery” i " statloh not on.automobiles. Ve

{

i

{

I

oira¥ ot

5. Ultimate Heavy Duty Retain 80 dB(A) rcqu:rementé
L Truck Noise Standards Y




6§  Aftermarket Emission " “"Withdraw prbpuaal until realistic solution is

-, Controi Parts © found ,
B Emission Testing at, . .. Withdraw = proposal unwarranted

N Different Temperaturaes i ) . .
8. ikeavy Duty Engine Retain present procedure .
.~ . Emisastons Certification '
- ‘" Proeedures for Deterioration ' E ' . L.
: 9.~ Heavy Duty Fuel Evaporatwe Standardshould specify certification - A

Emission Reduction  + by degign*
{IE' Bus Noise Standards | Revise implementation program 77
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"Section |

ATTACHMENT U

o RECOMMENDED ACTIONS TO IMPROVE COST/EFFECTIVENESS
e : OF EPA REGULATIONS
- . June 10, 1580

P |

[

General Motars haa long supported regulation whetre there is a demonstrable health or

safety need not met in the marketplace. This paper summarizes many regulations
"which mignt be eliminated, or medifled as indicated, without a significant effect on

" _—health, safety ar the-environment. The cumulative effect of these changes would save’

-

conaumers and taxpayers billions of dellars.

‘All estimates given represent the best information currently avallable to General

Motors and are subject to changs, given the variability of ragulatory, technalnglcal.
"market and ather factors. ) _

_ Seetion1 Changes the Executive Branch Cnuld Implemant

1. Natisnal Ambilent Air Quality Standards

@ The ozone air quality standard of 0.12 ppm with only one allowable excursion
per year is far more stringent than necessary to protect public health.

Most of the problems this creates (state I/M programs, excessive industry

hydrocarben controls, construction bang) can be solved by allowing five excur~

. slona per year.®
Consurners would save $1 billlen per vear during 1982-1987 by curtallrnent of

-}

] " a
i ( Lo }/M programs.
MeiT it g~ Jridustry would save a large partion of the $15 billion cost of retrofit HC emis-

sion cnntrols.

+

.
.

2. COWaiver
Congress authorized a 2-year waiver of the 3.4 gEm carbon monoxide auta

o
emiasion standare to 7.0 gpm.

o QOranting walvers across-the=board for a.u englne.famalles would not )ecpardlze ‘
publie health. -

o This could save GM car buyers about $165 million over two maode! years. -

3. 1984 Heavy-Duty (MD) Enaine Emissions

o EPA sat stringent HD truck CO emission standards which require catalytie
converters on gas-powered trucks over 8,500 pounds. EPA alsa set unreall..r.ic
ond costly test procedures,

o If the CO standard required an 85% Inmstead of a 90% reductlon-a chanae

.. whieh would nat endanger public health--converters would not be necessary.
This wouid save purchasers of new GM trucks about $1,200 per truck, in Initial

cost, and an additional $1700, over the life of the truck, by not wsing unleaded

oo
6
GM about. $100.million for new test faexutuas and, tcu:\nng. raees wlepos seaiom

T -, . il Tal
s

Current test procedures are effective and should be retained. This wauld save .. . ..
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! 4 Redundaney In Enfurcernent'of Emission Standards

| © EPA uses numerous procedurss to ensure that vehicles comply with emission”
standards. Thig is redundant and castly.

Pratotypescértificatiomcosts GM nearly $40 million per year,

The redundancy"n ernission enfnro.ernent should be eliminated, -

A" o .
ﬂ" a
. 5.  Hazsrdous Waste Management

o Bynot prioritizlnn the treatment of potentlauy hazardous wasts, the EPA may
foree miny IndUstries to pay huge cost pemalties to dispese of relatively harma

H lass materials,

' -EPA shauld fully control the most hazardaus wastes immediately while phaslng
in raguiations of reduced. stringency to control other wastes according to their
"degree of hazard." f

The 207(’0) Emtssinns Parfnrmance Warrantg

EPA recently promulgatsd emns..mn petformante warranty requirements and
instituted “shert tasts" far vehlcle inspeetidns. Wnfortunately, the short tests

L . MWie do not correlate well with the federal certification tast procedure. Thus, the
T warranty program will result in errors and t:a telatively ineffective in

improving air quality.
The 207(b) warranty provisions shauid not apply untii a shott tast is developed

.

A .
if | '.:—'".Tﬁ-" 1nduntrial Enilers-Naw Spurce Performancs Sbandm-d (NSPS)
ulations require baghouse collector technology for control of

e @__Quirrent ERA reg
particulnte emissions from new Dol era.‘“l'h!s’ranhno!ngy costs-about 10 times
more than the new Side Stream Separator technaiugy, which GM developed

ond is now testing in Qhia,
The regulations should be enmcted to allow more extensive use of the Side
‘Stream Separatar or ather innovative technology. There waould be no Impact

|
ke
on air quality.

GM could save $150 million If the Side’Stream” Sepsrator cambined with the
use of [ow-sulfur fuels could be used, X

. Industrial Waste;uater Discharge to Municipal Sewer

EPA's projected wastewater trestment standards for 21 industrial categories
ware written to requlate businesses discharging wastes in only one category.
Integrntad facilities, such as all GM plants, produce wastewater in two of

“  more categories. They should be reguiatad through a separate set of standards
becauze different treatment is appropriate when two _or mare reguiated
. s lk

- e -a .
e
» 1o Lem e

tar JIntegrated facilities would allaw GM_ tg .Rostpone and pussibly redu::e
nxpendrtures of roughly $100 mitlien, _

":“—‘—-u—ﬁ—... N
]

i
{ .
j o

wnich ::orrula:es with the full eertificatmn test.

aubstonces combine in a aingle discharge., |
'A 1hrae year delay for campliance from the date of promulgation of standards )

b
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o7 9, Light Duty Diesel Pafticulate Standards ' _ 1

- EPA has prnrnulgated technology-farcing particulate standards of 0.6 gpm for

0
1582 and 0.2 gpm for 1985. These levels, along with a 1.0 gpm NOx standard
facarally, 2 .4 gpm NOx standard in California and high altitude standards in
: 1984, are beyond the rgach of technolagy.
o At a minimum, the 0.2 gpm standard for 1985 should be rescinded until

reasonable controi technology is availabla.

¥ 10. LightDuty Diesel NOx Waiver

L EPA hes denied entirely, of granted-short term-waivers frarn the 1.0 gpm NOx

¢ w7 777" gtandard, 'which tends te inhibit development of diesel teshnotugy. _
o EPA ahauld grant the waivers for a full four -years on current and future
¢ engines, as authorized, inatead of anly far two years on engines currenl:ly on
l the market. -

T - 11, Engine Adjustment Tarnnerina T tasp,
4 -
| o EPA requires extensive hardware changes and testing to inhibit ‘tampering
I, .. . 1 with ernjssion control systems.
;TN e Hafdware ‘ehunges should be limited to making. idle, air-fuel mixture sarews
) innccessible, since-this is the only gotion justified by flold data. = -
‘o This would save GM new car buyers $42 milllon in' 1981 and $50 millien in

1982,
12. Hauvy Duty {HD) Trusk Noiae Standards .
EPA regulations now mandate a reduction of new HD truck noise frorn 83 dBA

-
.

A

O TR YA e

o

ning with 1982 maodels,

0 Vehicle nolse at current levels constitute an annoy e, 4t oSt —but-Rot- a
threat to public health. The B0 dB(A) level should be delayed until 1984 MY
when hardware chanaes for nolse and emission control can be installed at the
same time.

GM D truek purchasers will save an estimated 3500 per truck at the

83 dB(A) noise level compared to 80 dB(A) level

R TR,

_'13. Unrequlated Emissions

o e .
[ 0, EPA has indleated an intent to require sutomotive manufacturers to submit
. ) health effects data for unregulated emissions to prove that no unreasonable
| . risk to public heaith will result fram the use of a new device ar engine.
RN TR o The Ageney should not require proof of a negative, i.e., that no health risk
i . . pxists, but should maintain the current practice of ubtaining a statement of
Q- ‘eomplianee from manufacturers. ‘
; 16, Light Duty Diesel Emitssion Standards
1. - .
i .-.a Beatween federal EPA and California, atandards for light duty diesel vehicles
. . will ehangs each year for the next several years, making optimization of
L systema difficult, if not impassible.
) EPA shouid preempt California's mdependent course, since federal standerds

are now virtuaily as strict as California's. Fuel economy losses and muodel
restrictions In California constitute a greater pznaity than the almest immea=

aurnble pir quality benefit.

SN P
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i aption II Pmspective Regulationa Which Shauld Not Be Promulgated

1.’ Hiah Altitude Regulations for 1982-83

ERPA ‘has proposed stringen: interim high aititude standards, ineluding a

]
requirement that all cars sold at sea~level be capable of adjustment to meet .
these standards at aititude, *

0 These standards are not mecessary, since most 1981 GM cars (and others as '

well, it appears from public statements) will be capable of meeting the
Interim requirements at altitude through the altitude compensating .o

; capabiiities of the advanced emission control systems.

- 2. 1983 Light-Duty Truck Emissions Standardé

Stringent emissions standards, test procedures and definitions—-patterned after
the unrealistic HO requlations--have been propesed. The regulations will
require a catalytic converter and one catalyst change, and estab[lsh a useful

. life of approximately 130,000 miles, etc.
These proposals shouid be withdtawn and enly reissued after modifications are

made so that they are realistic and cost/beneficial,
. New GM truck purchasers wouid save 332 per vehicle initiaily, and later up to
$500 .per vehicle for a deleted catalyst change, GM will save sbeut $2.3 -+ . .-

' million, or about $340,000 per engine-family tested. .

.

Ch!c;cfluo-uca'bone (Freon)

_ 3
i L .
i C ' o While domestic use of CFCs dmpped over 50% when their use was banned in _
‘- gerasal-sprays; Eurspeans -have not cut their consumption significantly. . . . . .

Further reductions in dommestic consumption, therefore, will not selve the
parcelved problem of upper atmosphere CFC concentration.

If an alternative to CFCs I8 required In sufdmetive air conditioning systems

and seat foam manufacturing processes, GM would have to invest ¢lose to $1 '

billion far alternate systems.
EPA should postpone action until the prublem and solutions are batter defined.

-]
4, Vehiele Refueling - Vapor Recovery C
.". EPA has proposed to control vapor losses during vehicle refueling. The agency
’ is considering control equipment installed elther on the vehicle or at the ]

i
| - serviee station pumps.

L If control is justified, it should be done with equipment installed at the pump.
This can be accomplished quicker, as compared to ten years before hardware

‘ * eould be -on mest ears, in the npational fleet, Moreover, it :ould be
! ' *  {mplemented regionally where needed. :

T Ly .v:-"‘—..
AR

-}

LT T T

e g

o Such a decision would save new car purchasers from $16 to $26 per car or N :
; obout $160 million ta $240 million per year, i oot
>5: Ultimate Heavy Dutv{HD) Truck Npjse Standards T '

6 EPA inr.ends ultlmately to regula:e truck noise to 75 dB(A), probably by 1985. -

|
I

i o The technology available and economics make 80 dB(A) the lowest levél which
I, shauld be required, commencing with 1984 MY when other major hardware
{
1
!

ghanges are required.
EPA should discontinue pursuit of 75 dB(A) until the naed has been establlished

and.the technology for control has improved.



E",,. " 6. Aftermarket Emission Contral Parts e S S

EPA is proposing-that vehicie manufacturers test and determime whather
aftermarket replacement parts manufactured by other firms will cause an
emissions control system to fail to meet applicable new car emission
standards. Moreover, the vehiele manufacturer must honar the warranty for . N
such cther manufacturer's parts if the part Is "EPA certified. However, *

- vehicle manufacturets have no control aver the praduction or quality control
of thase parts. It Is also a violation of anti-trust principles, :

o The proposal 'should be withdrawn, and only repropnsed if a more realistic sys- K
tem can be developed, . : BRI

ENEREp—

7. Emission Testing at leferent Temperatures

EPA propuses to '.:eat prototype certification vehicles at high and low
temperatures in addition to the mean tempetrature of the vehicle's operating

' range.
o  The propesal should be dropped.
“This will save GM $500,000 pet year in new test costs and up to $20 rmulan

o
- . -additional investment costs for test facilities,
8. . Heavy-Duty (HD) Enaine Emissions Certification Procedures for Detericratfon AU
.o ! . |
o EPA intends to repropose a system of testing durability of new truck engines !

by requiring that they be installed In trucks in actual use for a period of time,
then removed for test purposes, tnen reinstalled for further fieid test.

‘ o This completely unworkable proeedure should be eliminated. . . f
T Tg " GM would save approximately $10 million per year. - v o s co kb i el |

9. Heavf Duty Vehicle Fuel Evaporativé Ermission Redustiva

A 2 e R e
N r

The system is completely. different frum the warkable and simplified one now
-used in Catifornia.
The preposed reguiation should be withdrawn, and Califarnia's procedurs end
concept adopted in order to avoid unnecessary capital expend:tures by truck
maohufaeturers.

. o GM would not have to eonstruct new test preparation storage faciilties, a new
* . sealed evaporative test facility and a new heavy-duty truek dynamometer,

‘: 7 10. Bus Noise Standards . o ‘

o Interim 83 dB(A) noise standards for transit and intereity buses would add ]
signiticant cost and adminiatrative burden, with negligible resulting benefit. 3
EPA should regulate directly to 80 dB(A) in 1984 MY, and withdraw ‘
‘subsequent reduction to 77 dB(A) until it has been demonstrated as feasible

without severely affecling performance, rnaintenance and durability. ' '

{

r

!

EPA has proposed a new system to control HD engine evaporative emissions. ' J'
_— !
{

|

!
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e . o . ATTACHMENTI®  C ~

‘ RECOMMENDED ACTIONS TO IMPROVE COST/EFFECTIVENESS =~

OF ERPA REGULATIONS

_ June 10, 1960

Qaneral Motors has long supported regulatiéns where there Is a demonstrable health or :

¥ . saafety need not met in the marketplace. This paper discusses many regulations which

might be eliminated, or modified as Indicated, without a significant effect on haalth, L

: safety or the environment. The cumulative effect of these changes would save - LT
consumers and taxpayers billions of dollars, . ‘ .

i

All estimates given tepresent the best information currently available to General
Motors and are subject to change, given the variability of regulatory, technologieal,

‘market and other factors.
- " . . L L
et ’ [

, ' Changes the Executive Branch Could Imelement

[ . L NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS (NAAGS)

EFA to establlsh ambient alr quality standards  for

, 1 In . 1970, Congresa required
pollutants. In 1971, EPA set standards*far, among others, oxidants (later renamed
‘ ‘ozene), carbon monoxide (CO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO32). Subseguently, EPA was

f wsitattdiracted to review ench of the standards at least once every five years. - A roview oft. f
. . the ozone {O3) criteria and standard was recently completed; the CO and NOg ) . f

' i

|

a:andnrds are currently in the review prnceas.

ERM AN T

Discussion

~ .. In opite of this review procedure, reliable prejections of ak quality indicate that the f
. -EPA standards snd complisnce measures contain redundancy and safety factors which C

E

|

mateny s ey

combine to constitute a substantial "overkill" of the problems they are intended to
mlven .

Specifieally, air quality projections showing the frequency of excutsions, based on pub-
" liely avallable data provided by EPA and the Couneil on Envirenmental Quality, tndi-
".oate that, with the probable exception of two or three cities, the NAAGS for CO
© - almost certainly will be achieved mationwide in 1987, solely by virtue of the improved
‘* prnissions charoeteristics of the vehicle fleet which will be on the rad In that year,

* Nething more naeds to ba done to achieve the CO NAAQS. ) o

e

T At s
-

Sirmntlar studies indicate that, with the excention of about 12 meu-upalitan areas, t he 03
standard will be achieved by 1987, nationwide, without resorting to state vehicle '
imspection and malntenance (1/M) programs, reasonably available contral technalogy o
(RACT), or transpartation contral measures (TCMa), ) . o _H o

the obsence of /M, RACT, ar TCMs, only Loa Angelea and possibly 2-3 others would be !
out of compliance if the State Implementation Plan criterion for determining ;
" “gpttainment” would permit excursions over 0.12 ppm 013 up to five days per year on the

(.o

.\ ot

{7 Ofthe 12 mer.mpolltan areas which are not expected to meet the 03 NAAQS by 1987 in
i

f

! average, instend of only one day aa presently allowad.

I .

IR O S
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3. 1984 HEAVY DUTY (D) ENGINE EMISSIONS

,? The recently promulgated Heavy Duty Engine Emissions re

gulation’is an outstanding
{ example of administratively imposed regulatory overkill, ' . .

Discussion
The Clean Air Act autharized a reduction in heavy duty engine emissions by 90%, but

peernits a smaller reduction. EPA's final requlation, went far beyond the legislative
incent by not enly establishing the new standards at the lowest possible level but, at
the same time, changing virtually every heavy duty regulatory convention that was
currently (n use. The intent of Congress could have been met by continuing to use the
existing test procedure, which would aliow the uvse of existing facilities and existing
aequipment. A permissibie reduction to 85% would have avoided $1200 in hardware cost,
primarily for catalytic converter systems, and $1700 in added lifetime unieaded fuel
easts for gasoline~powerad heavy duty vehicles, These facts were provided to EPA

disregarded them, The rules

during the rulemaking process, but the agenay
. promulgated made esmsentially all of the existing heavy duty engine test facillties

‘absolete. In sddition, no members of the industry were able to test and svaluate the
To be able to do

new scheme pricr to final rulemaking due to this lack of facilities.
the necessary testing, GM alone will have to spend almost $100 million. The air quality

lmprovements from these regulations are not expectad to be measurable,
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Beyond the spparent capriciousness of the test proeedure decision, several provisions
af the new requlations make the standards even more stringent than the 90% authorized

§
;t ‘By the statute,
! ' " . . .
, Far instanas, tha Assspiablzs Quality Lowve! (AQLY specified as part of the Selective
_Enfercement Audit (SEA) provisions-requlres that 90% of heavy duty enging production
T Triust comply with the emissien standards. In eontrast, EPA has accepted-a 60% pass
The 90% heavy duty engine AQL makes: the emissions

rate for passenger cars,
atandards more than 50% more stringent.

Alsg, EPA has changed the definition of truck. engine "useful lIfe” so that compliance

+ with emigsion standards and watrranty coverage is extended from twice ta more than
faur times current requirements for either heavy duty or light duty vehicles, This
requirement adds significantly to the stringency of the emission standards since the
pereentage reduction calculation ig based on "average" emissions from "new” engines.

Ne allowance is made for emissions perfarmance deterioration: resulting from normal

i . wear gceurring during an engine's lifetime.
While cost figures for the new AQL and expended useful life provisions are not avajla

T e Mt e,

substantial. _ :

j Recommended Action
The current test procedures should be continued for 1984 and until more cost effective
The fallowing

and significantly improved prozedures are developed and validated,
emission standards, in conjunction with current certification procedures waould satisfy

I the CAA requirements.
o * HC - 1.0 g/bhp-h (90% reduction)
CO - 20.0 g/ohp-h (8% reduction)

.. . .
NOx - 9.8 g/btp-h (approximate stringency of
gurrent standard)

obie, the impact of these regulations on the truck menufacturing industry will be very

o

..i-

PO Y
'



e bt b e e s S e g
L)

' 27 " Section |

There are many uncertalnties in making projections regarding the attainment status of
any particular gengraphical area. A draft report ot the MNational Comeission on Alr
auality Ozone Panel has discussed- many of them. For example, atmospherie intrusion,
as well as natural and man-made background emissions, need to be quantified better in
terms of their contribution to the existing 03 haseline. In addition, improved models
which will aceount for chemical reactivity and spatial distribution of amission sources
are under development. These developments and uncertainties suggest that the admin-

" istrative definition of "attainment" he relaxed to allow up to five excursions per year

above the 0.12 ppm level. This change Is justified on the basis of our inability at this
time to predict alr quality accurately enough to distinguish between one and five excur.
sions per year ‘and the large safety factor below substantmted health concerng of the

preasent standard and erlterion.

Lo

= lmplemenhation af :he "ﬂve doy per year" excurs:on limit would- -

o Parmil: ! drasr.ic curtailment of I/M programs, with a cunsequent saving to con-

surners of $1 billmn per year during 1982~1987, _
o Remove the need fur ret;ruﬁ: HC emissions control (RACT) programs In al! but a
‘few locallities, thersby raducing drarnatically the estimated $15 billion U.s. indusa-
. -try is now abligated to spend, ,
o Allow TCM pregrams to be implemented on the basis of long term energy conserva-

tion geals and socioeconomic shifts, rather than for puuution cantrol abjectives
T that wiil be realized anyway.

Recammended Actien °

EPA should nat require vehicle: lnspectinn and maintenance programs 2s a strategy
"for '‘dchieving the ozone and carbon monoxide National Ambient Air Guauty Standards

{NAAQS) until the results of the existing controis have time to be effactive.

EPA shduid aisa'relax its interpretation of nzbne air'ciuallty "attainment” so that State
Implementation Plans may permit excursions abnve the 0.12 ppm standard on ﬁve days

per year instesd of nnly ane.

2. CO WAIVER

A standerd of 3.4 gpm CO becomes effective in 1981, however-Congress provided for
walver to 7.0 gpm CO far both 1981 and 1982, Emission contral technology has been
developed to meet this statutory standard but with increased cost.

-

Discussion

iMost experta agme thnt granting an Industry-wide two-yesr CO wajver wauld have
Insigniticant effect on air.quality and public health. A balaneing of risks shows that
the incrensed cost to mast the statutory standard far exceeds any possible benefit. .

A CD walver at this late dote would save GM consumers abaut $145 milllon over two
years ar a savings of $80 to 70 per vehicle that could be affected by a walver.
Recommended Action ' —

EPA should. grant on industry-wide two-year waiver. This would allow the industry to
develop lower cost technology to meet the J.4 gpm CO standard in 1983.




. defined i fur
; radundanr. of nur internal efforts.

oy :hird enforcemernn activity evolvad when, E‘PA tequlred GM,_.through a, "voluntary"‘
program, to submit internaily-generated producgtion audit data en exhaust emissions

&4 . . Section ]

The heavy-duty engine "useful [ife" definitlen’ should be changed back to the currently
prescribed time periods consistent with the passenger car regulatxon. : .

The AGL for trucks shouid be changed to agree with that used with passenger cars,
4, REDUNDANCY [N ENFORCEMENT OF EMISSION STANDARDS

EPA's methods for cheeking compliance with automative emission standards are
radundant. We do not quest:on tha need for :nmpuanae, but only the means for insuring

1.

blucuésigﬁ :

Certification is the firat requirement in the compliance process. GM spent nearly. $40
million to certify its 1980 product line. Some of the present certification provisions
are certainly not needed, Recently issued Parameter Adjustment Regulatlens, required
for certification, will cast the GM consumer abaut $42 million for model year 1981 and

"obout $50 million in 1982. These costs are largely unjustifled. Morsaver, new certifi-

cation complications under development by the EBA could affectively disgaurage innova-
tign cimed at fuel efficlency. EPA is also working on new testing requirements

eorrespending to atypical sustomer usage, including a special test just to simulate New -

Yurk City driving.

Plnnt Insoection Is a comp!lance tool EPA uses which Is also totally unnecessary. We
are constantly improving our production processes and quality control systems in ways
that will assure, among other things, that the ©M vehicle configurations are built as
fur Cartifieation Application. This EPA enforeement scheme is r.hus

(FETS). GM originally implemented this quality control program to assure compliance

with the Certification Application and to detect production vehicles that exceeded the
. standards. .

The GM audit programs are far more effsctive in controlling new car emissions then

- BEPA'a fourth layer of requirements, Selective Enforeement Audits (SEA), because aur

own feedback loop is short, thus permiting quick correction,in constrast to the SEA
situation, The effectiveness of the GM program is evident from our exemplary eompli-
ance record. General Motors has experienced 55 SEA test orders so far and has passed
oll but 2. These two were on vehicle configurations that had already been identified by
the internal GM audit (FETS) and corrective action wag already underway: EPA uses its
third layer of enforcement procedures, our own audit data, to trigger the fourth layer,
SEA. Useless confrontation under these cifcumstances Is almost inavitable.

EFA employs In<Uae Surveillance to detetmine if vehicles meet the emissicn standards
for five years, or 50,000 miles, as required by the Clean Air Act. The EPA test pro-
gram i3 currently at a high enough rate to check each major engine family onee during
its flve year/50,000 mile peried, I[n<Use Surveillance produces Recalls. Since 1977
approximately 1.6 million GM vehicles have been recalled and brought into compliance
af no expense to the owners, This highly successful EPA compliance prngram alone

obviates the naed for tha other compliance steps deacribed herein.

The EPA enfarcement toola also include brosd autharity to gather informatian (Clean

Alr Act Section 208 Requirements), Section 208 allows EPA to obtain any
Wreagonabie (nformation’ 10 making a determination of whether the manufacturer is In
compliance with the Clean Alr Act and/or EPA rﬂgulanions. Qne might gquestion
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. whether EPA limits its Information requesf.a to items necessary for compliance
‘enfarcament. Many of the requests appear averly broad, and require unhecessary effart -

.

: "
: .(‘"’

; Recummended Action

to prepare responsas.

‘Defast Reporting refers to identifying errors, exceeding 25 of one kind, in ratetials or
GM,

workmanstip waich usually eccur during assembly eatly In a preduction run.

befors the requlation, recalled vehleles in 41 cases containing defects that influenced
emissions. (In some cases, the SPA definition of "defeet" can mean’ a par: differing
only in ldentification number from that in the Certification Application.) Thus, this

seventh compliance tool ts unnecessary. -

EPA is currently requiring some statee to institute vehicls Inspection/Maintenance
(/™) programs as an additional compliance enforcement mechanism. I/M will become

redundant since new emission systems are highly tamper proof, and In-Use Surveillanes

provides the same discipline as I/M. In-Use Surveillance is much more effective than B
1/M because the tests {or compliance in the farmer program are more reliable, The
cost/benefit ratic for I/M programs thus appears to be very unfaverable,

Perfcrmance Warranty - Ser:tton 207(b), 2 ninth enforcement step, is triggered by 1/M.
Recently signed by the EPA Acministrater, this requiation will require menufactursrs
to pay for the repair of eligible cars that fail an EPA "short test" under the 1/M
program even |f failure is caused by a part that is not angmal equ:pmen' nor even

manufactured ar authdrized by the manufacturer. .

.

Obvidu:!y, the redundancy detailed sbove 1s costly for both £PA and Industry; further.
fhore, It is inflationary for the whole country. Scarce financial resources are being

diverted ynnecessarily from the majot mdus:ry effort to convert capacity to more fuel-
emmen: gars, aureay it Is time ta Segin iz dismantle this redundanzy,

3 A . . .
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EPA should reduce redundanc; by relving primarily on the Im-Use Surveillange and

© += Reecall programs, and by eliminating or rnducmg all other enforcement regulations

*

nntad above,
5. HAZARDOUS WAS‘I‘E MANAGEMENT e . ’ : '

Dn May 19, 1980 EPA promulgated hazarddus waste regulat.icms under the Rescurce
Conservation and Recovery Act. These reguiations include criteria and lists for
identifying hazardous wastes. EPA did not consider the "degree of hazard" concept
recommended by professional and industrial organizations during the rulemaking
Therefore, all identified hazardous wastes are required to meet the same

progess,
stringent requirements. This EPA appreach does not allow orderly implementation of
controls, imposas unnecsssary control costs on less hazardous wastes, and diminishes
ffar:a te ccn:ral the maost hnzardnus substances first.- =~ o
Qi_ss@m L o DL
Cy

- EPAestimated that the hazardous waste regulation will impose.$310 million capital
‘&85t -and $510 million per year eperating cost on Industry nationwide. The ‘total cost
uatfmated by the business ccmmumty was aver $2 billion per year. Of the four million
toma" bf wastas geferated within 'GM last year, 50% may be identified as hazardous
under EPA regulations and result in apprommately 5180 m:lhon per year addi::onal cost

-—

fnrdlsposnl.. . T oo -
EPA': “failure to conslder the "degree of hazard"’ edncept 'is” ewdeﬁﬁ in the 11": ng of ’
e following two wastes a3 hazarddus in the May 19 regulations: -7 -

- L A N
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o Waste olf. (‘-‘F'A scheduled llstlng for Novernber, 1580.)
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Sectlon |

.0 "FDO6 - Wastewater treatment sludges from electroplating aperations.”

o "FOO7 - Spent plating bath snlufions from electroplating aperatlrjns."

FD06 is much lower in degree of hazard than FO07. New Yark and Ohio State agencies,
are considering the disposal af FODS in separated eells in sanitary landfills, as opposed
to FOO7 which may contaln highly toxic cyanides or strong acids which require special
management. Other examples of low hazard wastes are: -

Lead bearing wastawater treatment sludges frorn gray iron foundries, (EPA

o
_ acheduled listing for June, 1980.)

Recommended Aaticn

EPA should mvise the May 19, 1980, regulations to Incorparate the "degree of hazard“” ‘
. epneept, .

6i 207(b) PERFORMANCE WARRANTY REGULATIONS

EPA intends to implement the performance warranty provisions of the Clean Alr Act by
the recent promulgation of regulations defining a "short test" for I/M programs. Under
this ‘warronty, 1981 and latet mede! sars failing an emission "short test”'would be
brought into compliance at the expense of the vehicle manufacturer. However, the
“short tests" ERA proposes differ from the test used to certify vehicles and, in fact,
no short test exists, mor is one likely to be developed, wnich will adequately correiate

© with the certification test.

. ‘.“.--_- o . , B
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The Performance Warranty Regulat']cns fall under Seetion 207 of the Clean Air Aze,
Campliance of Vehicies in Actual Use."The defest warranty and recall provisions of
this Sectien already are operative. The performance warranty reguiations nave eniy
recently been issued.
maintenange and aftermarkaet part self-certification regulations, a group these
regulations are going to be very costly to implement; costly tn consumers and
taxpayers. Their total cost is expected to run Into billions with only a nominal, if

any, improvement In air quality. .-

Since the Performance Warranty Regulations have just been jssued, there has not begh
an opportunity to evaluate fully their impact. However, these regulations likely wiil
have a significant adverse impact on the automabile Industry in terms of administrative
costs, burdensomme procedures for implementation, warranty costs fer parts, diagnosis
gnd repair, and the cost of warranting a third party menufacturer's part. Although the
totnl cost of implementing this Performance Wartanty has not been estimated yet,

It is expected to be substantial.

In oddition to the administration and implementation costs, the regulations as proposed
esontaln serious legal prablemns which may require litigation in order to ciarify the
legality of the requirements, This, too, will prove to be expensive and time consuming,
‘diverting goverpment and industry personnel-from more productive efforts.

Recemmended Action

The perfarmance warranty regulation should be rescinded until a pract!cal way is found
to measure snmpiv emissions of vehicles in service. Existing In-Use Surveillanse and

Other reculations in this group are short r.est, lnspec:inn gnd -
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‘Reecall programs are adequate and much more effective ways of assurmg the emission

L

eontrol performance of cars in use, .
7. INDUSTRIAL BOILERS-NEW SOURCE PERFORMANCE STANDARD (NSPS)

ERA 12 curtently developing a New Souf@®erPerformance Standard (NSPS) for industrial
and commersial boilers of 10 to 250 million Btu. The standard requires the use of
baghouses far particulate cor\trul, as well as flue gas scrubbing for sulfur dioxide
emission control. Environmental impact studies clearly indicate that these controls

are unreasnnably costly based won a cnst/benefit analysis.

Dlscussnon _
Based on extensive monitoring and medelling data, the cost of baghouses and wat

- serubbers ez2n be shown to be excessive compared to the benefits derjved, when applied

to industrial-size noilers.

h The estimated cost of hagh'm-sses and scrubbers to the total industrial sector will be $1

to $2 billion between now ang 1985. If technologieal innovations such as the newly

"' developed GM side stream separator and low-sulfur coal can be used as an alternate to

baghouses and scrubbers, this estimate could be reduced to approx{mately $100 milllon,
with only minimal impact on ai- quality,

Fer GM gomplianee with the propcsed NS5PS for :he cnntrol of sulfur end particulates
of the appruxi-na:ely 60 raplacement boilers scheduled over the next ten vears is

estimated at 5157 miilion; use of the alternate contrel strategy s estimated at §7
rnuimn, thus auawmg & petential saving of §150 millizn,

*Rippmmended Act!on R

EPA should pestpone the NSFS until environmental data from the use 2f the GM side
atreum aeparator and lnw-sulfur coal is analyzed.

" 8. INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER DISCHARGE TO MUNICIPAL SEWERS

The Water Pollution Control Act requires indus:rial discharges to municipal sewers to
meet EPA pretreatment standards {issued by meanufacturing category) within three
years of promulgation for each categery. Mast of the. GM plants are integrated
facilities {facilities with several waste categories) and -will be affected by at least
geven different categarical pratreatment stamdards to be pub!ished between now and

July, 1981, "

Discussion

The National Commission on Water Quality did nat address pretreatment standards.
The seven pretreatment standards to be issued by manufacturing categery (single
categery) will apply to 134 af GM's ULS, manufacturing facilities (multipie category)
which discharge to municipal sewer systems. As an example, compliance with the
promulqated electraplating standards, by October 1982, will cost GM an estimated 5100
million, The other standards yet to be promulgated would require a projected addi-
tional $200 million for compliance. Congressional sction is-not -required to delay the
cnmpltance date fnr each ca:egnrical pretreatment s:andard.

Recommended Actfun K .

EPA should deiay compliance with the pretrantrnent categoricak standurda until- 3 y"anrs
after the last standard affecting an integrated facllity is promulgated. Thia would

iy
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cilow time for affected industries to minimize expenditures by cost-effective design of
treatment facilities that could comply with one combined pretreatrent standard.

2, LIGHT-DUTY DIZSEL PARTICULATE STANDARDS

The particulate standards enacted by EPA are more stringent than required and will

" discourage development of fuel efficient diesel engines. The Q.2 gpm standard for 19835

is not technologically feasible at the prasent time. Even the 0.6 gpm standard for 1982
eonnat be achiaved on most engines without a waiver of NOx to 1.5 gpm. California's
0.4 gpm NOx requirement cancels all diesel passibilities.

- Discussion

Emiasion control technology does not exist to meet the 0.2 gpm standard and cuncepr.sl

. being researched need much more development before they can be considered practical.

The most promising tzehnology for meeting a 0.2 gpm particulate standard invalves

~ some form of redenerating particulate trap, but the development remaing in the exper-

irnental stage, -

Cast for the cantrol hardware is difflcult to estimate since no feasible system has been
developed. Mowever, cost estimates on the prime concepts bemg developed range from

$400 to $600 per-car.

The particulate ..r.andards are based o a Clean Alr- Act requirement for maximum

ernission reduction cunsidenng available technology, cost, lead time, naise, energy and
safety, EPA hasonce again chosen to set technology forcing standards which will cause
unnecessary developmer: costs, If the standards were pnstpaned, the effect on amblent
ﬁsr*l-ulate Ieve!- woui2 be minimel.

{acommendﬂd Actton-"" “a -..-.':‘?i'- o=k T TR TN L T q!uf..}‘-“-‘# e D TR L T A, % X 3."-&'9-&'*‘:‘..;»\1- ﬂrd\nm ‘gﬁ‘k

The 1985 (0.2 gpm particulzte standard should be rescinded urlil reasonable control

.technolagy Is avallaple. EFA shauld grant NOx waivers for light-duty diesels to the

maximum extant allowed by the Clean Air Act (& years), and revoke California's waiver

. for Its 0.4 gprri NOx standard.

20. LIGHT-DUTY DIESEL-NOx WAIVER

A standard of 1.0 gpm NOx s effective in 1581, but it can be waived to 1.5 gpm
through 1985. Technaology does not exist to meet this standard, especially in conjunc-
tion with particulate -and altitude standards. This tends to discaurage diese! engine

development.

Discussion

Most experts agrae-that granting the full four-year waijver, would have an insignificant

effect on air quality.. Attempting to mest the 1.0 gpm NOx standard will inerease par-
ticulates, making that standard even more difficult to meet, plus degrading engine
durability. The waiver provisiar. in the Clean Alr Act was included to encourage diesel

engine deveiopment. By-granting only restricted waivers, EPA is penalizing diesel

development efforts by forcing resources to be directed toward shert term goals,

1l -.'l-lq-.- -q.- --_.. P mem - -t

Costs for meetlng the NOx_ standard are difficult to patablish since the total control
wystemn must be integrated to meet not only NOx but also particulate and altitude

requirements. - These total system costs amount to approximately $100 per car in 1983
and are expcc‘t”&'t"‘“‘ench 5&00-5500 per car in 1984.
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* The basls for this regulation Is fleld surveillance work which indicated that

_ Ghokes in .hu 1980 made! vear,

© siement fer 1981 anc 1982 which ades sonsicerants camplexity anc =25t 1o the carbure-
tor choke mechaniam. .

Discussion

s L3 { 314 ¥ Y

Recommended Action

. Since there is no significant evidence or data to warrant - res:ricting the NQOx wawer,

EPA-should grant the full waiver. This will allow the concsntration of development
resources on longer term needs, allow the diesel engine to mature technically and avaid
'unnecesary :on:ml system casts,

. TRy sk h e g £
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11. ENGINE ADJUSTMENT TAMPERING

The Parameter Adjustment or antl-tampering regulation forces manufacturers to design

- engines sa as to eliminate emaine system adjustment features ar to limit their range of. ;
rdjustrment, -The requiation is arnbiguous and EPA has been forced te make arbitrary R
judgments for each proposed design. F'urtherrnnre, carsuretor Idle mixture serews are

the only adjustable featyre for which tamper resistance can be justified, aceording to

EPA' own field surveillance data.

+

Dlacusaaon

misadjustment of the air/fuel mixture at engine idie was a common occurrence.
Subssquently, EPA issued a broad regulation affecting this adjustment and several
others whigh have not been demonstrated te be. field problems. The flnai rule,
published on January 12, 1979, required four parameters to be sealed in the first two - .
years, beginning with 1981 {idle mixture screws and choke in. 1981, ionition timing and =~ 30050
idle speed In 1982), GM voluntarily included an idle mixture screw sealing cover an all
- of Its cars beginning in 1979, two years befare the rule became 2ffactive. In the spisit
of discouraging tampering, GM woluntagily provnded tamper-resistant features for

E:F'A haa. bcsn ‘vigareusly .enrfdreing this regulaticn In en a:b!u'ary rnanner by requiring
etailed aporoval of every deaign proposed. Oecisions about the accessibility of adjust-
"nen:s have baen highly subjec..we. Senera) Motars has entared iniz = ﬂenotlaced set-

As a result of this regulation, increased costs are estimated to be $42 milllon in 1981
and 550 million In 19820

Recommended Aetion

EPA should rescind all Parameter Adjustment requirements except those for idle mix-
ture sorews. . ‘ '

12, HEAVY DUTY (HD) TRUCK NOISE STANDARDS® ' o ".;'7 C
. s [

In urder to comply with both EPA noise and exhaust emission regulations, trucks will - : |
have to switch from naturally aspirated to turbogharged diesel engines. However, the = :
effective datea of theage requlations are different. It would be cost beneficial to cone
sumers [f both regulations became effective at the same time.

The next scheduled noise reduction for medium and heavy trucks will reduce the maxi-
num allowable sound ievel from 83 dB(A) to 80 dB(A} an January 1, 1982, This actian
will couse a number of naturally aspirated diese! engines to be replaced by
turbocharged versions. Two years later, in 1984, more stringent exhaust emission
standards for trugks will also require a switeh from naturally aspirated diesel engines
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to turbocharged configurations.

Qther changes required to meet the 80 dB(A) truck requiation in 1982, will increase the
cost of GM trucks to consumers by $25 million annually. This does not include the
increased maintenance costs on these trucks resulting from the added complexity of

' moise control hardware.

Racommendsd Action

' Enforcement of the 80 dB(A) truck regulation shauld be deferred for twa years ‘until
1984.

13, UNREGULATED EMISSIONS

EPA has indicated that it plang to require manufacturers to run extensive product tests
and health effects ar.udies related to possible exhaust emissions which are presently

unregulated.

-

" Dlsoussion s -

The 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments state that, effective with 1979 mode{-vear vehicles,
no emission control device or element of design shall be used If it will contribute
to &n unreasonabie risk to publie health, welfare, or safety. To date, EPA has issued
cartificates of conformity based on manufacturers’ statements that, to the beat of the
menufacturer's knov/ledge and belief, the emission sontrol devices being used comply
_with the requirements of thé Act, Hawever, EPA has indicated that it plans to require
these statements to be, based upon extensive product tests and health effects studies.
- The datalled test program outlined by EPA in a draft prapesal in [ate 1978 wouid cost
mmufactumra hundreds of millions of dnuam per year, ‘

'Tha amaunt ‘of' ":erstfr':g prupaaed by "EPA ‘i 'mieh” more than Reeded’ to’ effacttvely
" monltor unregulated pollutants, The requirements of the |eaislation can be satisfied by
¢ continuimg, arderly research-oriented study of the gort that has been in existence for
sama time In General Motars. In this program, we feview new control system concepts
and new engine design tvpes for the probable accurrence of unregulated ernissions, and

EYRET P A 3 1

test for unregulated pellutants that are suspect. We also asssess potential effeets on -

.alr quality and public health. Areas of particular eoncern are studied in more detail,
either within GM or by outside contractors.

Recommendsd Action

EPA should continue the current compliance-staternent procedure.
14, LIGHT-DUTY DIESEL EMISSION STANDARDS

.Emission standards - either. federal or California = for light-duty diesel engines
change each year from 1981 through 1985, requiring that engimeering expertise be
eoneentrated on  short-range goals rather than on long-term emission control
.development. The yearly change in standards hampars development of basic diesel

I “engine technoiegy and will Inhibit the increase In diesel engine applicaticns.

- a3

-Diseuman
-The yenrly changes in tht-duty diesel emission standards are aumrnarlzed as fo!lows.

1. Gaseous exhaust standards inelude g 1.0 gpm NOx level for 1981, walverable by
.s. - EPA to L5 gpm through 1964, EPA has only granted waivers.through 1982, and
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! only on sﬁeciflc engines,
L ‘2 For 1982, EPA has granted California a waiver ineluding a 1.0 gpm NOx standard.
! . 3 For 1982, EPA has promulgated an exhaust'particulate s:anda'rd of 0.6 gpm.
! .
P 4. EPA la. developing regulations to lmplement the required all-altitude standards for
}, ! 1984,
L‘
i 5. . EPA haa promulgated an exhaust particulate standard of 0.2 gpm for 1985.
3 Many of these emissiens standards cannot be achiaved with available :et:hnulogy and.‘
] new control technology must be daveloped. . .
| .
.. Since technology:to meet theae sequentlally more stringent standards does not exlst,

the costs to meet them are difficult to estimate, MHowever, attempting to meet these

standards in the short term will use manpower and resources better used to develop

. optimurn, longsterm solutions to diesel emissions.
Regcommended Acticn
The following octions are recemmended:
*1.  Grant full four-year NOx waiver to Lo gpm. - | - . oL b e

i "2, Reseind California 1.0 gpm NOx waiver, : | “ v -
P ' : S
&i ( , 3. Defer ail-altitude requirements.
iy i ' Lo N . e R T T Sion o
7 4. " Reseind the 1985 0.2 gpm particulate standard, AR N TS e e e
4 .
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SECTION T

f Proposed Requlations Which Should Not Be Promulgated

1. ‘HIGH ALTITUDE REGULATIONS FOR 1982-83

EPA has proposed high altitude emission standards for 1982-83, This reguiation is
unnecessary from the air pollution standpeoint, is net required by law and will result in
-significant certification expenditures and some hardware additions.

]
. . e e
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The Clean A'ln Act aunhofizes, 'bu: does not require, EPA to éet High altitude ern‘iss'ian

standards for 15981-83. Such standards were recently proposed by EPA for 1982-85 cars

and light trucks. ' ‘ R o
1981 GM cars will employ emission centrol technology which provides substantial altf- - SR
' tude compensation. On the average, the 1981 GM cars should provide high altitude

emission cantral similar to the EPA propasal. Thus, the regulations will result in no-
percentible benefit to air guality. However, certain individual models could require
significant improvement to achieve the proposed standards — equioment which could

add $10 to $60 consumer cost. per car, .
‘T_ha'r'e la provisien in the proposal for nmadification” of law altitude vehicles to meet © ' ¢
high altitude standards. ) _

T ) TR £ Rt i

~ In addition, the regulac'ion as proposad reguires cars to be eapable of adjustment to
C reet standards at both high and low aititudes. This capability is not available an all

-gars-and thus could eliminate certain high fuel-economy cars from national-produetions v - #aksr |
car meanufacturers' certification '

. It will most certainly add substantial cost to the
teating burden,

Recommended Actlon

.-.—-.—twwﬂ"i’*:“h\n.-—\.

EPA should discontinue any consideration of 1982-83 high altitude emisston

requirements. ‘ ,
2. 1983 LIGHT-DUTY TRUCK EMISSIONS STANDARDS

e ) Pmph_sad regulations for 1983 end later model year light-duty trueks (up to 8500 Ibs.),
. go far beyond the mandate of the Clean Air Act and exceed the Administrator's authors

ity under the Act.

‘f Digcuasion _ o : E
: In addition to establishing new ernissions standards, thé requlations propesed for 19837 ' i
and later model year light-duty trucks Inelude provisions which, (1) extend the’

regulated life of a fight-duty truck to about 130,000 miles instead of 50,000, (2)
severely limit allowable maintenance, (3) require virtually every vehicie to meet the
J stondards in SEA audits, as opposed to current procedures which essentially require the o
Lol "wsvernge vehlcle to meet them, and (4) change the durability test procedures to require .. * ¢ *~
a coatly and time-consuming in-service test to determine a deterioration factar. e

The Clean Alr Act only reguires a reduction in the standards for trucks between 6000
and 8500 lbs. after allowing a four-year lead time (which is not provided by the
proposal). The Administrator has the diseretion to set a higher standard. GM believes
T W amiy . '-_-—-.-.-:-: . ;
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the Administratar has exceeded hig au:hority ‘under the Act in most aspects of the
proposed regulations. . ~

p ‘
if promulgated as preposed, the requlations will add a sxgniflcant 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 equtpment cost, estimated by EPA at $62 per vehicie, B

2. Cost for cne catalyst change (estimated by 'GM at $300), required in order to
- certify the vehicle for 130,000 miles. S T

R A 2 5 L T

3 For every model year, the lifetime cost of an estimated 7% loss in fuel economy
will eost the nation's light duty tru::k drivers about $1.5 billion - at a gasoline

" ..~ . price of 81 per gallon. : o ) . T »
Certification costs to GM of the in-use durability program will be abaut 52.3
mitlion, or about $340, 000 per engine family. .

Total costs of the proposal would be above $14.5 billion, instead of the $3 billion EPA
estimated (since they did not include the need to replace a catalyst, nor the fuel

Insaea.)

. 4,

L Recommended Action _
[ " . 1, ' Postpene these regulations untll the air quality need is showr;.
i

g . 2. Rovise the reaulrerments of useful life, reduced maintenance and audit I:esting 80
: L 1. - they are somewhat realistie. _ _

Nﬂ"f YatA -s‘b;u\'.r ey W NS it T, 4 Sy Bt g et b Y p-qn LT e ¥, S Ay
3. When finally promulgated, the regulations should carryover pressrit' EPA™ cerﬂ-"““""*"‘\‘ﬁﬁ
ficatien r'qmrﬂments and audit practices and simoly establish the new HC and CO

smission standards, while ::-cvidinu the required four-year lead time,

e T

o L

., EPA 1s-considering reguiation of the non-aerasnl uses of chlcrof!uorucarbon.. {CFCs)
based on National Academy of Sciences (NAS) studies which state that the inereasing

|

. L |

* 3. CHLOROFLUOROCARSONS (FREON) e
!

| .
[l ozone depletion rate is cause for concern, If warldwide uses of CFCs continue at 5

today's rate.

Dlseussion i

EPA has already cut the U.S. usage of CFCs by 50% by banning CFC use in aerasol
sproys in 1978, Now EPA plans to reduce CFC use further by either |imiting production
to current levels or by limiting production to about 70% of current production in the
futura. The effects of this proposal have nat been adequately assessed. There ars no
currently availabie substitutes for GM's major uses (l.e., automotive air conditioning
rofrigerant R- 12 and flexible seat foam blowing agent R- 11). '

|

t

!

|

f

{ g change to any knawn alternate refrigerant for vehiele gir conditioning systemas ia
" required, the machinery, equipment and tooling for the current svstems would have to

be replaced. If an alternate refrigerant were selected now, we estimate that it would
[ N toke General Motars 5-7 years to tast, develop and place into product:un a svstem :hnr.
]

would be compatible with r.he new refrigerant,:



1f Géneral Motors were to change to an alternate blowing agent used In flexible seat

‘faarns, the development time to place such a foam'into praduction iz currently esti-

rnnr.ed at 2-3 years,
The Clean Air Act requires the Administrator. to studv the CFC prablem. and make

'recnmmendatmns far regulatlons. No effactive date is specified in the Act.

F'nr General. Motars, the current replacement value of the fixed assets which may have
¢ ta be replaced is clese to $500 million dollars each for both vehicie air cundltinning

.f and for flexible seat foams.

. Recommended A:tlnn

h
H
{
i
b

b okms e b R —

———

EPA shou!d postpnne any regulatary gctlons until the problem and potential solutions

are better deflned.
VEH!CLE REFUELING VAPCJR RECOVERY

_The Clean Alr Act (CAA) requiree EPA to examine proposals relatimg to refueling of
vehicles to determine the feasibiiity af .requiring new. vehicles to utilize on-board
hydrocarbon control technology as opposed to recovery utilizing stationary equipment
at service station fueling sites. A deeision to go on-board nat only would invelve mare
cost per unit of emissions cnntrolled, but wauld impose natinnal control which is not

needed in many areas. ' .

' Dtscussiun

EPA is requlred by the EAA to impose mgula:ibns requiring on-board-control if it finds,
" that appreach {zcmpared to servize station control) feasible and dasirable. However,

Jthat judément must, by law, consider cost effectivensss; GM estimates the cost is
an-bbard’ téntrel “in déllers “per “ton. of ermissions™

“abotit thres times dreater fof
prevented. The estimated cast per ear of on-board contrel hardware is S16 to $24 per
car which transiates to $160 to $240 million per year, assuminy other msanufacturers'

costs:are similar.

1t control of refueling emissions is actually required in certain ateas it can be obtained
quickly and more cost effectively with service station control, Qn-board sentrol would
invelve a natlanal program, regardiess of need and require more then ten years to-
become effective -- as a tesult of the time needed to replace pider cars wlthuut this

B typeluf cantral.

Recnmmended Action
lf‘conhrol af refueling emiosions can be justified, it should be confined to service
snntlan ccnhrol in those areas whers it can be shown to be necessary and cost effective.

tJL'ﬁMATE HEAVY. DUTY. {HD) TRUCK NOISE STANDARDS

ln r.hu truck nolae ragulations . origlnauy prupoaad in October 1974, the EPA inciuded
However, when the regulation was finally

published. in 1974, based wpon an- evaluatisn of the technology and economics by the
Administrator,.it'required a reduction to only 80 dB(A). Subsequently, EPA has stated

plans“ta limit tfuck noise to 75 dB(A)

tha: it la.the Intent of :he agency ta further regulate to 75 dB(A), prnbably by 19‘85.

L@ Leeman,
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Digeussion

,  There is no new information today that should chanue the fonplusion af the Adminis-
trater in 1976, The technology for attaining the 75 dB(A) Kayhd level for trucks still
requires engine and transmission enciosures, the cost and complexity of which iz out of

proportian to the benefit attained.

EPA has spent. and iz spending, money to bulld prototype trucks at the 75 dB(A) level ta . L

- try to demonstrate the viability of a 75 dB(A) requlation. These prototype trucks do
not offer any new technology compared to that demonstrated and reported by the DOT

quiet truek pragrams starting in 1974, The DOT reports on thase pragrams were part of | {

’-___._._tha EPA _evalustion of the viability of a 75 dB(A) regulatien in 1976.

] The EPA intentien to require 75 dE(A) is belng pursued without any indication of new
. technology being avallabie and without an appraisal of the benefits ensuing from regu-
lations already in effect. This expressed EPA intent forces industry to divert resources

frorn more presalng problerna.

T . sran -

Re:ommended Actlnn _ - s v e

EF'A shouid stop pursuing the goal of 75 dB(A) regulamun an medlurn and heavy trucks
until: i .

L. Tha Impruvemenn in the environment resulting from 80 dB(A) trucks has beesn
properly evajuated; but the timing of the 80 dB(A) reqmrement should be

coordinated with emissions cc:ntrnl revisions in 1584,

i e e e
et s 8 e

T‘war- la a demonstration of r\olse eontrol technulcgy, other than total enclosires

-1
1 for engines and u-ansm:ssmns, that would be more cost beneficial and more
B34 ™ practical fop fleld use. | =+ 30 SY iermaren oo mai, d st TR« v s BT et wiatie e a3ty
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6. AFTERMARKET £MISSION CONTROL F’ARTS

The aftermarket part seif-certification regulations were proposed an August 8, 1979 as
aresult of requirements added to the CAA in the amendments af 1977 The
ungaceptability of the proposal was svident at the EPA public hearings on October 3
and 4, 1979, in which the proposed requlations were overwhelmingly rejected by ll
_witnessas. Even the autamotive aftesmarket associations, which criginally lobbied in
Congress for the program and drafted emissions standards for specific parts and

systems, did not support the regulations as proposed.

Dis cuéslun

As proposed, this program would permit aftermarket parts manufacturers to self-
cortify that their parts would not cause the emissions from a ear to increase If these
ports wore installed. It would also.require each vehiale manufacturer to monitor and
validate the test data and claimed capabllity {or the aftermarket. parts applicanbie to
: that vehicle manufacturer's products. Vehicle manufacturers woutd be liable for the
i guality of the part and instollation, despite the fact that vehicle manufacturers have .
no caontrol over the parts or the people invelved, While these proposed regulations were
portrayed by EPA as not having a significant cost lmpact., they are in truth “significant
. maojor requiations” {as defined by the President's Executive Order 12044). General
Motars estimatés §20 millien in non-recurring facilities cos. - and 530 rnulion annual

' . racurring ‘cost = for GM aluna.

+
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Reecsmmendad Actiaon

The aftermarket seif-certification propasal should not be promuldated as proposed.
Final requlations should be deiaved until a definitive cost effeativeness analysis can be
perfofmed, This delay would not have a significant negative impaect on air quality,
aftermarket part manufacturers, the independent repair Industry, or the vehicle manu=-

facr.urers.
7. EMISSION TESTING AT DIFFERENT TEMPERATURES

EPA is daveloplng regulations which would’ require emission testing of vehicies at
temperatures above and below the tempcrature at which the standard emission test is

These reguiations would require major new expensive facilities and add
There is no current evidence, to our

T e i e,

RETR- T

PUn.
" signifieantly to the certificatien test load.

Discussion

EPA believes that the the Clean Air Act empowers them to expand certification testing
requirements to incljude operating temperatures and conditions not now included in the
Federal Test Pracedure. In Septermber, 1972, EPA lssued an Advisary Cireular which
attempted  to implement such changes without aven using normal rulemaking
procsdures. General Motors responded by questioning the nesd, authority, and proposed |
method of implamenting these requirements. GM beiieves that these additional testing
requirementa ere not mandated by the Clesn Alr Act nor required from the standpoint

of gir quality in view of the many other existing lavers of comptiance.

+ General Motors has vejuntartly supplied datg to £PA whieh demonstrate that present
i \__ ' control aystems at temperatures different frofm the standard test temperature provids
i""‘ = voboUY the “samié’ proportional eontrol as.they do. at” the: standard termperature, = Thus,:-
i elaborate new test reguirements would not provide any slan!ftcant additional air quall:v

benefits, . ..
_For the 1980 model year, ine added cost to General Motars for acditional testing and
newfactiities tocomply with 2P A's proposed requirements wouid have been approximately

-$20 million, ‘ - - .

T v T e

e

i
".
B
;

:

i

#

Regcammeanded Actiaon '

: . EPA should aancel this activity.
’ B. HEAVY OUTY (D) ENCINE EMISSIONS CERTIFICATICN PROCIDURES

{ FOR DETERIORATION

i ‘Firat propoaed. as pa.rt of the 1981& D exhaust emission package, this pravlsiun was
withdrawn but is planned to be reproposed for 1985, - et e TR
Dlscuaalnﬂ . _ '---.- ST waede Al

!

|

I EPA intends to implement a sysl:em of testlng HD engines tu establish cer:lﬂcation
deterioration factars. This.system would* teguire that engines be placed in customer

{ vehicles whigh are in service. Periodically, for-as many as t#n years, the engines would

] be removed from the vehicles for emission testing and then reinstalled for further use.

|

!

i

i

The GM cost estimate for the program as originally proposed is approximately $10 mil=
lion just for the Initial model year. GM considers the current durabili:y test requirts=

ments to be adequate.

-knowledge, that indicates air quality benefits resulting from this effort and expense,

“;.'. FRPLF 3 {1
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i . Recommended Action

The "in-service” procedure to determine deteriaration fadtors would be unduly complex
and add considerable expense. The durability test should continue to be accomplished
an an engine dynamometer and completsd prior to start of production.

9, HElAVY-DUTY VEHICLE EVAPORATIVE. EMISSION REDUCTION

: . EPA has propoesed an unduly complex heavy~duty (HD} vehicle evaporative emission
certification procedure,

i ~ Discussion

p ~ In May, 1980, EPA proposed evaporative emission fulaes for HD vehicles patterned after
: existing rules for light-duty (LD) vehicles, Because of the large number of different
i 7. truck models necessary to satisfy the variety of truck uses, the size of the HD test
‘ fleet would be almost 2s large as that for LLO vehicles, Cansidering the difference in

LD and HD vehicle sales, the HD test burden would be disproportionate. Vehicle certi-

: fieation would be further complicated by the proposed requirement that manufasturers
" of incomplete vehicies somehow determine the final configurations of vehicies to be
completed by seeondary vehicle builders and procure these completed vehicles for cer-
tification testing. Thus, the vehiele manufacturer becomes responsible for the actions

: _ of othars.

: EPA's approach to HD vehicie svaporative certification Is particularly absurd in view of
California's suegcessful and sost effective sontrol of HD vehiele evaporative emissions.

duty vehicle system cdesign data tc establish hcavy-duty vehicle compliance,

-Rﬂcummﬂndﬂd Antion. T o — — -;,‘,t RS B R RIERTT o TR a..q,__. CUTRNF- S

* EPA should take the leng overdue acticn of adopting the California .regulatory concent
of "by design" certification. !f some additional type of testing is deempd necessary,
It should be limited to system ¢companent testing in order to preclude the need for large
new bullding facilities and oversized test equipment.

> 10, BUS NOISE STANDARDS

EPA proposed progresmive exterior bus noise standards of 83 dB(A), 80 dB(A) and 77
dB(A) in September 1977, EPA has not yet promuloated the requlation but is expected
to in June 1980. These standards would apply to schoal buses, transit buses and

Intercity buses.

et ot

Diseussion

or gound level, ~Establishing 83 dB(A) as the first level of requlation by EPA would not

w HERETit but would Tequire zostly praduction verification and
selective snforcement audit proTrams on the part of the bus manufacturer, Therefore,
Tt would be better te eliminate this first level of regulation and go directly to the 80
dB(A) level at some later date. General Motors mmntains that 80 dS(A) is the rnnre
cosr. beneficial level of regulatlon. D T L S PP L

Inasmu:h ag a 77 dB(A) transit bus conforming to all ottier perfermance requlrements in
‘.. this eountry has not been demunstrated, the technical risks of initially requlating to
this level are prohibitive. It is probable that this level of reguiation would require a
o.fully enclosed engine compartment. Sufficlent time must be allnwed to design and

Singce 1973 California has certified control systems "by design® i.e,, by projecting light=

Tranalt buses are built to a ‘DOT specification which establishes 83 dé(A) as the exteri-

ERtaddisicA b oL
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' unvironmennal Improvement.
EPA should not regulats to the 77 dB{A) lavel unt!l It has been demonstrated that buses
maintenance, and durability

* ‘ndequately test such unproven features for durr.nbility.

Recommended Action
EPA should not requlate at the 83 dB(A) level for transit and intercity Buses as it would

gdd costly administrative burdens for government and mdustry alike without redeeming

benefit.
We suggest that EPA regulate transit and Intarcity busés directly to BO dB(A)in 1984,
This has the sdvantage of achleving 8o dB(A) earlier wlth a corresponding significant

- s S et -
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operating at .that level will meet performance,

requirements.
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