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The Honombﬂz Douglas M. Cositle ]
Adminiataaton j

U. S. Environmental Proiection Agency
401 M Street, S. W.
Washington, D. C. 20460

Dean Mn, Costle: Subject: Petition forn Reconsdideration -
‘1982 Medidam & Heavy Truoh Noise Emission Reg.

Attached {4 a statement by Mack Truchs, Ine. which is basically °
in support of International flanvesten's "Petition fon Recondidenation of
the 1982 Medium & Heavy Thuck Noise Emissdion Regulation.”

We echo International Harvesterls concern that the“.g_.gl__q;med i

atningency in sound BEESEORWLLE o ‘Tw"'"""pn.obabty SaOntiLbuter mioh. moAe 16 the
LG LALTORAY RO GERE hid~ it will- 20 public-hedlth, Certainly great stnides
have been made £n redueing heavy duty fLruck sound Levels; however, there
L&""&M’ﬁ?mnceﬁﬁ" EHAE UL - Rediio L0 AT b ot ZE eve £87 eafuned_at

@ P E T 0 AT A 4 ) maﬂaad"by'lio‘ﬂhd'?ﬁmna&ngﬂﬁnom wmegula.ted S00ics At
HoAmals ity l_l"dp S Tes petinlly oM -the Lotes?

1t is oun opinion that it is in the best intercst of the U. S.

to suspend the 1982 negulation at lfeast until a complete neview, based
entinedy on heavy truckhs bu,c,bt to meet Zhe cwwrent 83 dB (A) negulation,

48 completed,

Yours ue}g thly,

Walter M. May )
Exeec. Vice Pfau,c.dem(

Product § Engineering

LFD:an
ee:  Mr. Neil Goldsohmidt, Secretary, Dept. of Trnanspertation . '
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MACK TRUCKS, ING,
One of The Signal Companies [ §
November 7, 1980 ;
Mr. Douglas M. Costle, Administrator :
o U.S. Environmental Protection Agency !
: 401 M Street, S.Wa : !
;‘ Washington, D.C. 20460 !
| !
; Dear Mr. Costle: i
i Subject: Noise Emission Standards
. l Affecting Heavy Duty Trucks
ok Mack Trucks, Inc., a manufacturer of heavy duty diesel trucks !
f of 26,000 pounds GVWR and greater, requests a review of impending f
! noise emission standards affecting heavy duty trucks, in light of
' f.l changes in ambient sound levels since the Federal Noise Standard
ﬂ was first proposed.
& 2 : .
il Rur-basicaueEEiBHTETE S
1y .
i (a) Will further reduction of the allowable
£ sound level of newlv manufactured trucks

have a beneficia} effect on today's
community sound levels?

+

(b) And if so, will the reduction in sound
levels have enough of a beneficial health
effect to justify the associated costs?

e rs=,

Pa S by e b

We have recerntly noted that individuals in the Environmental
Protection Agency, on more than one occasion, have been quoted as
stating that trucks are the number one noise problem in the United
States today. We believe that such statements are erroneocus gener-
alizations, YHeTpercePtion=efiNolse 886618 ed With FheavyTdity:
truKEZthatThasioccasioneds thesgrsta tément 621 5411 KE1ViitoThE? the
spundgiEnanating s from -pre=rggulation Vénidles - poor ty-iaintained
vehicles7: jouncing-body-components;: 85 gL eAdgates ot empty :
ErucKs/tral lexs  bassing;over i foughs roddgr(cFacks; TunevenTpavanent, !
potholes ) and/oritifes>at VEpeeds-Oovers35-mpha

-ty

, QHeTaver agesnew L LUEK e mdTTevalFIsvalready s Below=Ba-as (A) «
Our calculations, using the actual sound levels recorded in our

S L
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency November 7, 1980

Subject: Noise Emission Standards
Affecting Heavy Duty Trucks

production v ver:.flcat:x.on (PV) reports and annual production flgures,
HATEaEe that=thas & average,Mack’ {~chassis sound™ 1evel has - BbEen - a] approx:.—
mat:ely,‘ 80:1dB (A); during. the’ £our. Mack’ ‘model y&ataithe Standard has
gty :x.n_‘effecﬁ ‘However, this estimate does not imply that compli-
ance with the 80 dRBR(A) Standard will be easy.

In order to assure compliance with a noise standard on a
production basis, and thus minimize the potential for expensive
recalls, we feel that we must design for 2 dB(A) under the Standard;
‘t‘herefore’é;ﬁg_ Tth& 80 aB{A): SEEh aardhv--we MUEtT desa.gn_.th&cha_.s:.s ‘far

o

‘Esound:le!el“ of:78" dn (A) %5 Of:ourIE0™ Current 1y active“ERA Eaten
gorlesvfor +tha~1981- model~year; 58" of them §te” productlon-.ver:.fled
.Dver ~this.pIog. ected Tminimam- “design standard. As the Noise Standard
is lowered, each individual sound source is guieted to the peoint
where, instead of making a change to one part to reduce the overall
sound level 1 4dB(A)}, we must make a change to several parts to
obtain the same result. In other words, the more the Standard is

lowered, the more difficult (costly) it is to reach.

At_this stage, of our deVelgpmeng__program, WerNave, determ:.ned-
t:h’a‘t_ our-—veh:.cles Jw:ill; ;g;_liire scme’ com.b:l.nat:.on —of the—follow:.ng

SEAndard iy

1. More—-eff:.cn.ent muff;ers, which certainly
w:Ll:L be larger and/or heavier

2. ﬂdditional*-unaerhood/unaercab Tsound
absd'fﬁ.'ing. material

3. LSideTahields to effectively eliminate

*the engine from “"the line of sight”,
1\\9};’” when,viewed from the side of the chassis

roximately:99%7
‘nou__eqt_z___‘pped::wfﬂufan .-clchhes—,L randjyit-thereforesi: th:. sacomponent no
ong mrs--an“add:l.tmnal'"'source .of somd_reauctxrmznoxs~can-atsL
effect=on=tuel. economyl.beﬂcredited,_aga:mst‘ the addedlcost; of :meeting
e 00 AB A ) Standard.. Mack Trucks, Inc. made viscous drive Fans
standard on our Maxidyne (high torque rise) eng:.nes in 1976 and o
JLhe bulk of the remaining enqines in 1978. a'fg’prc'icﬁﬁ'étely,_sa.s o%
“theée "‘fﬂ“ﬁﬂnﬁo‘ﬁ‘ﬁchasais TArértcwiturbocatged? a factor that also

)

contrlbutes to lowered sound levels. S pBeArs S that Wty MAvER
BTG ;.ve.:specfia'l‘"htt‘é’ﬁtioﬁ”’t‘&% ¥3gundsTevelaiproduced bys thastrans:
i BsionseinEES 1 ed A Ny OUr cHEEST e  Since our development work to
date has concentrated only on Mack powered vehicles, which account
for approximately 91% of our production, additionalsand¥atathisis

fimezundetérminedssoundzlevelzt reatieitsimays e.srequ:.red-.to assure
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency November 7, 1980

subject: Noise Emission Standards
Affecting Heavy Duty Trucks

that Mack vehicles, powered by vendor supplied power trains, comply
with the Standard.

SRS of this daterwerhaverno doubt  tRAE wercan s comply. witr the
B0 dB{A);Standard; however, we do question if the lower level will
be Justlf:.ed By "a beneficial effect on publ:l.c health at an accept-
able cost/benefit ratio. SIRTC ordermto assuremur comgjj_.iance with
e 1982] Standard T weréstimater thafl as much~as: $400-«to $50Q per,
c‘hassTs Will—-haveito: be. passed-on-to-Our+<cus tomers—-in.the-~form: of
a.ncreasuaa CTeHidlalpricess It should be noted that this additional
expense must necessarily be passed along to the consuming public in
the form of increased costs for goods and services.

P R N

our-qreatoests Serniwith the improvements requ:l.red for
compliance with the 1982 Standard ‘has to do with thetne ecessitx"df
Eharinoressed Tusanof76olind? + Generally speaking, these
barriers wi be a further step toward completely encapsulating
the engine and transmission. They will reduce access:.b:.llty to
servxcea‘ble components, result in add:.t:.onal ma:.ntenance costs,
and EouldTiMipone additional l18ads on-cooling . svatems. Although
the Quiet Truck Programs of the the United Parcel Service
can provide some data eon the effects of +he barriers, these pro-
grams only take into consideration one type of operation, that
being the long-haul truck-tractor/semitrailer. Construction trucks
(dump, cohicrete mixer,” etc.) certa:.nl will presentdproblems not

encountered with hlghway chassis. owevex.;.e TmostodiBtuTBit
cuse~°of bamera:ra.s i+he«pogsibleésredic-

maintenance. MWasBrllavezthatzhuman: -natue

5 at::;Ene,moxe-—d:.ff:Lcult..a l-COmpDnent“"lS cto—reachy=thezless
f%??&:a:person AL B Gt S 1 T g TR T R =

Additionally, side shields, by design, are located along the
frame rails. Unfortunately, so are many other components. On
highly customized heavy duty veh:l.cles (built to meet specifiec.,
application requirements), “tandardization:otf-side: shieldsdoes

%3 em. The less standardization we have, the greater

the cogt of the vehicle.

- o B

&K1%E5T nfmconcern 18tHezfactrthat the rrequired AEFgeE My £1ETE:
mayZencxroach @nzthg.-available Sspace - for cab ).entrance. and egress;

Kk AR T IR fe R T R TR S S e I T

This discussion of noise contrel and its economic viability
brings to mind another facet of the Federal noise program that
achieves questiconable results. Effective October 1, 1980, newly
manufactured truck mounted solid waste compactors were required
to not exceed _a.sound level average of 79 dB(A) at a distance of _

23 feeta ! gt s;-—=standr:n.rd.mﬂdnas.vﬁ"E?J‘"appaa:f:i £asbe xconalstent“'wz.tha_the.i-
&a rentnorwlgBz,‘:,‘_!cli'aEEJ.s-'Noise rStandard”. When the compactor chassis
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency November 7, 1980
]

Subject: Noise Emission Standards
Affecting Heavy Duty Trucks

is stationary and the compactor operating, Federal regulations
specify that the sound level average cannot exceed 79 dB(A) at 23
feet; yet once the compacting cycle is over, the operator can put
the transmission in gear and accelerate away from the site while
producing a Federally allowed sound level not to exceed 83 dB{A} at
50 feet. 83 AB{A) at 50 feet is approximately equivalent to

89 4B(A) at 23 feet. That is an increase of 10 @B(A) at 23 feet
and is perceived as 68% louder. Even if we consider the future

80 aB(A) at 50 feet "Chassis Standard”, effective in 1982, the
increase will still be 7 dB(A) at 23 feet (79 dAB{A) versus

B6 dB(A)}, perceived as 55% louder. JXmulightTof-thesgidiffersnces;
EHeoPacker —Standard . appears: to, De TGVerly. stringent-andiitis. BoSE
‘effectiveness - seemsnvery: questzonable.

From the documents supporting the "Packer Standard", we
received-the impression that the-Agency believes that 11ttle, if
anything, would have to be done to an 83 dB(A) bareﬂgh3331s in
order to conform to the "Packer Standardl... Unfortunatalyiiwe fidgve
lea:ggp“that“ﬁhe ‘énginétin- cur vehlcles'ls*stlll— ~major dound
sourqgm en at:low 5peeas.
package?will: be. required in: Ordervto_.conform ko, Lhe*"Packen
Stundard"., Just as with other Federal regulations relating to ve-
hicle operation, we feel that we, the chassis manufacturer, must
apply the necessary sound treatment because we warrant the chassis
and are most cognizant of what can zhd cannot be done because of
engine cooling, transmission heat, etc.

. =In summary, Mack Trucks, Inc. would appreciate the Agency's
review of the actual source(s) and lcvel(s) of the_alleged truck
noisé problem. Q@EbélléVEZfﬁ“fﬂEﬁ?ZiEﬁﬁl on‘develqped*§€35f31
b2y eforewitsmpffedtive rdatesmust=hesthoron Hly.reevaluatedmjust
%rio zitszeffectiveidate;r in order to take into consideration
unantlclpated changes in economic factors and the actual effective-
ness of previous regulations. By doing this, inflationary and non-
cost effective regulaticons can be revised or eliminated. Although
the cost of almost everything has increased since the 1982 Standard
was promulgated, all costs have not necessarily risen at the same
rate. Neither the trucking industry nor the consuming public that
they serve should have to' bear the costs of ineffective regulations.
We believe that the 1982 Noise Standard must be reevaluated to
assure that it will provide the results it was developed to achieve,
while maintaining an acceptable cost/benefit ratio.

Very truly yogrs,

Thomas F. Brown
Executive Engineer-
Vehicle Regulations




