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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Parls 202 and 205
{FRL 2010-4]

Moter Carrlers Engaged In interatate
Commeree; Noise Standarda and
Transportatlon Equipment Nolse
Emission Centrols; Medium and Heavy
Trucks

AGENRY: Environmental Protection,
Agency.
AcTION: Notice of propased rulemaking,

summaRY: The Environmental Protection
Agency [(EPA) proposes to concurrently:

1. Defer the effective date of the 80
decibel (dB) nolse standard for newly
manufactured medium and heavy trucka
{40 CFR Par1 205, Subpart B) havinga
GVVWR 'greater than 10,000 Ibs., rem
January 1, 1856 {o January 1, 1968; and

2. Amend tha nolse emiasion
regulation for motor carriers engaged in
interstate commerce (40 CFR Part 202,
Subpart B) to require 1980 and [afer
model year vehicles, having n GVWR
greater than 10,000 pounds, not to
exceed a nola level of: 82 dB at speeds
of 35 MPH or less; 87 dB ot speeda
above 35 MPH; and 85 dB when the
truck engine is accelerated with the
vehicle atationary,

These two closely relotod
enviranmental octions are being
propased in responsc to pelitions (Ref,
1} for n delay of the medium znd heavy
truck (MHT) 80 dB noise standard which
wore submitied by the International
Harvester Company, the Ford Motor
Company, the General Molors
Corpacatlon, and the American Trucking
Associatlon.

The petitionera requested additional
time to permit the coordination of
otherwise duplicative design,
englngering and testing eflorts
neceasary to comply with bath the MHT
80 dB noise standard and EPA's nitrogen
oxide {ND,) and porticulate emission
standards for heavy-duty engines that
were promulgated on March 15, 1985 (50
FR 10606).

The Adminfatrator has cogcluded that
the petitioners’ request hos Beonomie
metil and thai the granting of a two-year
deferrnl should significantly reduce
duplicative design, engineering and
1esting, thereby producing economic
benelits that should accrue te the public.
However, auch deferral will result in an
attendant detay in health and welfore
benefits to that segment of the nation's
population that is regularly expased 1o

'CVWR-~Groas Vehicle Weight Rating.

truck noise. To reduce the potentinl near
term loos of benefits, duc to the delayed
entry into the fleet of the MHT 8040
truck, the Adminlstrator Is concumrently
ropoding lower in-use nofse emission
evels for 1000 and later model year
trucks aperated by motor carriers
engoged In interstate commerce.

The deferral of the MHT 80 dB nofse
standaerd should have enly o minor
adverae impact on near term (1960
through 1888) health and welfaro
benefita becavse of the concurrent
amendment to the in-use noise emission
stapdards.

‘The more atringent Interatpie motor
carrier in-uac nolse emisslon sinndards
should have n very beneficlal effeet on
long-term health and welfare by
significanily reatricting the permitted
increanc (degradation) In the nolse
emission of 1956 and later model year
qulet trucks,

The Adminlstrator hereby gives notles
thal this propesed delerral of the MHT
80 ¢B standard {a the last that will be
considered,
pATE: The officlal docket for these
concurrently propesed actiona will
temain open for the aubmission of
commanla untl 4:30 p.m., July 10, 1050
At that time all materials submitted for
the record will become part of the
officin] record,

ADDAESS: Wrillen comments should be
submitted to: Assistant Administrator,
Office of Air and Radiation [AR-443),
Dockat No, OPMO-0184, U.S.
Environumental Protectlon Agency,
Washingion, D.C. 20460,

Peraons wishing lo review Docket No.
GPMO-0184 and the information upon
which tha eoncurrently proposed aclions
are based, may do so between the hours
ol 3:00 a.m. apd 4:00 p.m, at EPA’s Public
Informotion Reference Unit,
Headquarters' Library, Room 2004, 401
M Strect, 5W., Washingion, D.C. 20460.
As provided in 40 CFR Part 2, a
reasonable [ee may be charged for
copying dorvices,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATICN EONTACT:
Mr, Kennath E, Feith, Office of Alr and
Radiatien [AR471C), U.8.
Environmental Protection Agency,
Washington, D.C, 20460, Telephone:
(703) 557-8540,

BUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Introduction

Through the Nolae Control Act of
1072, 42 U.S.C, 4901 et seq. (“the Act"},
Cangress established a National Policy
“to promole an enviranment for all
Amerigons free [rom nojse that
{eapardized their hea!th or welfare." In
purauil of that policy, Congreaa stoted in
section 2(a)(3) of the Act, "that, while

primary responsibility for control of
noisa reats with State and local
governmentn, Federal action is esaential
to deal with majer noise aources in
commerce, [(hej contral of which
requires national uniformity of
trealment.”

Section 6 of the Act requires the
Administrator to publish regulations for
transporiation equipment (among other
produeta} which, In his judgment, are
mafor acurces of noise (pursuant to the
criteria and roquirements of section 5 ol
tha Act) and for which, In his judgment,
noise emission standarda are feasible.
The regulation (znd any revisions
thereof) shall Include a noise emisajen
atandard(s) which aet{s) Hmita on the*
nofse emisalon that are requisite to

. protect the public health and welfare,

taking into account the magnitude nnd
conditions of vaz of the preduct (alone
or {n combination with other nofse
aources), the degree of noise reduction
achievable through the application of
beet available technology, and the cost
of compliance.

Seclion 18 of the Act requires the
Adminpistratar fo publish nolse emiasion
regulntions, including standards that set
“limita on nolsk cmissions resulting from
operation of molar carriers engaged in
{nteralate commerce, which reflect the
degree of noige reduction achievabla
through application of the best svailable
technology, taking [nto sceount the gost
of compliance,” Theae regulations are In
eddition 1o any regulations that may be
published under section G of the Act,

Rogulations {ssued pursuant to
sactiona 6 and 18 preemp! States and
politienl subdivisions thereof from
adopting or enforcing any law or
regulation which sels a limit on noise
emissionn [rom products regulated EPA
unless such low or regulation is identical
to the Federa! regulation.

11, Backgraund

A, Medium and Heavy Truck Noise
Emisaion Rogulotion

In April of 1076, EPA published {41 IR
15538) under secllon 6 of the Act, nelae
emission regulntions {Ref. 2) for newly
manufactured trucks having o GYWR
over 10,000 lba, The regulation set an B3
decibe! [dB) noiso emission level, under
specificd tenting conditions, far trucks
manufastured on or after January 1,
1070, and an 80 dB level clfective
January 1, 3982,

Thuring the fall of 1989, the
Administrator recelved pelitions from
the Intematlona] Harvester Company
and Mack Trucks, ncorpornted,
requesting that the 1982 MHT 80 dB

-atandard be deferred for two or three
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yeara of be rencinded because of the
depressed pconomic condition of the
trucking industiry. The Agency found
insufficient basia with respecf to
available technology and health ond
we!lare impacts to justify n rescission of
the MHT 80 dB atendard. However, a
deferral of one year (Ref, 3), from
January 1, 1902 te Janeary 1, 1803, was
granted In January of 1081 (4 R 8497)
on the hasis of the depressed economis
condition of the trucking induatry and
the attendant reduction in truck nales
during the 1070-1p80 time period. The
Adminiastrator's inlenl in providing this
deferral wae to aflord the industry an
additional yoar for cconomic récovery
and to ease the posaible cash flow
problems which sevaral manufacturers
claimed thoy would faca during the
latter part of 1981, EPA dotermined that
the brief deferral would resultin only a
omall adverse effect on the near-term
hoalth and welfare boncfits expected
from the MHT 80 dB standard, The 100
deferral notice established o 80-day
public comment period, after the fnct,
for the submission of new information
that might dictate the need for further
relief from the MHT 82 dD standard.

In February of 2081, the Agency
recelved a request from the Viee
President's Task Force on Regulatory
Relief to teviow the MHT 80 dD truck
standard. This action was triggered by
requestn to that task foree from several
truck manufucturera, On March 18, 1681,
the Administrator aplicited (46 FR 17558)
public comment and technical data
coneerning possible withdrawal of the
MHT 80 dB standard (Rel, 4), A
wubsiantisl amount of data was
collecled by the Agency from truck
manufacturers and othor sources
including the Department of
Tronsportation's Bureau of Molor
Carrier Safety [BMCS). relativo to
ovajlable technology, costs of \
complinnce, rnnslble economic effects, *
and potential impactn on public health
nnd welfare, Several States and local
gavernments opposed further delay of
ihe MHT 00 dB stendard. Thoy argued
that a deferral of the MHT 80 di}
standard in the absence of lower “in-
uae” nolse ernlaston otondardo could
have an adverss impuct on public health
and wnlfare.

The Administration detennlned that
the one year deferral, gronted in Jonuary
of 1081, was inadequate in light of the
continuing industry alump. The Agency's
analysis suggesled that cost savinga
might be realized by combining the
design, cngineering and testing needed
to meet the MHT 80 dB nolse stsndard
with that required to achieve greater
fuel cfficiencies and {n particular, to

meel the more siringent EPA exhaust |
emiosion standards then anlicipated for
the 1086 and later mode] year heavy-
duty trucks. On lhis baais o second
deferral {Ref. 5) of the MHT 80 dB
standard, from Jenuary 1, 1803, to
January 1, 1080 was granted by the
Administraipr on February 6, 1082 {47
TR 7108),

The Adminislration also concluded
that, in light of the extonded deferral
pedod and the comments and new
[nformation received during the public
comment period, It was unnecesaary lo
further consider reseloaion of the MHT
80 dB standard.

B, Motor Carriers Engoged in Interstate
Commerce~—Noise Emission Slandards

On Oclober 24, 1074, under section 18
of the Act, EPA published in-use noioe
emisgions standarda (Rel, 8) for motor
carticrs engaged in Interatate commerce
(39 FR 36208). The regulation (s
applicelle only to vehicles of inleratule
motor corricra (IMC) hoving s GVWR in
excess of 10,000 tha,

Tha IMC noioe emisslon atandards
spocily not-to-exceed nolse lmita for
cach of three operating conditions. The
operating tonditions and their
respective nofoe limita ot a diatance of
50 feet are:

« Low specd operation: possby apeed
limit of 35 MPH ar less—80 db,

« High speed operation: paashy speed
limit over 35 MPH—00 dB.

« Stationary: run-up test—a0 dB.

Any one of mero of thesn test
procedures and a vinun! [napection of
the exhoust system and tires may be
usod to determine non-complisnce. On
September 8, 1875 the U.S, Department
of Transportation (DOT) lssued a
regulation (Ref. 7) that apecified
complience tent procedures (40 CFR Part
325) for the EPA regulation which is
enforced by DOT's Bureau of Malor
Carrier Sofcty (IMCS), The effective
dete of both regulalions woe October 15,
1075,

‘The purposa of the IMC regulation

.was Iwo-fold, First, it served to eotablish

nationally untform limits on truck nolse
levels in place of diverse State and local
nolsc laws and reguletiona, Second, it
eerved as o procursor to Federal noise
regulutions under section 0 of the Act for
newly monufactured medium an heavy
truckes, The nolse leve! standards
epecified In the IMC regulation were not
Intended to reduce the noise of the
“typleal” truck, Rather, they lo “cap” the
then existing fleat nolse level and
reduce the noine fram those vehicles
that were exceptienally nolsy, e.g.
trucks operating with n defoctlve
exhaust ayslem, without a muffler. or
with pocket retread tirea [which are

inherently noiay). The regulation
basically required proper mainienance
and/or tire replacement. The IMC noise
standnrds were established on the basi:
of actual in-use truck noise level data
obtained during the early 1970's. The
data indicnled that "exceplionally
noisy" vehicles comprised belwecn 20
and 25 percent of the medium and heav:
truck fleet af thet fime,

In accordance with section 18 of the
Acl, it was the Ageney's stated intentio:
(Ref. 0) to revise downward the "in-usg"”
noise levels as new, quieter trucks
cntered the nation's fleet as o result of
new truck regulations under section 6 oi
the Acl.

1. Dipcunsion

A. Deferral of 80 dB Nolse Emission
Standard for Medium and Heavy Truck:

On Scplember 26, 1063, the  *
Internatione) Harvester Compahy (EH)
submitted a petition ta EPA requesling
further reconsideration of the Januery 1,
1086 alfective date for the MHT 20 dB
standord for newly manufactured
medium and heavy trucks. General
Motors Corparation (GM) submitted a
similar petition on September 30,
followed by petitions [rom the Ford
Motar Company (Ford] on December 15
and the American Trucking Assoclatiorn
on January 9, 1984, The petitloners
requenled that the effective date be
delnyed on coinclde with or follow the
elfcctive dnte(s) of EPA's anticipated
new heavy-duty tnick emission
standards for oxides of nitrogen (NO,}
and particulates.

The petitions centered on the delay in
the Iasuance of exhiaust emisaion
slandarde that were previously
anticipated for the 1988 truck model
year, Decause the Agency had, in part,
based its previous (February 1862)
deferral of the MHT 80 dB standard on
its anticipated 1080 madel year truck
exhaus! emiasion standards, the
petitioners ergued that the Agency
should again postpone the noise
slandatd 1o coincide with or follow the
effective date of the new exhaust
standords,

While one pelitiones continued o ¢ile
depressed sales, relative lo the
industries’ 1678 peak sales year, as a
major baais for further deferral, the
pignificont rebound in truck sules 1n 190.
and 1884 coused the ather petitioners tu
shift the focus of their orgument in
support of their request. The
manufocturers conceded thelr ability 1o
meet the MHT 80 dD standard in 1066,
but painled 1o potentlol tochnological
changes to engines and exhaust system:
that might be required to meet EPA's
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revised oxhaust standards and the
notential effect of such changes an the
nuise cherocteristics of the vehicle,
More particularly, the petitionera
expressed concern that the design,
englneering, testing and nojae
suppression work that is necessary ta
bring new trucks Into cempliance with
the 1986 MHT 80 dB nolss standard may
be negated within ont at two modal
years due to potential changes in engina
and/or exhanat syatem design and
operation that might be diclated by new
exhauat emission atandarda,

On October 15, 1084, EPA proposed
short- and {ong-term NO, and
porticulale emisaion standnrds for
heavy-duty engines (40 FR 40256).
Subacquently, Ford aubmitted to the
Agency a detailed listing of
lechnological changes it believed were
necessary for Ford to moct the proposed
short-term exhoust emiselon standards.
Ford cloimed that the design,
engincering and testing requirements
necessary to meet the short-term
standarda are comparable to those for
the mare stringent exhoust atandords,
Ford contended thot a two-year deferral
of the MHT 60 dB nolae standard from
January 1, 1986, to Jonuaty 1, 1968,
would allow them 19 adequalely
coordinate actlvitics, thug avoiding
duplication of work and costa, GM had
initinlly requested a two-year deferral
but did not provide additional formal
comment on the potentlal Impact of the
short-term exhoust standacds on thelr
design, engineering and teating for the
MHT 80 dB atandard, [H inlilally
submitied technical data indicating a
need for redesign, engineering and
teating of several truck models in order
to meet the proposed shorl-teem gxhoust
standards, IH had requested o minimum
deferral of two years with a preference
far deferep! untl] one year after the
effective date of the final exhaust
emizsjon standurds,

On March 15, 1905, EPA published
new exhaust emission standards (50 FR
10905) which established short-term NO,
and particulate levels for 1988 and later
model year heavy-duty trucks, and mare
stringent levels for 1991 and later model
year vehicles (Rel, 8),

1. Technological Considerations For
Deferral

In reaponse (Ref, D) 1o Agency
inquiries (Ref, 10) Ford, [H, and GM
euch pravided EPA their technieal
assessmen! of design changes neceasory
to meet anllcipaled new exhaunt
standarda, listing the polential nolse
emission consequences. These changes
include [o) retarded injector timing, {b)
lowaes nir temperature {charge air

_temperature), [el higher comaroaaion

ratio, (d) higher compression pressures,
(e} clectrenie fuel nyatems, ([} electronle
govarnar, (g) injectors, (h} pistons, and
(1) high efficiency turbochargers, Table I
dlelinenies thoae apecific design changea

having potential vehicle nolae effects
bnsed on both EPA (Ref. ) and Industry
enginecring judgment and limiled
hardware testing by several
manufacturers.

TABLE I,—~POSSIDLE INFLUENCE OF EXHAUST EMISSICN CONTROLS ON TRUCK NOISE EMISSION

Popotial charged KOf xubut] sotiaon comerol

Poiontal sfiscts oh hoee

Emtacon ontrol sirengios 0 messt 00 g/DHP4T! NO, nand-
AN P opineiion of Ignisan Bming, EGR Y rates and
arfhol reha cavbraton

HON-CALANM SNrka My Hicuine ncresssd B Injoction snd
Thermackyl, M wiil za wWNICH chasss Mocicabone.

Injechon mng s reduces MO, ind NG particuiasy
TR
Fusl rpecton nozrioe and cor

Changes I8 EGR wioply mey recaie sxhausl ieiesm e
sk Eoct an o i cipenent ort Aol esons and
racRaPRd FRisEsng for NOrA.

Inessnd M Fyocton And tharmactar modicatond may -
Qurk -angneang of 1he sl shd dr ntihs Systack
Etect an nase a dapanced on At ergna 4T e
rRpaig kY Pome +

Tubochispng pencradty tickond nom, Atsicooki] ponursty
LIRSS MO, SOCONK COTUDR Can 00 iher, Aceen

Inpection Biiy retard MROUCES Srgine

ehamber
£rd being AVEELGATED (o FOCUCE PADCLISW
Full optimization of koel corttl wil feLee ACKURCS. _ v,

o of (e sgnd. NoTM Mg/ evRlann 8

Fust mpecton trming CENNDen CON CTEEAS OF feOUCE ONgihd
notd, The pasabuty moukd Neceiaiels nangheerng of
Mo Ty and reiseang

The cofitnttion of thots Chinged will Afect nome RO
Tha SOCTON wik] Mub s WLl Of (hal aect & Lriscwn axf
I LIt A e
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2. Potentlal Economic Impact of Deferral

The petitioners have supplied the
Agency with limited cost, aales and
other econamic data in response to
specific questions poaed to them by
EPA. These new dota were evaluated in
light of economic datn previoualy
doveloped by the Agency during ite
censideration of provious requests for
delerral of the MHT 80 dB standard (46
FR 8407 und 47 FR 7188), Key lactors in
EPA'n assessment of polential coat
savings and economic effects of o two-
year deferral Include:

{1) The efiective data of the ncw
exhauat emlssion standardns in relotion
to that of the nolse slandard. Cont
savinga are possible if the design,
engineering and teating for both
regulations ara combined or closely
coordinated.

(2) The effeet a two-year deferral will
have on menufacturers’ opportunity
costs,

{3) The potential savingo to ultimate
purchasers tesulting from the deferral of
additional “pasa-through' conte
atlendant to the MHT 80 dB truck.

(4) The delerral of potential lost sales
due to a price incresse associnted with
the MHT ¢0 db truck.

The cost and econemic data presented
by the Industry as well as other
information Immediately available 1o
EPA, gencrally supporta the industry’s
claim of conl efTiciencien through the
ermbis tHon of deajen, soslnpering and

teating attendant to both the MHT 80 dB i

nolae and exhaust emission slnndards, :
The data suggests the following

savings er conditlons for each of the

nbave foctorm: :
(1) The truck manufacturing industry '

may realize, between 1500 and 1088, & 3

cost snving of approximately 5§10 million

by combining and coardinating the

design, engineering and tesiing

attendani ta the MHT B2 dB nolae and

new exhauat emission atandacds,
{2) A two-year deferral of the MHT 20

dB nolse slandnrd could reauft in an

entimaoted $5 milllon saving in

opportunliy costs,
{3) Potential coat savings to ultimate

purchasers, tesulling from a two-year

delay of the MHT 80 dD standard, are

catimuted at $139.5 million. This

ngsumes total truck sates of 500,000

between 1806 gnd 1088 and a palentisl

caost differentin] of $278 between the

MHMT 60 dD and the current MHT 83 dB

truck,

{4) The elasticity of demand in the
truck industry has remained relatively
copsiant at 0.1 over the yeers, We have
no reasan lo believe that a deferral of
the MHT 80 dB standard would produce
a significont change in demand
elantcity.

3, Health and Welfare Impact of
Deferrn)
The petitioners contend that a large

percentoge of trucks entering the Mest
ninee 1074 nra elrendy at or helnyw the
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MHT B0 dB level, thus suggesting that
fmther deferral of the MHT 00 dD
atendard would have Jiltle adverse
impact on the public's health and
welfare, The Agency believes this
contention is valid only if the noine
emilled from these trocka does not
degrade {increnee significantly in-use.

The Agency's 1981 conclasion that a
three ywar deferral from 1083 to 1980
would not have a significant adverse
impect on public health and wrelfare wan
based on the fact that many pout-1577
trucks were entering e Neet with notae
levelo lecs than 80 dB. The Agency did
nol unticipate significant flcet noise
degradation prior to 1968 (7 years
following entry af the first MHT £3 dB
trucks), Tids conclnaion was based, in
part, on the ossumption that firgl owners
gensraily keep o vohide approximately
7 years or through its firsd major
overhaul, perfarming most
manufacturer-recommended
mainlenance to meel warranty
requirements. Howevet, the Agency
believes thal Ly 1088 the noipe Jevels of
these carly mode! trucks wil] begin tv
degrode as & resull of changing use
patterns and reduced mafntenance by
second and beyond owners,

In the abeence of cither an MHT 804D
replacement truck or Jower in-use nofse
cmisslon standneda the Agency expects
a significant Yops of shot-term health
sad wellare banelits, The potertial for
incrensed impact from traffic noise o
significant, particulerly 1o urban areas
where Severe nolse sxposure already
exisis and where the potential Incrense

. in exposed population is the greatest,

The propoacd two-yenr deferral on the
MHT 80 d8 standord s expected to
result in an attendant delny of benefita,
beyond 1908, to approximately 5.0
million persons who ura regularly
exposed to truck paise [Rel 12 unless
in-use IMC nlandards are lowered,

B, Revision Of Molor Carrier Naise
Emission Stemdards

The nolsz emission ntandarda
esdabliohed in 1075 for inferminte motor
carriers {IMC) were necesearily
reatricted because of the wide age range
{new o greater than 15 yenrs) of irucka
in the 1875 feet, The noise sinndarda
were inltially determined on the baais of
the actunl distribution of truck noise
levels in the early 1670's, As nated
above, the IMC regulation was intended
primarily ta control the nolac from those
vehicles that were exceptionally nofsy-—
.8, trucka operating with defective
exhauat systemns, without a muffler, or
with excessively noisy tirea, The IMC
standards effectively placed s “cap® on
the 1070 truck fleet nolse level by
requiring operetors of exceptlonally
nolay tnicks to correct the couses and
bring thelr trucks into conformance with
the rest of the flact, In eddition, the
regulntion provided on incentive for all
operators to sustain the noise conteol
performance of thelr vehicles through
proper méiniaganoe,

While the IMC regulation served to
reduce the number of especinlly noisy
vohicles in the truck fleet, jt did not
require retrofit to incorporate new nolse
contral {echnology, Conacquently, the
average nolse level of the fleet could not
decrense below the average Yor properly
waintained pre-1078 vehicles, The
regulation, on the ather hand, prescribed
lower nolse limits for newly
manafactirad trucks that required
application of best available nalse
control technology. More eflfective
oxhoum gnd muliler systems, quieter air
intake systemes, and limlted engine
shielding were the principal mathods
tned 1o reduce new truck nolse, The
intemt was to permli only “quleted”
trucks to enter the {leet. Thus, over o
period of time, i the lower noise [evels
of the MHT vehicles were sustained, the
average noloe tevel of the fleel would

decroane as quieled trucks camprises
maro end more of the fleet,

1. Truck Fieet Nolne Levels

‘The IMC and MHT regulations
together hove led 1o n substantis]
decreage in truck nolse over the pasi
decade, Other foctara that olao
contributed lo this noise reduztinn
{nclude the introduction of the 55 mpi-:
apeed limit,"which served to reduce
high-apecd tire noise [the principal
contribuior to truck noise at speeda
shave 35 mph). and the Increased
emphasis on fucl economy which
resulted In the widespread use of low.
rpm engincs, turbocharged engines, or .
ribbed-troad radial tires.

There is extensive date on the curr:
Jevels and distribution of truck naise.
The Burcau of Motor Carrier Safely

(BMCS) has recorded in excess of 53.C -

measurements of [n-use truckwojse
levels (Refl. 13), Data on the noise

emissjens of newly menufactured tryci:-

were provided to EPA by truck
manufacturers in accordance with
previoun Production Vesification [PV)
Report pravisions of the MIHT regulatic.
[Ref. 14}. The provisions required
manulacturers lo report noise levels of
their nolsies! {wars! caze} truck
configuration.? EPA survelllance
activities attendant to the MHT
regulation from 1978 through 1981
generated substantial low-speed and
statlonary test noise level data for nevr
trucks,

Figure 1 shows the aubstaniial
decrense in the Neet average high-sper
{over 35 mph) truck nojse level that hor
occurred since 1972, A similar reductio::

kas been renlized at low speeds (35 mp',

and below),

*“Configuralion” Is defined jr 48 CFR 205 5a)it.
a1 "the banic classlficalion unil of 8 manufociere:
wproduct Hre fwhich]. . . s comprised of all vehig!
desigm. models or serlea which are identcal in
enatens) mepecty with respect 1o [apecified)
parsmelers, .
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FIGURE 1. AVERAGE IN~USE TRUCK NOISE LEVELS: HIGH SPEED

OPERATION, 1973-1981.

Tabie 1 pummarizes the avetage nolse

levela, In 4B, obeerved for the pre-1878
and post-1977 medium and heavy truck

fleets, The amount of nolse reductlon is
determined by compating the nolse
levels In various time frames. -

Tabla 1
*
AC st | Truck Aaot havd sidl uml;m
Opersbng regama Had | Som | 1072-74 | 100001 [ ets
eI 110) (14 | 1e70-01
{13 snd
[

kign 1paed ‘w2l ‘o0 s 047 63.4
Low spond. e[ tps 887 NIA 00.6
Suionary ga| ma 82 e 79.2

'BMES nandard 40 CFA Part 125—cood not anchadd 7 4O maasuremant (oMrance.

TEPA sLingarg 40 CFR Pary 2012, Subpen B

It is apparent that the average flee!
noise levels shown in Table 1 are
substantiolly bolow the exiating IMC
slandards, The difference in average
noise level betwaeen the Neetin the
1972-74 lime frame and the MHT-
regulated trucks in the 1570-81 time
frame exceeds 0 dB for both high speed

and alationary test conditions,
Manufacturers' PV reports from 1078 to
1801 showed that the average nolee
emiaston level of the “noisiest
configuration” of newly manufacturad
trucks was 806 ¢B, This nverage [evel
compares very well with data aubmitted
by the petitioners in 1964 In response to

an EPA request, This represents o noise
reduction of aboul 7 dB from pre-1972
now truck levels, More impartantly, it
represents a 340 teduclion from the
nolsc emiastona of rucka that were
manufactured belween 1974 and 1978
and which complled with the IMC 0o dB
{88 hard site] etandurd,

Based on the mast recenl BMCS feat
data (1960-61}, approximately 87 percent
of the trucks measured, Including pre-
1078 vehiclea, were in compliance with
the IMC stationary leat standard, and 84
percent were In compliance with {ts high
speed standard, As a result of this high
leve! of compliance with an admitiedly
outdated IMC standard, the BMCS no
longer maintalns an active enfercement
program,

The effecta of the MHT regulation are
only beginning to be scen in the in-ufe
average nolsa level because en
estimated 30 percent of the trucks in
today's fleat siil) are of pre-1078
manufacture; the typical useful lifespan
of ¢ medium or heavy truck 1a about 15

years, As the MHT 83 dB trucks begin to -

age, their nofsa lavels may Increase in
the absence of continued proper
maintenance. The present IMC high-
speed noise standard of 92 ¢B, plus tha 2
dB mensurement lolerance permitted by
the BMCS (48 CFR Part 325), and the
IMC low-speed hard site nolse standard
of 88 dD [comparabla to the MHT 83 dB
standard) plus the 2 dB tolerance,
allows—{ndeed arguably encourages—
pubatantinl degradation (Incrense) of In-
use noisa levels for the present Nect. In
the absence of more atringent IMC
standards, tho fleet noise level will rinn
above that which would atherwise be
alferded by the MHT B3 dB truck,

2. Propoaed Ravision of the IMC
Standard and Projected Compliance

‘The originel low-speed IMC alandard
wan primarily developed to addreas
drive troin noioe, e.8., the engine,
transmission, and exhaust ayetem. The
MHT rogulation has significanily
reduced driva train noise, The 4 dB
difference hetween the IMC low-speed
and high-speed nolso limita was to
account for tire nolse at higher speeds
{nbove 35 mph), That differential was to
climinate exceanively nolsy tire designe,
The stationary teat was Included In the
IMC regulatlon in order to facilitete
measurementa o) truck weighing
stations,

There were two underlying principias
upon which tho IMC levels weore
originally selected:

* The levels were based on the nctual
noise level of the truck fleet.
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* The levels were destgned to reduce
the nolae of the very noislest iruck, os
opposed to ial of the average truck.

These principles hove been applicd in
the development of the proposed
reduced noise levela presented in Table
2, which better reflect preaent noise
cantrol tecimelogy and fleet noise
levels, The proposed levels of the IMC
standards would be applicable to 1368
and later model year vehiclea, While (he
propased standards represesd o 50
percent decrease in aound power which
is equivalent, in terms of nolse, to
reducing the number of trucks in the
flcet by 50 pereent, they are conséstent
with the levels of the overage present-
day truck,

TAOLE 2~PROPOSED UHUBE MG} NOisE
EMISEION STANDARDS FOR 1006 AD LATER

MODEL YEAR VENKCLES
Cowe Hatbe vl (A
e Trazors | Propossd

Hegh spoed. 1: iET
Low mooed., 84 ‘83
EUNONey KT ettt g o .ty o5

! Eo o,

1 Hard m»,

Table 3 presents the percentage of

trucka that! BMCS data indicate are at or
below apecific kigh-epeed, low-apood
and etationary test noise levels.

TABLE J.—PERCENTAGE OF TRUCKS AT OA
BeLow NOISE LEVELS iN IMC TEST MODES

M | Low e | S2a
Lovel pomary
et} o | oweeny | armony

[ 4] k] w0 B3
L ———— an B 7
[+ MR © o 85
8d. o n " ]
.. s o4 " o
5, o1 e
0. ] » =
an_ | " 2
Bo.
#0,

These data Indicate that 88 porcent of
the present fruck fcel could comply
with the proposed IMC high-epeed aoise
level of 87 dB without the need for
retrofit, Similarly, approxdmately 19
percent of the MHT fleet are already in
compliance with the proposed IMC low-
speed noise level of 83 4B and an
colimated 85 percent could comply with
the praposod stationary tent level of 05
dn

N

4 Lest of Compliance

‘[he proposed revision of the IMC
noise standards would apply only to
1088 ond 1ater model yeor vebicles
Thus, the more stringent standards
would nol Impose new coste on prasent
motoer carrlers, Furtber, 1860 nnd 1087
mode! year trucke that have s GYWR

grealer than 10,000 M. already must
comply with the MHT 83 dD alandard.
Other than normal malntenance cocls
dictated by menufecturers” warraniies.
no additione] costs would be impoacd
en ultimate purchascra of these vehicles
a3 a result of the revised IMC standards,
Trucks monufactured alter Jonuary 1,
1584, will have to comply with the not-
to-excesd MHT 80 B slandard. The
Agency would not expect the revised
IMC olonderds to Impaose on owners
more than the ordinary costa of proper
mainienance which have already been
included and nccounted for iy the cost-
effectivenese analyesis of the MHT 00 dB
regulation,

In consideration of the costs and
polential benefila aosacinted with the
MHT and IMC reguialions, itappenrs
that 1f the proposed revisions of the IMC
noise standards are not effected, there is
a signilicant rink of losing thooe health
ond wellare benefite alrendy atlained as
o result of the MHT 83 (1B standard,
Such losa of benefits, resulting from poer
maintenance of these “quiet” vehicles,
can serve to significantly increase the
spparent cogl per unit of pablic benalit
from the MHT standard,

The Agency determined that defective
mulflera ara the maojor eavae of truck
nolse degradation. On the average,
medium and heavy truck mufflers are
replaced threa times in eight years. The
average difference In list price botween
pre-MHT 82 dB wmufflers and the MHT
mulflers for diesel-powered trucks {s
estimated 81 502.48, Therefore, the
annual cost of muffler mainlennnoe is
cstimated to be £22.42 for 1960 and leter
model diesel-powered trucks, MufTlers
for gasoline-powered vehicles ure leas
expensive end annual mufller
malntenance cos? In estimaled to be
513,50 for 1808 and later mode] vehicles.

These estimnted annual costs have
been weighted by the marke? shores of
dizsel and gasoline-powered trucks to
obtain an avernge cost par truck, baned
an a ¥-% matlot share split between
gosoline and diegel-powerad trucka
respeciively. The omortized coat of
muffler replacement in terms of cos! per
mile s egtimaled at $0.000234 per mile
for dienel engine vehicles {nasuming
100,000 milen prr year) and $0,00027 por
rile for garoline-powered vehicles
{aatramring 50,000 mileo per year).

4, Health and Welfare Cansiderations

The Agency estinates that by the year
2000, about 158 milliom people would be

exponsd to day-night average nofse
lovels (L4, above 55 decibels *in the

14, 55 (s 1he level detertulned requlaise to
prococd puhlic healihand welfare with gn adequale
mugin of salely,

nbaenee of the MHT 03 dB truck
standard, The MHT 83 dB elandard is
expected to reduce by about 22 million
the number of people exposed by the
year 2000, Much, if not all, of 1his
reduction in notse impact could be los!
in-use noioe emission standards are na!
sufliciently stdngent to encourege
conlinued praper maintenance,

In addition, a primary cancern in the
granting of o tweryear deferral of the
MHT 80 dB noise emission slandard is
the potential near-term lose of benefis
and the delay aof benefits In the oul
years,

The pelitioners, in support of their
request for deferral of the MHT 80 dB
standard, poinl to the reduced in-use
nofse levels of trucks that have been
built 1o comply with the MHT 83 4B
standard. They claim these vehicles arc
enlering the fleel with noise levels
ranging {rom 77 10 02 <8, They wrgue
that an additional deferral “would not
impose an undye risk {o the public's
health and welfars,” This conclusion
presumes thot the vehicles will maintain
thelr noise lovel Integrity with use. The
Agency believes that fer this Lo be
asaurod, the IMC in-use noise emnission
standards for 1986 and later model vear
vehicles must be comniensurate with the
present feet nolse level, By keeping the
fiect nalse level degradation to a
roinimum, [t 1s belleved tha! the delay of
benelita atiendan) to the MIT B0 dD
standard can be reduced. In
conaiderntlon af this fact, all of the
pelitioners have sated Yheir suppon for
more stringent IMC nolse emission
standards.

v, Conclusion

The Administrator hus concluded that
the propored deferral of the MITT 80 dB
noise emission standerd is In the public
inierest and ahould result in cost zavings
to both truck manufasturers and the
public. He b further soncluded that
such deferral mus| be accompanied by
acticna 1o minimize any potentia) loss of
health and welfare benefita to the
public.

Accordingly, the Adminlstrator ia
propasing to deler the effective date of
the MHT 80 dB nalse emiesicn standard
from Jrnuery 1, 1066 to January 1, 19638
and concurrently lo make more stringent
the IMC naloe slandands for 1986 and
later model yeor vehicles. The
Administrator helicves that this latter
action should mitigate the potentil
near-lerm delay of health and wellare
benefits arining from the deferral of the
MHT B0 248 nolse s'radard. Farther, and
more Importantly, e proposed IMC
slandards should provide long-term
health and welfare benefits thit far
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outwrigh their neer-term utility by
requiting continuance of proper -
mainienance to engure vehicle nolse
control integrity.

V. Administrativy Designntion

Under Executlve Order 122M, EPA
muat judge whether a regulntion Is
“major” and therelore subject to the
requirement of a Regulatory Impact
Anulysia, These two concurrent actiona
are not judged “major" because they do
nol impose gignificant new costs, All
costs of technology and malntenance for
the post 1985 model year trucks alTected
by this regulation are already largely
reflected in the costa attendant to the
exisling medium and heavy truck
regulation. Additionally, they are not
judged major becavae

{1} They will not have an nnnual
advetae effect on the cconomy of $100
millien ar more;

{2} They will rot cavse & major
increase {n costa or prices to consumera,
Individun! industrice, Fedaral, Stule or
local government ageacies or geographic
regions; and

{2) They will not coude significant
adverse effecta on competition,
employment, investment, productivity,
innovation, or an the abllity of United
Stales enterprises fo compete with
forelgn enlerprises in demestic or export
markets,

For the same rensons, under the
provisions of the Regulntory Flexibifity
Act, 5 US.C. 601 et seq. | hereby certify
that these two proposed nctions will not
have a gignificant cconotmis impact on a
substantial number of small entities,

The proposed actions have been
submlited to the Office of Manngement
and Budge! {OMD} for review ua
required by Executive Order 12201, Any
OMBD commenis on the iwo propesed
rulemaking actions and eny EPA
reaponses therele will bo placed in
docket number OPMO-0184,

V1, Statutory Authorty

These proposed regulsiory actiona
have been prepared undet the autharity
of sections 6(c)(3) and 10{0){12) of the
Naise Control Act, 42 US.C. 4917 ot seq.

V1L List of Subjects’
40 CFA Par 202

Motor carrter, noise control.
40 CFR Part 205 5

Labeling, Motor vehicles, Nolse
control, Reporling and resord-keeping
requirements.

Doted: May 28, 1005,
Lea M, Thomas,
Administratar,

For reanane set forth [n the proamble,
the noloe gmisgion rules for Interatate
molor carrjer operations at 40 CFR Part
202, Subpnrt A, aro amended aa follows:

1. The auihority citationa for Parto 202
nnd 205 continue to reed as follows:

Authority; 42 U.9.C, 4005,

PART 202—-MOTOR CARRIERS
ENGAGED IN INTERSTATE
COMMERCE

$202.11 [Amendod)

2. Section 202,11 1s amended by
adding o1 the end thereof a new

tentence: "“The provisions of § 202.20(b) -

af Subpart B shall become effective
October 15, 1985."

§202.12 (Amended)

8. Bection 20212 In amended by
adding a paragraph (f) that reads:
» - - * L]

(f) The provisiong of § 202.20(a} of
Subpart B apply only to motor vehlcles
manufactured prior to the 1880 model
year.

4, Section 202.12 o amended by
adding a paragraph (g) that rends:

. » » - »

{8} The provisiona of Subpant B,

§ 202.20{b) apply to nll mator vehicles
munufactured during or after the 1956
model year,

For reasonn set forth In the preamble,
the polae emiseion rulea for Interstate
motor carrier operations at 40 CFR Part
202, Subpart B, are amended aa follows:

§20220 [Amended)

1. Sectlon 202.20 is amended by
ndding *(a)" before the {irst paragraph
beginning with tho wards “No malor
corrlet, . .

2, Sect{on 202,20 s amended by
adding a new parograph (b} an followa:
* - L] - L ]

(b) No motor carrier subject to theas
regulations ghall operate any motor
vehicle of a type to which this regulation
ia appHicable which ot any time or under
any condition of highway travel, load,
acceloration or deceleralion generoten o
sound level in excess of B3 dB(A)
measured on an open pite with fast
meter respense at 50 feet from the
conlerling of lane of travel en highwaya
with speed lmita of 35 MPH or leas; or
87 dB[A) measured on an open olfe with
fast meter response at 50 feet from the
centerline of lane of travel on highways
with apeed limita of more than 35 MPH,

.

$202,21 [Amended)

3. Sectjon 202.21 ia amended by
adding "(a}" before (he first paragraph
beginning with the words "No mator
carrier. . .." .

4, Sectlan 202.21 i amended by
adding o new parograph (b) og lollows:

L]

L] . L] .

{b) No motar carrier subject (o these
regulotions shall eperate any motor
vehicle of a type to which this regulation
Ia applicable which gencrates g nound
level in excens of 85 dB{A) measured on
an open site with fast meter response ot
50 feet from the longfiudinal centerline
of the vehicle, when {ts engine |s
nceelerated from idle with wide open
throtile to governed apeed with the
vehicle stationaty, transmisslonin
neutral, and clutch engaged. This
paragraph ghall not apply to any vehicle
which is not equipped with an engine
speed governor.

PART 205~~TRANSPORTATION
EQUIPMENT NOISE EMISSION
CONTROLS

For reasona set forth in the presmble,
tha nolase emisston rulea for medium and
heavy trucks at 40 CFR Part 205, Subpart
B, are amended as followa:

§205.52 [Amendad)

« Section 205.52(a) iz pmended by
removing *1088" and inserting in its
place "1008",

Ll of Rolarnncas

1, EPA Docket Number OPMO-0104, [lema i
1t !

2. Noise Eminsion Standards for !
Transportation Equipment~Medium and
Heavy Trucka (41 FR 15538), April 13,1076 (40
CFR Part 205, Subparts A and B}

3, Nolse Em[ssion Standards: Medium and
Heavy Trucks and Truck—hounted Solid
Wagle Compagtora (40 FR B487) January 27,

184,

4. Fedworal Rogister notice pollclling
commaents on b3 dD) standurd {48 FIL 17558)
March 10, 1901,

5, Molso Emlssion Stondarde: Medhom and
Henvy Trucks and Truck-~Mounted Solid
Waste Compactorn (47 FR 7188) February 17,
1082 .

8, Motor Carriera Engaged in Interatnto
Commerce—Nolse Emission Standarda {39
FR 38208) October 29, 1974 (44 CFR Parl 202
Subpert A angd B).

7. Interstate Motor Carrfer Noizo Emfasion
Siondarde—Final Regulations on Compllance
{(DOT] (40 FR 42432) September 12, 1975 {40
CFR Past 325,

8, Control of Atr Pollution from New Motar
Vehiclea and New Motor Vehlele Enginea
. - (50 FR 10000) March 15, 1085 (40 CFR
Farts 85 an 000},

9, EPA Docket Number OPMO-0104, [tema
19, 20, and 22,
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10, EPA Ducher Numirer OPMO-0184, Hema
14 thru 12,

11. Regulntary Impact Analysis, Oxides of
Nitrogen Pollatont Specific Study and
Summary Analysisef Comments. U.S.
Enviranmenlal Prolection Agency, March
1085,

12, Beaft Analysis of the Health and
Welluze nnd Economic Impacts of Revision of

BT T

the Infersiata Motor Carrier Nodse Standurd
Coineident with ¢ 2-Yenr Deferral of the
MITIT 83 dB Nolse Standard, US,
Environmerlal Protection Agency, March
1884,

13, Informativa Brief on Bureau of Molar
Currier Safety Truck Neise Dato for
Interstate Ma'or Carriers, U.S. Envirenmental
Pratection Agenry, June 8, 1082,

4. Draft Technisu! Anglysio=—Aligemen

the Interatate Mutor Carrier Noise Regulat:
{wlih the Medium and Heavy Truck Noiae
Stundard) WS, Envirormenial Frotectisn
Ageney. Jung 1952,

{FR Dac. 85-13003 Filed 6-18-85; 8:45 am)
BHLLING CODE #540-00-M




