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April 21, 1981 .

Mr. Charles L. ElkIns
Deputy Aazistant Administrator
for Nolse Control! Programs
Unltad 3+ates Environmental Protaction Agency
WashlIngten, D.C. 20460

Decr Mr. Elkins:

In your letter ot April 1, 1981, you |lsted several questions

regarding Fralghtliner!s Petition for Recensi deration, 1982 i
Medium and Heavy Truck Nolse Emission Regulations, which was R
gant to you on Merch 3, 1981. We have caretfully analyzed +he o
questTlons ralsed in your letter and are plemsed to submit tha

attached rasponse. .

One peint which wos not covered in our petit+ion but which |
would |lke to emphosize now is that | do not bellave that
elimination of the currant 83 dB{(A) regulation would be in the
best Interests of the pecple of +he United States nor of the
truckng Industry. The 83 dB3(A} ragulation has served a very
usetu! purpogse. |t has lowered truck nojse emi2slon levels and
placed all +ruck manytacturers on an equal footing, thus
eliminating any tree market Incentive for bullding trucks |ouder
+han the nerm. Removal of the 83 dB{A} raguletion and I+s
tadernl pre=emptive status would not provide any addi+lonal
regulatery retlat, and In fact would piace an addi+ional burden
on manufacturers. In the absence of & fedaral regulation,
manuftacturers would be forced to cemply with a variety of non=-
unitorm state and loeal raqulations, whlch would greatly
increase tha <ost of tasting, vehicle doevelcpment, and record
keeping. Thus, we are on record in supporting the current

83 dB{A) regulation.




Latter to Mr. Charfes L, Elkins

| would alse like +o point out that we are In the process of
reviewing +hae compliance testing and repor+ing proceduraes for
+he currant ragulatlion in an eftort to [dentity ways to make
+hese procedures less costly and burdensome tg truck
manufactureras and +he EPA, but atill ensure cempliance wit+h the
regulation. We wi!l| be sendling our suggestions to you in the
very near futurae.

Yours sinceraly,

46;%‘;»L9'J¢0@#

Reger W. Sackatt
RWS/dsb

airachmant
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Response to EPA Letter Dated April 1, 1981.

1. Productivity - The economic definition of productivity that we use is
shown below:

Goods_and Services Produced
Resources GConsumed

Productivity =

We believe the EPA is well aware of the resources consumed in meeting an
80 dB(A) regulation and has repeatedly analyzed the associated capital
and operating costs. An 80 dB{A) regulation would result in increased
manufacturing costs, increased vehicle maintenance costs, and increased
fuel consumption. The increased fuel consumption results from the
additicnal wejght of noise attenuation panels and the increased weight
of redesigned components. Quita obvicusly, all of these things will
result in fncreased resource consumption. The EPA has attempted to
quantify the costs of all of these items, and while there is sti11 con-
siderable discussion concerning what the total costs are, there 1s
1ittle disagreement on the fact that the price tag is substantial. We
are unaware of any incrasse in goods or services produced that would
result from an 80 dB{A) regulation. Hence, we are forced to conclude
that since an 80 dB(A} regulation would require increased resource con-
sumption with no increase in goods or services produced, productivity
would decline, : &

2. Tire Noise - At the outset, we would like to clarify two points. First,
we are not just inferring that the EPA has underestimated tire noise, we
are stating that the computer modeling results available to us conclusively
show. the EPA has undersstimated the impact of tire noise. Secondly, we
would 1ike to reiterate that in our petition, besides suggesting modeling
proceduras and demographic information as being the reason for the differ-
ance in EPA and Battelle model results, we also suggested that the reason
for the discrepancy could be in how the mode] results were interpreted.

"Me would 11ke the EPA to bear this in mind as they review the Battelle
‘laboratories computer noise model, and the results therefrom.

We are pleased that the EPA is taking a detailed and active interest in
the Battelle computer medel and s going to scrutinize all the modeling
assumptions and background data. The results cited fn Freightliner’'s
petition ware axtracted from a computer model developed by Battelle
Laboratories under contract to the Motor Vehicle Manufacturars Assocfatfon
af the United States (MVMA). MVMA has responsibility for administration
of the computer mode! and is willing to provide the EPA with the {nforma-
tion requested in EPA's letter. The information you requested in your
zett$r ?section 2, items a through h) may be obtained from MVMA by con-
acting: _

-

Mr. Nelson Fabian

staff Engineer - Environmental Activities Staff
Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Association

300 New Center Buflding

Detroit, Michigan 48202

phone (313) 872-431
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3. Transmissions - The EPA has asked for additional supporting evidence
of our claim that the primary reason for the current transmission re-
design affort is the 80 dB{A} noise regulation. To support our claim,
we are forwarding a copy of a letter from

Mr. Derek Dawson, General Manager
Eaton Corporation
Transmission Division

ta

Mr. Robert Edstrom, Senior Research Engineer
FreightTiner Corporaticn.

Eaton Corparation is a major transmission supplier for Freightliner
vehicles. In this letter, Mr. Dawson points out the following:

“To meet the 70/72 dB(A) requirement for heavy duty truck -
transmissions, 1t {s necessary to change the type of gear~
ing being used.* More specifically, this change 1is to higher
contact ratios.

Utitization of this fine'p1tch. higher contact ratio gearing
(increase in number of gear teeth) requires more precision
gearing than s currently being used.

The truck fuel efficiency and parformance demands wauld
require modiT{cations in the gear ratios of the trans-
missions, and.not the modification in the gear tooth con-
tact ratio (or pitch). The type of gearing (multi-mesh)
is 1ndependent from the gear ratios in'the trarsmission.
In fact, Eaton's new 1982 model transmissions !ave essen-
tially the same gear ratios as the old models, but the’
ge?r1?g was changed to mylti-mesh for reducing the noise
emission. - :

This results 1in the total cost of this program to be esti-
mated at approximately $21,000,000.

This amount does not {nclude the costs fncurred of carry-
ing additional {nventories of new design service parts while
?a1n¥a1n1ng sarvice parts availability of tha current design
eval parts,

As a result of the added manufacturing operations that must
be paerforned, as well as the absorption of the costs asso-
clated with the added capital expenditures, the selling
price of the product will have to be increased.

The result of the program will be a qufeter transmission
that requires added labor content to preduce., The dura=
bility of the transmission cannot be classififed as improved,
nor has the useful 1ife been extended. Consequently, the
Division will produce a higher cost, quieter transmission

*To meet the 80 dB(A) overall noise requirement for the total vehicle, trans-

. Mmission nofse as a single source cannot exceed the 70-72 dB(A) level.



that has the same useful life that the transmission being
produced today has. The program has consumed both finan-
¢iz] and human resources that might have been better util=
1zeg tg $xtsnd the 1ife of the transmission or reduce the
cost of ft,

We believe these comments conclusively support our contention that the
current transmission redesign effort was precipftated by the 80 dB(A)
regulation, not due to truck fuel efficiency and performance as the EPA
has contended. We would again 1ike to rejterate that the costs of the
curr?nzitransmiss1on redesign effort should be assigned to the 80 dB(A)
regulation.

Econometric Models - The EPA has made a craditable effort to do thorough
econometric modeling and we are not questioning the integrity of such
efforts. Hawever, the short term performance of EPA's predictions does
serve to point out the fallibility of the current "state-of-the-art" in
econometric models. Given the poor performance of such models in the
short run, there are serious questions about placing much credibility

in the results for long term predictions and using such long term pre-
dictions to Justify additional noise regulationms.

While it 1s laudable that the EPA {is attempting to update the economic
analyses, 1t 15 doubtful whether today's predictions will be any better
than the last set of predictions, given the volatile naturs of the param-
eters fnvolved in the econometric projections. Recognizing this, we
believe that EPA's only recaurse 15 to be extremely conservative in
astimating the costs associated with any proposed new ragulation.

Our own forecasting capabilities are quite .1imiied and generally geared
toward more near term projections. We usually respond to market pressures
and changing competitive positions more than trying to make long term
predictions. MHowever, basad upon Freightliner's best estimates, we

offer the following suggestions for EPA'sjuse in updating its econometric

forecast:
a. Class 8 production levels will not return to 1979 levels unti]

b. Usage of modulated fans in Class 8 vehicles has alréady reached
virtually 100% for reasons of improved fuel economy. No addi-
tional fuel economy gains will result from an 80 dB(A} require-

ment.

c. Currently, the prime interest rate is 17-1/2%. He do not antic-
ipate the prime rate dropping below 14% for at Teast two years.
Customer 1interest rates ara generally 1% higher than prime.

d. Typical price for diesel fuel is §1.15/gallon. We anticipate
that this price will increase by 10% per year, resulting in a
price of $1.53/gallon by Aprd7 1884.

Complianca Costs - From the questions asked by EPA concerning the data
on page 12 oF our petition, it appears thers may be some confusion on

what the estimates are and are not. The figures are not sales weighted
across Freightliner's available truck models. Rather, as explained in



our petition, the figures represent the costs that would be borne by one
of Fraightliner's customers if the 80 dB(A) regulation were implemented.
These costs were computed over a 5 year replacement cycle for Consolidated
Freightways Corporation of Delaware (CFCD) and are basad on CFCD replace-
ment rates and vehicle specifications. These vehicles include a mixture
of heavy duty vehicles and medium duty vehicles. Freightliner supplies
only the heavy duty vehicles to CFCD, not the medium duty vehicles. Hence,
we have used EPA estimates for the costs on medium duty vehicles and
Freightliner engineering estimatas for the heavy duty trucks. Sales pro-
Jjections were not used to calculate the numbers. Instead, projected
replacement rates were used based upon CFCD's vehicle replacement program.
The replacement rates and vehicle specifications are considered confiden~
tial customer information, and we are not at liberty to release them.

Noise treatments in the estimates included the following: quieter vendor
supplied engines, Freightliner nofse panels, improved exhaust system, and
quieter vendor supplied transmissfons. Because many of these components
are vendor supplied, the vendors ultimately determine what the costs of
the noise treatments will be. Most of our vendors are currently unwilling
to make a firm commitment for their noise packages, and some are unable to
even provide estimates. The numbers supplied in Freightliner's petition
répresent an educated engineering estimate of what the vehicle price in~
crease would be for vehicles built to typical CFCD specifications.

Because of the highly customized nature of the vehicle we build, it 1s
difficult to supply noise treatments by vehicle type. In our current
record keeping program of vehigle noise configqurations, we have over 300
separate vehicle noise categories, and many of the noise treatments for
our vehicles are on a case by case basis. Another problem with trying
to supply detailed cost estimates on the impact of the 80 dB(A) regulation
at this time {s that.we have not finished our noise testing program and
don't know what al7l our 80 dB(A) noise packages would look 1ike. Like-
wise, our vendors have not finished their 80 dB(A) development work, so
costs of vendor supplied components have not been completely finalized.
Qur best educated engineering estimate is that the additional noise con-
trol hardware would cost the customer between $400-$800 per vehicle,
depending on the vehi¢le configuration.
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Page Two

. My, Robert Edatram
Aprdl 14, 1983
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?g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
\ WASHINGTON. D.C 20460

’4( ”a‘tc"
4 1 APR 1881 QFFICE OF
AIR, NOISE, AND RADIATION
{ANR-490)

Mr. Roger W. Sackett
Executive Vice President
Engineering
Freightliner Corporaticn
4747 N. Channel Avenue S,
Portland, Oregon 97208 s, R

Deak Mr. Sackett:

The Agency has received your petition dated March 3, 1981 for an in-
definite deferral or withdrawal of the 80 dB noise emission regulation for
medium and heavy trucks, On January 27, 1981 the Agency deferred the ef-
fective date of the 80 dB nofse emission requlation for medium and heavy
trucks from January 1, 1982 to January 1, 1983. Included in this deferral was
a request for public comment on whather or not the one year deferral was
sufficient. On March 19, 1981 the Agency published a Federal Register Notice
(copy enclosed) widening the request for public comment to 3nc1uae considerd-

" tion of whether or not the 80 dB regulation should be rescinded. Since in your

-

petition you request withdrawal of the 80 dB regulation, which-is within the
scope of comments requested 1in the March 19 notice, I have included your
petition in the Medium and Heavy Truck docket. Final action by the Agency on
the disposition of the 80 dB noise emission regulation wilt be taken only

.after a compiete analysis of all relevant comments and issues, including an

analysis of those issues raised in your petition, is conducted.

Our initial review of your petition revealed gaps in the data supp)rting
several of your major contentions. These gaps make it difficult for us'to
fully assass the merits of your submission. In addressing this very important
issue of the 80 dB standard we want to make the fullest use of the expertise
of the companies affected by the reguiation and the information available to
them, Therefore, I have included as an enclosure a 1ist of technical points
on which we would appreciate clarification. We reaifze that some of the
requested data may be proprietory. We, of course, will treat any data so
identified {n accordance with established Agency policy for the protection of
such confidential and proprietory materials.

Sincerely,
(f:::35é;;;;éizl‘szzfgééégiz;sz.a
iCharles L. Elkins

. Deputy Assistant Administrataor
forJNoise Control Programs

Enclosure



FREIGHTLINER PETITION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY FOR WITHDRAWAL OF

THE 80 dB NOISE EMISSION REGULATION FOR MEDIUM AND HEAVY TRUCKS

On page 4 of your petition you indicate that the 80 dB noise emission
regulation will result in decreased productivity. Could you please
elaborate on this matter and provide us with documentation.

On page 6 of your petition, you state that tire noise is more significant

than previously taken into account by EPA, Specifically, you believe
that EPA had used incorrect modeling procedures and inaccurate demographic
information. You infer from data supplied by Battelle Laboratories to
ygufthat EPA has underestimated tire noise dominated impacts by a factor
of four.

In order for us te fully assass 'the tire noisa contribution and the
differences betwsen the Battelle data and EPA's we would appreciate
the following information: '

a) tire noise emission levels as functions of vehicle category,
speed, tire type and tread design.

b) vehicle emission levels as functions of vehicle category
and cperating mode for both unregulated and regulated vehicles,

¢} vehicle population data ‘1nc1ud1ng baseline population, projected
growth, and projected market share by vehicle category.

d} vehicle survivability data by vehicle category.

e) ‘national population data and projected growth.

) population distribution by roadway typé and activity category,
g) roadway mﬂ'eage, configuration, and travel data.

‘h} traffic noise propagation anld attenuation schemes,

On page 8 of your petition you state that transmission vendors have
jndicated to you-that current transmission redesign efforts have baen
precipitated by the 80 dB noise regulation and not by fuel efficiency
and performance demands.

Since this information is not consistent with information the Agency
has recelived, we would appreciate receiving any data, correspondence,
or reports that you have received from transmission vendors that the
prime thrust for current transmission redesign efforts is the 80 dB
noise regulation.

On pages 8 and 9 of your petition you question the accuracy of
EPA projections for fuel prices, medium duty diesel market share,
interest rates, market growth rates, and trends toward moduTating fans,
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To the extent possible, we have endeavored to use for our economic
impact analysis the most recent, reliable econometric projections
prapared by natjonally recognized firms. Given the volatile nature of
some of these parameters, the Agency has taken a liberal approach

with the result that our estimates of costs ara generally overstated,

The Agency intends to carefully review and update, if necessary, its
economic analysis of the 80 dB regulation. Therefore, we would appraciate
;eceiving your best estimates of the future trends for the above mentioned
tems,

On page 12 of your petition you discuss your estimates of the cost of

* compifance with the 80 dB regulation. Based on preliminary results from

our most recent reassessment of the economic impact of the 80 dB regulation,
it appears that tha Agency has overestimated the quieting, fuel,

and maintenance costs associated with the regulation. So that the

Agency may further fine tune these costs, we would appreciate your

suppling the following data to suppart your cost figures:

é} you estimate quieting costs to be $563 for the 4 x 2 heavy diesel -

and $546 for a 6 x 2 heavy diesel,

(1) Are these costs sales-weighted across Freightliner's
available truck models? °If so, please supply the cost
gndiprgjected sales data on which these figures were

erived. :

(2) WYhat noise treatments do these costs include? Please
indicate nofse treatments and associated costs.by truck
model. Pleasa include those costs assocfated with the
quieter Fraightliner configurations, i.e. those below
80 dB and those above 80 dB.

b) IJ your fuel and maintenance cost figure:) you used EPA estimates.
We have reason to belleve these estimatas grossly overstate the
true cost of the regulation. We would appreciate your tuel and
maintenance cost estimatas by truck configuration, and any supporting
documentation.

¢) Please explain the manner in which the cost figures used in
the table on page 12 were derived, Also, we would appreciate
receiving the vehicle sales projections that you employed by
vehicle category. ;




