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Esgioasting S1aft .
Director, Standards sad Regularioss Division i
U. S. Eavironmeatal Protection Agency .

wWanhiagton, D.C. 20%60

Attention: ONAC Docker 81-02 (Medfum and
Heavy Trucles) ANR—420

hear Sir:

i . Ford Motor Company (Ford), a doncstin manufacturer of medlum and
| hoavy trucka, harsby subtmito commonts in tesponge to the
Adainistrator’s invitation contained in the preambie te the
smundsents o 40 CFR $205.52 and $205,202 published at 46 Fod.
Beg. B497 (January 27, I981) and fa the reguest for alditienal
comaents published at 46 Fod. Reg. 17558 (Mareh 18, 1881)a In
those votices tho Adminigtrator requested comoents on whother the
£0 do{A) nolse otandard for meulfusm and hesvy Crucko should be
deferred beyond Januery 1, 1982, or, indeed, should ¢ reactladed.

The U+5e nator vehicle industry 12 fo a4 criticnl state of
depression at thio time. This fIa eaused by many faclfoks,
including the increasingly large sbare of 7.5, sales claimed by
iuportas from Jopan, exceedingly High fatereat cated dad
skyracketing inflation, recession, and excespive governmeat
regnlaticasa

, Total U.S. vetoil sales of trucks over 10,000 lba. VR by

! domeatic manufacturers io 1980 were 241,500 units ~ ofF 38% from
i the 1979 tatal of 390,000 unite, and off 452 fron the L9784 level
of 439,800 unitx. The heavy truck markot hap been dnoprassed by
.general econowlc conditigns and Further apgravates by higher
truck prices that’ have resulted because of Inflation, cising
production, waterial and labor casts, ineluding the qver—
iocresolng cook of couplying with government regalatians,

The fndosery neede help to stfoulate sales. One positive action-
would be to reduce the cost of buying and maintafning veliteles.
Ffor mcdivm and heavy trucks this gonl can be atded by dropping
the BO dB(A) noise standerd. Compliance with the G0 48(A) atan=
dard requires the use of componeats such ap chaspds snd engine
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o / . ghields which hinder maintenance, increasn weight (and cheieby
' ’ inereasp fucl consumption), and increase coalins cogqultements.
In addition, we beliave that “non=funcrional” compancnts suech as
, chapsis and engine shiclde will Lo many cages nak be replaced
after the vehicles!' first malntenance.

-
.
.
!
{
R S ars

. the initial cost of seeting the B0 dB(A) standard on Ford tmmcks i
vangea from $166 te 31130 on different modela. This inicdal cost "
projected over U.S5. fndustry anticipated volumea amounts o $246

' million In 1983, izmcrsasing to $267 nillion fa 1990. In addicion,

' i MVHA eatismates of the facresental annval nafotepasce cust pogo—

! clated with the 80 dy(A) standard aommts to 544 million fn 19R1,
increaring to $56 nillian in 1990. Thtoungh the year 2000 (the 17
year period during which we expact 0% of the exinting truck
£lect to be replaced), the combined addiftonal cost of the B0 {
dp{A) standard (iaittal cast, fuel and maintenasce} in extipated

) to exceed 12 billion dollars, I
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Pard believes that there fs little compunity besefit to be geined
by implementing s 80 dB(A) standard, An BEPA awmalyeie on
resulting nofae levels (detafled in our romecnis) ohoww thac
truck aolge pasaby levels would drop by ouly #n imperceptible 1,2
dB(A) in poing from the 83 du(A) standard to the 8¢ dB(A)
gtendard. This sape analysin shuws that ehe rsduccion in paosshy
nolse was abant ten times greater when gafng Eror imrcopulated to -
83 di{A)-regulated frucks. A MVMA analysie, pevformed by
Bartelle Colunbuo Laborarories, indicated that the A0 dB(A) stan-
dard would rosult dn o 63 redustion in overall pepelarion expo-
gurn to TdaS5, compared to the 32 reduction jained 4n going fron
unrepulated trucks o the 83 dJB{A) atandard. Ford believes thac
g redvction which st great cost would af soszt beoe€it only 62 of
the natfony' population —= evaluated agalast a roaxecvacive and
controveratal meagsure {Ldns5) - 48 mot in the public Intereat. _—

Pard, as a maber of the Moror Veldele Manufactupers Assocfatd{on
of tho United Scates, Ing, (MVHA), has participaced {n the preo—
parstion of MVMA‘s commcnes on these contemplated changes to the
regulatioo and fucorporaces thea harein by cefetedmea

et YT AT, SRR, SRy

Ford tecosmends that the §§ dB(A) stamidard be dropped, ¥Wo
believe that the Adwiniptrator is espawsred ta fmpleaent this
rocommendation, which we belicve would be fn the Best Interosts
of all concerned.

. Theee comenls conufitnte Ford's respouse to Docker ORAC B1-02.
Should additionnl substantive information on thir natter bhecome
available in the near future, a cupplescnlal response will be
sulmitted. '

Actachuent
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. s MEDIHH AND HPAVY TRUCKS v

¥

Doferral of Bffective Datea and Request for Additisnal Soaments

Coagmonts of Ford Motor Company

NHED FOR 80dB({A) STANDARD

Pard belfeves that there {n little benefif dn tetws of overall comgunity nofse
exposure and pagsby noise lovel to be gained by fetentfon of the 80 dAfa)
standard, An FPA analysis (detsiled below) shows that truck waiue passby levels
would drop by only an lmpercepeible 1,2 dBCA) in going from 2 B3 dB(A) atan-
dard to the A0 40(A) ztandard, conpaced to a drop ranging fram B.1 ¢o 15.1 dBCA)
when going fron unregulated krucks to 83 dB(A)} reguiated trucke. The following
toble, token from EPA backpround docwment 550/2-76-008, shinm the winingl iocre-
méntal benefit which wounld be gained by onforcement of the %5 4%{A} acandard,
aven accacding to EPA's Eigures.

forcontile Noipe Levels for Iadividual Truck Paszirs
(Eef: Page &4~37, Table &4=20)

Forcoentile Pasuby Nolae Lewals

Truck Type _Lso Lo - do.1
Exdcting Truckg . B3.5 dBA 88.2 dBA'  91.8 dBA 94,9 dBa
83 dB{A) Regulatod 77.2 dBa 79.1 4RA  B0.5 dBA §1.8 dia

Trucks
80 4CA) Regulated 76.0 dBA T7.9 dBA  79.3 dBA  80.4 4BA

Trucka

It should be noted that going from the unregulated enviroswent o £3 dit(A)
rogulaced trucke dropped the L0, LI, and LO.1 (10X, 1%, and O0.1X% percentile
truckn) noise lovels 9,8 dk(A), 11.3 dB(A), aod 13.]1 A8{A} respectivaly.
Additional rogulacion to B0 4B{A) dropp the L10, L1, LD} lewels only an addi-
tiopal 1.2 4B(A), 1.2 dA(A), and 1.2 dB(A) reapectively, &lcarly, the

Fizrpt regulotion of 83 dB(A) vas =much more effective thas the addit{onol
regulation of 80 JB(A).

COST AND ERODUCT IMPLICATIONS

Drapping the 80 dB(A) standerd would remove z asignificant fieineztal tarden

fFrom modium and hoave touck purchasers, while cesulring in only itosxfgnificant
loss of community nolse benpfit, Additionsl mafocenance cogty cauged by
conplisnce wich che 80 dR(A) standard over the 17 year perfod ta coplaca 90% of
the exipting Ctuck fleet {{,ec., until the najority of the commnity podse
enntral bepsflcs are achicved) are sstioated to be In excess of §§ 31llioa,
addipfonal fuel cosco are over 51 billion, and additional purthuse caztg ate
over §1 billdion, for 2 total addittopal consumcr cokt peRaley fg uxcess of §12
billfon (1980 dollars). The basis for thase induptry cost estimsten Lz dotailed
in the MVMA comments.
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Ford's eotimsteg aof the fncrepontsl cost impact of Implepenciag the 30 dbB{A)
standurd compared to the 33 dB(Ay standerd are shown belaw, io forms of the coot
penalty por truek, and theno the aomval penplty for tires diffqreat aodel years.

rost per Tmek

ITruck (Retail Price Ford Projuctions of U.5. Iodustry Volumes
Catapory Equfwxlent) 1953 19as 1590
1981({Dollars) (000 Unite} (000 Tnits) (000 Quiks)
casoline $ 166 67 ‘ &L &4
Hid-Raage Diesel 5 517 145 ) 155 164
Precium Diesel 51130 142 142 152
Todustry Incremcntol Cost $246 $253 5247

{Million 1982 dollars)

The above Ford projections for engine volumes de not include the possibie inpaer
that futore emigeion requirements may have on diepelizstfon. For exsmple, Lf
1984 emiapfon levels topulf ia az added $1,000-51,200 ecsst ou gas cnpines, aod
dicsel coptz-mmly riss ninfamtty, chin would accelerate diescXizarion.

PYBLIC INTEREST CONSIDERATIONS

In addition to the minimal effect oo copmunity gnd passby noiae $hat would be
achieved with sho 80 di(A) standard, ax doepcribed above, the increassed codta
atsaciated with shis standaed would, In our view, be Lamful 2o industry sales,
and would significantly inersase truck operating coeta. The domestic auto
induatzy in general, and particularly the crucking industry, is io a ecitically
poor aconomic conditfan at this tine and aoy and all wmpecessary repulatiang -
such ao the 80 dB(A) requirement - phould definitely be avoided.

Accordfopg co the MUMA Data Digest, 1981 Edition, total U.5. yetadl =alnw of
trucks ovar 10,000 lbs. GVM by domeafic munufapturars 1n 1980 was 241,500 vnite
~ aff 30 fronm the 1979 toral of 190,000 untre and off 453 from the S47E
fogustry tocord of 439,800 wnits. The heavy Lruck market has been depressed by
genegal eocononmfc cooditions and furthar aggeavated by hipher truel geicaes that
have resulped because of Inflation, rising productfion, labor and paterial costs,
Ancludiog the aver—increasiag cost of complying with goyernpent regniatdiont.

Ia the autopotive and related supplier iodustries, thiz deciine in output hax
rosvited io the layoff of almept 900,000 asployes.. Prafirabilicy has callapsed.
In the gecond half of 1979, tho domestic suto companier lost $700 ailifun before
tazec; in the Fivst afoe mouths of 1980, pretax losses exceoded 34,6 billion.
The aituation among auto dealers Ia egually serious. Approvimarely Z,300 do-
pestic dealera have gono ovt of business since January 1979; aluast 83,000
dealerahip enployes have lost thelr Jobs. (See Intzovr deted Yebruary 3, 1981
from ¥VHA to the Prooideat af the G.S.)
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Rarponse to Deferrsl Hotice Section 3.0 Issucs (Ref: 4B Fads Repe &t 8499-8302)

A=A L]

The Fallowing ie Ford's response fo sgveral of the specifle fzvuvs vaised in the
abors cited notice.

1.1 and 3.2 ~ Isaus: DEd EPA underestimate the growth of tho diepel esgine

abare ol oedfum trucks and, consequently, also underostizate the oopr of

conplying with the B0 dBCA) regulation?

Yead, EPA's eatimates oo diescl engtoe growth appear to bo Iow. A8 a resulf of
thia dLfference fn projected ongine volumen, togecher with differentes between
A and Ford projected comts por truck, EPA's net case of complience wieh the 80
JdB(A) standord are aubstaantially underatateds A comparison of EPA’s original and
reviged cost estimates, and Ford's pptimptos, is ghown below.

COST OF CUMPLIANCE WiTH B0 dB{A)
(MLllicnae of Dollars) .

Model Original EPA Extimates Revised EPA Estimate
Year (Raf: Background Document (Ref: Tefecral Ford
550/9=26=0(H) Notice, Table 3.1) Egtinace
1575 Dollats 1980 Dollarco - 1980 Dollars 1980 Doliacs
1983 113.9 183.5 157.9 2221
1534 117.9 200.3 168.2 2284

3.8 - Issuec: EPA did not Include the cost of tranamispion covers or
transmissian codes{gn in 4td original anzlysis,.. The addirtion of rransaléalon .-
covers will alus ingrease tho mainténance couby above those origiually projected

b" EPA.

Ford hao three principal suppliers of medium and héavy truck sanual traos—
sisndons: 2aton Fuller, Spicer and Clark. Each vendor hag aaqe trasgsaisgion
design changes to reduce ngise.

It was Ford's original depign assumption thae shields t6 redoce trancmisoion
noise wonld not Ut required with transsissione {ncotrporating these: malge =
reduction chacpes. Testing to confirm thixz has not beon coppleted; haowewver, pro—
totyps teacing ta date with the revised rranumissions hag indfcated thar
transalgoion nolae shields will still be required on the CL-Series with the
Catorpiilar 3406 aod DDA HV-9ZTA angines.

3.9 = Iasue: - EPA has nat rocognized the facet that sooe medica duty dierel
enging lines may oot be usable in cetfafn truck charsis cegulated co ehe BD

duca) lavel.

EPA implien that the new mid-range diesel engines will be quint enough o make
coapliance with the 80 dBCA) stondard economicuily unburdensone. Our prelimi-
nary nolre tests to date Ind{cate the'contrary., The uew DDA 8.2N, 83.2T and
Catecplilar 32087 diesel engines hawve nodse emigsions approximately 2 4p{a)
above our objecrives for englse nedss, Consequently, thess engines will require
mora nolse shiclding than origfuaily planned, thoreby increasning’wanufpeturing
and majintenance RORES,
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3.20 ~ Tssue:  EPA hag not recogefzed the fact that certaic nofse treatwments,
ecpecially wound harriors, will fopose additinonal lnads oo casling systesa and -
alsn prusote a reduction dn truck preveotive maintenance.

Ford's engincering experience elearly domonstrates that the additioa of required
noioe phields to achieve 80 AB(A) will peoslire engine cooling, az expiasined
telow. Ford has no quantitatcdive information on the effect of woias shiclds on
preventive maintenance, but maintrnance will be lapaired and s belleve it aopt
1ikely thal any nolsp control ahislds or scals that luterfece with naintecance
will sinply be resoved or loft off.

The nogative effect on engine cooling of additfonal nolco shields zeeded teo meot

the B0 dii{A) nolse otaadard in wmont ovident with afde=range digesl zogines. For

example, the C-Seriep with Cat 320MN enging requires chassis side phields, mar R
chopais phields, bick—of-cab shields, and engine vndorphieldn. Thie additfoaal

ehielding reatricts airflow to the extest that iIn arder to aset ainimm cooling
requireseats for this vohicle with mtomatfc transmission, a larger tadlater

{815 1a 2 verous 640 in 2 frontal avea), oew fan shrouds and new plumding are

required.
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Premfua dicsel cnging cooling 8 also affected by nolse shielding ae typified
by o CL~CLT-3000 with 6V-92TTA sagins. Here the addirion of a bhack-of=cahb
shicld degrades coeoling ailr flow by an sstinated 5%, Uppeading the cooling
syaten to offser this penalry réquired an additionnl row of Cubes in. the

rad{ator curc. . |

4.13 = Ispue: Some manufacturers have c.laiued that the use of m.gcc nufflezn

will encroach on the availabie space for cab entrance and. efteds. TRUA .
repponded that the lgsue of larper wufflets wiaa wot raized by suffler sanofac-

surers during the davelopzeat of the propoeed regulatlon. EPA further states

“without detatled technical evideace that such a problem wili exigt, the .
serflounsess of this alleged prahlem cannot be ascertained.” e

rord has found that trucks desigoed to moot the 60 dB{A) standard will zoamirg
larger mufflorg; however, overall wehicle width reatrsictions regquize ihat w
package our exhaudt systems behind tho cab of most of our truck models.
Cansaquently, Ford hus not fouad that ity mufflers will eacroach upon ¢ab
cnbrancs or CEreRf.

The fallawing liag gives dome of the prelistnary focreased mffler alzec
requited on Ford Trucka to meet the B0 dB(A) nolse standard;

Application Current Size B2 dr{a)
479 Cag Hagine Blo= dda, x 30~ BIL™ dia. 2z 40"
Mid=Range NA Diexcls s~ x 11lp" x 26- T 11" dda. x 36" ~,
Hid-Eange Turbo Diesels A" x 115/ x 26™ " dia, = - '
Preofum Turbo Diesels - 10° 8ia, x 45~ 10* dia. x §0° :

..._:.‘ Yord Motor Company
ApriY 24, 15E1
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