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I.
EPA Memo, Susan Bodine to Bill Wehrum, Conditional No Action Assurance
Regarding Small Manufacturers of Glider Vehicles (July 6, 2018)
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTON D C 20460

July 6, 2018

OFFICE OF
ENFORCEMENT AND
COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:

Conditional No Action Assurance Regarding Small Manufactmers of Glider Vehicles

FROM:

Susan Parker Bodine
Assistant Administrator
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance

TO:

Bill Wehrum
Assistant Administrator
Office of Air and Radiation

,iL__

fcJ_ ~l,,(,p

Pursuant to your attached request of July 6, 20 18, I am today providing a "no action assurance"
relating to: (1) those smal l manufacturers to which 40 C.F.R. § 1037. 150(t) applies that either are
manufacturing or that have manufactured glider vehicles in calendar year 2018 (Small Manufacturers); and (2) to those companies to which 40 C.F.R. § I 037. I 50(t)(1 )(vii) applies that sell glider
kits to such Small Manufacturers (Suppliers).
As noted in your memorandum, in conjunction with EPA' s having promulgated in 20 16 the final
rule entitled Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and HeavyDuty Engines and Vehicles-Phase 2, see 81 Fed. Reg. 73,478 (Oct. 25, 2016) (the HD Phase 2
Rule), the Agency specified that g lider vehicles were "new motor vehicles·' (and glider vehicle
engines to be ·'new motor vehicle engines") within the meaning of 42 U.S.C. § 7550(3). Effective
January I , 2017, Small Manufacturers were permined to manufacture g lider vehicles in 2017 in
the amount of the greatest number produced in any one year during the period of 2010-2014 without having to meet the requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 1037.635 (Interim Allowance). After this rransitional period. beginning on January 1, 2018, small manufacturers of glider vehicles have been
precluded from manufacturing more than 300 glider vehicles (or fewer, if a particular manufacturer's highest annual production volume between 2010 and 2014 bad been below 300 vehicles),
unless they use engines that comply with the emission standards applicable to the model year in
which the glider vehicle js manufactured. On November 16, 2017, EPA published a notice of proposed rulemaking, proposing to repeal the emissions standards and other requirements of the HD
Phase 2 Rule as they apply to g lider vehi cles, glider engines, and glider kits. See 82 Fed. Reg.
53,442 (Nov. 16, 2017) (November 16 NPRM).
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We understand that after talcing into consideration the public comments received. and following
further engagement with stakeholders and other interested entities, the Office of Air and R adiation
(OAR) has determined that additional evaluation of severaJ matters is required before it can take
final action on the November 16 N PRM. Consequently, OAR now recognizes that finalizing the
November 16 N PRM will require more time than it had previously anticipated. In the meantime,
Small Manufacturers who, in reliance on the November 16 NPRM, have reached their calendar
year 20 18 annual alJocation under the HD Phase 2 Rule must cease production for the remainder
of calendar year 20 l 8 of additional glider vehicles, resulting in the loss of jobs and threatening lhe
viability of these Small Manufacturers.
As noted in your memorandum. OAR now intends to move as expeditiously as possible to undertake rulemalcing in w hich it will con.sider extending the compliance date applicable to Small Manufacturers to December 31. 20 J9.
Consistent with the intent and purpose of OAR 's planned course of action. this no action assurance
provides that EPA wi ll exercise its enforcement discretion with respect to the applicability of
40 C.F.R. § 1037.635 to Small Manufacturers that in 2018 and 20 19 produce for each of those two
years up to the level of their interim Allowances as was available to them in calendar year 201 7
under 40 C.F.R. § J 037. l50(t)(3 ). Tbjs no action assurance further provides thal EPA will exercise
its enforcement discretion with respect to Suppliers lhat sell glider kits to those Small Manufacturers to which this no action assurance applies. This no action assurance will remain in effect until
the earlier of: ( 1) J l :59 p.m. (EDT)_, July 6, 2019; or (2) the effective date of a final rnle eKtending
the compliance date applicable to small manufacturers of g lider vehicles.
The issuance of this no action assurance is in the public interest to avoid profound disrnptions to
smalJ businesses while EPA completes its reconsidera6on of the HD Phase 2 Rule. The E PA reserves its right to revoke or modify this no action assurance.

If you have further questions regarding thi s matter. please contact Rosemarie" Kelley of my staff at
(202) 564-4014: or keUey. rosemarie@ epa.gov.
Attachment

cc:

B yron Bunker. OAR. OTAQ
Rosemarie Kelley, OECA, OCE
Phillip Brooks, OECA. OCE, AED

2
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II.
EPA Memo, Bill Wehrum to Susan Bodine, Enforcement Discretion Regarding
Companies that Are Producing or that Have Produced Glider Vehicles in Calendar
Year 2018 (July 6, 2018)
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MEMORA OUM
UBJECT:

Enforcement Discretion Regarding Companies that Are Producing or that Have
Produced Glider Vehicles in Calendar Year 2018

,J/ZJ

FROM:

Bill Wehrum
Assistant Administrator
(
Office of Air and Radiation

TO:

usan Parker Bodine
Assistant Administrator
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assw·ance

The Office of Air and Radiation (OAR) requests that the Office of Enforcement and Compliance
Assurance (OECA) exercise enforcement discretion (No Action Assurance) with respect to both
those small manufacturers to wbich 40 C.F.R. § 1037.150(1) applies that either are manufacturing
or that have manufactured glider vehicles in calendar year 2018 (Small Manufacturers), and to
those companies to which 40 C.F.R. § 1037.lS0(t)(l)(vii) appli es that sell gJider k.its to such
small manufacturers ( uppliers). Specifical ly. as a bridge to a rulemaking in which we will
consider extending the deadline for Small Manufacturers to comply with 40 C.F.R. § I037.635,
OAR requests that OECA provide assurance that it will exercise enforcement discretion for up to
one year with respect to the applicability to Small Manufacturers and their Suppliers of 40 C.F.R.
§ I037.635. Further. OAR requests lhat OECA provide assurance that it will not take
enforcement action against those Suppliers that elect to sell glider kits to those Small
Manufacturers of glider vehicles to which this No Action Assurance applies.
fn conjunction with EPA·s having promulgated in 2016 U1e final rule entitled Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and VehiclesPhase 2, 81 Fed. Reg. 73.478 (Oct. 25.2016) (the HD Phase 2 Rule), the Agency clarified that
glider vehicles were ·'new motor vehicles'· (and glider vehicle engines to be "new motor vehicle
engines·') within the meaning of 42 U.S.C. § 7550(3). EPA in the HD Phase 2 Rule also stated
that glider kits constituted ..incomplete motor vehicles.'· Effective Januru·y 1, 2017, Small
Manufacturers were permitted to manufacture glider vehicles in 2017 in the amount of the
greatest number produced in any one year during. the period 20l0-2014 without meeting the
requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 1037 .635 (Interim Allowance). After thjs trnnsiLionaJ period,
beginning on Januru·y I. 2018, small manufacturers of glider vehicles have been precluded from
manufacturing more than 300 glider vehicles (or fewer, if a particular manufacturer·s highest
annual production volume from between 2010 and 2014 had been below 300 vehicles), unless
they use engines that comply with the emission standards applicable to the model year in which
the glider vehicle is manufactured.
On November 16. 2017, EPA published in the Federal Register a notice of proposed rulemaking,
proposing to repeal the emissions standards and other requirements the HD Phase 2 Rule as
they apply to glider vehicles. glider engines, and glider kits. 82 Fed. Reg. 53_442 (Nov. 16. 2017)
(November 16 NPRM). In the November 16 N PRM. EPA proposed an interpretation of the
Clean Air Act (CAA) under which glider vehicles would be fo1md not lo constitute ..new motor

or

- 1-
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vehicles'· within tJ1e meaning of CAA section 216(3), glider engines would be found not to
constitute ''new motor vehicle engines·' within the meaning of CAA section 216(3), and glider
kits would not be treated as ''incomple1e·· new motor vehicles. Under this proposed
interpretation, EPA would lack authority to regulate glider vehicles, glider engines, and glider
kits under CAA section 202(a)(l). EPA also sought comment on whether, were it not to
promulgate this proposed interpretation of lhe CAA. the Agency should increase the interim
provision·s allocation available to small manufacturers above the current applicable limits (i.e..
at most. 300 glider vehicles per year). 82 Fed. Reg. 53,447. Further, EPA solicited comment on
whether the compliance date for glider vehicles and glider kits set fo1th at 40 C.F.R. § 1037.635
should be extended. Id.
After taking into consideration the public comments received, and following further engagement
with stakeholders and other interested entities, OAR has determined that additional evaluatjon of
a number of matters is required before it can take final action on the November 16 NPRM. As a
consequence. OAR now recognizes that finalizing the November 16 NPRM wi II require more
time than we had previously anticipated.
OAR intends to complete thi s rulemaking as expeditiously as possible under these
circumstances, consistent with the Agency"s responsibility to ensure that whatever final action it
may take conforms with the Clean Afr Act and is based on reasoned decision making. In the
meantime. while the emissions standards and other requirements of the 1016 Rule applicable to
glider vehicles became effective on January I.2017, and the fnterim Allowance for calendar year
1017 ceased to apply as of January 1, 2018. As a consequence, Sma11 Manufactw-ers who, in
reliance on the November 16 NPRM. have reached their calendar year 2018 interim annual
allocation under the HD Phase 2 Rule must cease production for the remainder of 2018, resulting
in the loss of jobs and threatening the viability of these Small Manufacturers.
In light of these circumstances, OAR now intends to move as expeditiously as possible to
undenake rulemaking to consider extending the compliance date applicable to Small
Manufacturers until December 31 , 2019. Concurrently, we intend to continue to work towards
expeditiously completing a final. rule. OAR requests a No Action Assurance in order to preserve
the status quo as it was at the time of the ovember 16 NPRM until such time as we are able to
take final action on extending the applicable compliance date. Specifically. OAR requests that
OECA exercise its enforcement discretion with respect to Small Manufacturers who in 2018 and
2019 produce for each of those two years up to the level of their lnterim Allowance as was
available to them in 2017 under40 C. F.R. § 1037.150(1)(3). OAR requests that OECAleave this
No Action Assurance in place for one year from the date of issuance, or unlil such time as EPA
takes final action to extend the compliance date, whichever comes sooner.

r appreciate yom prompt consideration of this request.

-2-
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III.
Excerpt of Letter from EPA Science Advisory Board Chair to Administrator Pruitt,
re: SAB Consideration of EPA Planned Actions in the Fall 2017 Unified Agenda
(June 21, 2018)
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON D.C. 20460
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR
SCIENCE ADVISORY BOARD

June 21, 2018
EPA-SAB-18-002
The Honorable E. Scott Pruitt
Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20460
Subject: Science Advisory Board (SAB) Consideration of EPA Planned Actions in the
Fall 2017 Unified Agenda of Regulatory and Deregulatory Actions and their
Supporting Science
Dear Administrator Pruitt:
As part of its statutory duties, the EPA’s Science Advisory Board recently concluded discussions
about possible review of the science supporting major EPA planned actions associated with the
Fall 2017 Unified Agenda of Regulatory and Deregulatory Actions. The EPA Office of Policy
provided notice of the release of this information on December 14, 2017. During its public
meeting on May 31, 2018, the SAB discussed whether to review any of the planned regulatory
and deregulatory actions in order to provide advice and comment on the adequacy of the scientific
and technical basis underlying each, as authorized by section (c) of the Environmental Research,
Development and Demonstration Authorization Act.
The SAB focused its attention on nine major planned actions identified by the EPA Office of
Policy and published in the Federal Register. The SAB convened a Work Group to review the
planned actions, conduct fact-finding, and develop recommendations for further consideration by
the chartered SAB1. At the public meeting, the SAB discussed the Work Group’s findings and
decided to undertake review of the science supporting two of the actions in the semi-annual
Regulatory and Deregulatory Agenda at this time. The SAB also identified one action for which
insufficient information was available and deferred a determination until such information is
available.
1

Memorandum: Preparations for Chartered Science Advisory Board (SAB) Discussions of EPA Planned Agency Actions and
their Supporting Science in the Fall 2017 Regulatory Agenda
https://yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabproduct.nsf//9263940BB05B89A885258291006AC017/$File/WG_Memo_Fall17_RegRevAttsAB
C.pdf
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The SAB notes that three of the nine major planned actions are listed as long-term actions and
another three are listed as Pre-Rule Stage actions. The Office of Management and Budget defines
long-term actions as planned actions “under development but for which the agency does not
expect to have a regulatory action within the 12 months after publication of this edition of the
Unified Agenda” and notes that some long-term actions may only have abbreviated information.
OMB defines the Pre-Rule Stage as “actions agencies will undertake to determine whether or how
to initiate rulemaking. Such actions occur prior to a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) and
may include Advance Notices of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPRMs) and reviews of existing
regulations.” The SAB considered these early stages of rulemaking for the planned actions to
facilitate planning and interaction with the Agency and notes that the Board has the option to
defer a decision on whether planned actions merit further review until sufficient information is
available.
EPA Planned Actions that Merit SAB Review
Reconsideration of Final Determination: Mid Term Evaluation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Standards for Model Year 2022-2025 Light Duty Vehicles (RIN 2060-AT77): The SAB finds this
action merits further review. The SAB Work Group submitted fact-finding questions regarding
the types of analyses that may be used to support the action. The EPA responded that the
analyses “could be considered to inform the forthcoming NPRM” and that they would assess
these issues as they develop the proposed rule. The EPA also responded that the schedule for the
rulemaking addressing model years 2022-2025 light-duty vehicle greenhouse gas (GHG)
standards has not yet been announced. The SAB notes that EPA, in collaboration with the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and the California Air Resources
Board (CARB), developed extensive documentation for the mid-term evaluation (MTE),
including a technical assessment report and several supporting studies. NHTSA is conducting an
MTE and Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) regarding fuel economy standards to inform a
companion rule to the EPA standards. Key questions that merit an SAB review could include but
need not be limited to the following:
x
x
x
x
x
x

What are the barriers (e.g., price, foregone power or safety) to consumer acceptance of
redesigned or advanced technology vehicles, and how might such barriers be overcome?
Would or could there be a significant “rebound” effect from the deployment of new fuel
efficient (and lower GHG-emitting) vehicles, and how might such an effect be mitigated?
Would requirements for more fuel efficient new vehicles lead to longer retention of older
less fuel-efficient vehicles and, if so, would this significantly affect projected emission
reductions and have effects on crash-related safety?
What proportion of vehicle electrification, particularly for plug-in vehicles including plugin hybrid electric vehicle (PHEV) and battery electric vehicles (BEVs), would be needed
to achieve fleet average GHG emission reductions?
What are the effects, co-benefits or harms in terms of emissions reductions or increases for
other pollutants, and costs benefits of technology options?
What are the projected fleet level GHG emissions and co-pollutant emission changes
associated with various scenarios?

2
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Such a review might begin with existing documents developed by EPA, NHTSA and CARB
during the MTE process, such as the Draft Technical Assessment Report. To the extent that the
agencies have appropriately addressed key issues such as those above with adequate peer review,
the scope of SAB review could be narrowed or redirected. A detailed rationale is provided in the
Work Group Memorandum 2 and the fact-finding is summarized in Attachment C of that
document.
Repeal of Emission Requirements for Glider Vehicles, Glider Engines, and Glider Kits (RIN
2060-AT79): The SAB finds that this action merits review regarding the adequacy of the
supporting science. In response to fact-finding questions submitted by the SAB Work Group, the
EPA stated that there is “uncertainty about what scientific work, if any, would support” this
action, did not describe the approach being taken to develop the needed science, and did not
identify any peer review plans. The SAB finds issues, such as: i) determining whether glider
vehicles have operational and life cycle emissions less than, comparable to, or greater than new
vehicles; ii) answering technical questions regarding the impact of emissions from glider vehicles;
and iii) identifying and applying suitable methodologies for assessing the effect of the proposed
rule on emissions, air quality and public health, are scientific and technical in nature.
Key questions that merit SAB review could include but need not be limited to the following:
x
x
x

x

What are the emission rates of glider trucks for GHGs, nitrogen oxides, particulate matter,
and other pollutants of concern? What are the key sources of variability and uncertainty in
these rates?
How do these emission rates compare to those of conventionally manufactured trucks that
are: (a) new; and (b) used at prices comparable to the purchase price of a “new” glider
truck? What are key sources of variability and uncertainty in the comparisons?
What is the range of possible market penetration of glider trucks into the on road heavy
duty vehicle stock? What is the effect of glider truck penetration into the market on fleet
level emissions at national, regional, and local scales in the near-term and long-term,
compared to the status quo?
What are implications of changes in emissions in the near-term and long-term from the
penetration of glider trucks regarding GHG emissions, air quality, air quality attainment,
and human health, compared to the status quo?

Such a review might begin with existing documents developed by EPA, such as the November 20,
2017 test report in which emissions of gliders and conventionally manufactured trucks were
compared, and focus on areas where updates are needed. To the extent that EPA appropriately
addresses key issues such as those outlined above with adequate peer review, the scope of SAB
review could be narrowed or redirected. A detailed rationale is provided in the Work Group
Memorandum3 and the fact-finding effort is summarized in Attachment C of that document.

2
3

Ibid.
Ibid.

3
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EPA Planned Actions Awaiting Further Information for SAB Review
Increasing Consistency, Reliability, and Transparency in the Rulemaking Process (RIN 2010AA12): The SAB finds that a review of the scientific and technical basis for this planned action
should be deferred until more information is available and, at that time, determine if it is
appropriate to provide advice and comment. From the information provided by EPA staff and the
pre-rule stage status of the action, the SAB finds that there is not enough information to
recommend a review of the underlying science at this time. The EPA indicated that this action
would not involve basic economic methodology changes. However, given the concern for
consistency, such changes may well have to be considered. Depending upon how the action
proceeds and the comments on the ANPRM, it may ultimately involve precedential issues and
become an influential scientific or technical work product. The SAB also notes that some of the
issues presented by the Work Group regarding RIAs may be appropriate for inclusion in this
planned action and review by the SAB (see RIN 2060-AT67).
EPA Planned Actions Not Meriting Further SAB Review
State Guidelines for Greenhouse Gas Emissions From Existing Electric Utility Generating Units
(RIN 2060-AT67): This planned action does not merit review by the SAB. While the SAB does
not wish to provide advice on this planned action, it does find several aspects of the underlying
“Regulatory Impact Analysis for the Review of the Clean Power Plan: Proposal” (RIA) dated
October 2017 to be appropriate for an advisory activity by the Board. Specifically, the RIA makes
assumptions that warrant further review, as follows: i) sensitivity analysis assumptions about
mortality associated with particulate matter at concentrations below the current NAAQS; ii)
calculations of climate change benefits on a US-only basis rather than a global scale; and iii)
application of a 7% discount rate to estimate foregone GHG mitigation benefits which extend
across multiple generations. These aspects may be appropriately considered under the planned
action, Increasing Consistency, Reliability, and Transparency in the Rulemaking Process (RIN
2010-AA12) as noted above.
Review of the Primary National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Sulfur Oxides (RIN 2060AT68) and Review of the Secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Ecological
Effects of Oxides of Nitrogen, Oxides of Sulfur and Particulate Matter. (RIN 2060-AS35): These
actions do not merit further SAB consideration. These actions undergo a multi-year detailed
review process by the EPA Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC) and its panels.
CASAC is a federal advisory committee and has a statutory mandate under the Clean Air Act to
advise the Administrator regarding the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The
Sulfur Oxides Review Panel and the Secondary NAAQS Review Panel for Oxides of Nitrogen
and Sulfur were specifically constituted, in terms of independent scientific expertise, to review the
proposed actions, respectively. CASAC completed its review of the Sulfur Oxides NAAQS on
April 30, 2018.
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Hydrochloric Acid Production
Residual Risk and Technology Review (RIN 2060-AT74): This action does not merit further SAB
consideration. While the details of each Residual Risk and Technology Review (RTR) are unique
to the sources and pollutants being evaluated, the general approaches and methodologies
4
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employed in EPA RTRs have become standardized, have been employed in numerous previous
RTRs, and have been subject to multiple peer reviews over the past 17 years, most recently in
2009. As EPA’s RTR methodologies are refined and revised over time, there is a need for
periodic peer reviews of the changing methods. The SAB is completing a review of recent
revisions to the screening methodologies used to support RTR reviews. Given the extensive past
and ongoing peer reviews no additional SAB review is warranted.
Pesticides; Agricultural Worker Protection Standard; Reconsideration of Several Requirements
(RIN 2070-AK43): This action does not merit further SAB consideration. Per Executive Order
13777, the EPA solicited suggestions about regulations that may be appropriate for repeal,
replacement or modification as part of the Regulatory Reform Agenda. Specific changes to the
2015 Worker Protection Standard (WPS) regulations at 40 CFR 170 were suggested and EPA is
soliciting public input on these specific revisions. The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) contains the requirement that EPA must provide copies of draft
proposed and final rules to the FIFRA Science Advisory Panel (SAP) for review of any related
scientific issues.
Fuels Regulation Modernization - Phase 1 (RIN 2060-AT31): The planned action does not merit
further review by the SAB. This long-term action to “streamline and modernize EPA’s existing
fuels regulations under 40 CFR part 80” is described as “an administrative action to add clarity to
the regulations to help improve compliance, and will not change any currently applicable fuel
standards or propose new fuel ones.” No new scientific techniques or analysis are contemplated
under this planned action, as currently described. Also, the process for this action is in an early
stage, with publication of proposed and final regulations planned for 2019. As such,
consideration by the SAB is not recommended at this stage in the process.
SAB Requests Improvements in the Descriptions of EPA Planned Actions
The SAB thanks the EPA for providing information for consideration but emphasizes that more
complete and timely information is required from the Agency to make recommendations and
decisions regarding the science supporting planned actions. To improve the process for future
reviews of the semi-annual regulatory agenda, the SAB strongly recommends that EPA enhance
descriptions of future planned actions by providing specific information on the peer review
associated with the science basis for actions and more description of the scientific and
technological bases for the actions. In reviewing the Spring 2017 and Fall 2017 Regulatory
Agendas, there were several cases where key information about the planned action, its supporting
science and peer review were provided only after specific Work Group requests. The SAB finds
that the written responses to fact-finding questions were not comprehensive and participation in
the fact-finding teleconference was limited. EPA should provide such information in the initial
descriptions provided to the Work Group.
Effective SAB evaluation of planned actions requires the EPA to characterize:
x

All relevant key information associated with the planned action;
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The science supporting the regulatory action. If there is new science to be used, provide a
description of what is being developed. If the Agency is relying on existing science,
provide a short description.
The nature of planned or completed peer review. To the extent possible, provide
information about the type of peer review, the charge questions provided to the reviewers,
how relevant peer review comments were integrated into the planned action, and
information about the qualifications of the reviewer(s).

The SAB urges the Agency to provide more complete information to support future SAB
decisions about the adequacy of the science supporting actions in future regulatory agendas.
On behalf of the SAB, I thank you for the opportunity to support EPA through consideration of
the science supporting actions in the Agency’s regulatory agenda.
Sincerely,
/S/
Dr. Michael Honeycutt, Chair
Science Advisory Board
Enclosure
(1) Summary of Proposed Actions Considered
(2) Roster of SAB Members

6
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IV.
Letter from Tennessee Technological University President Oldham to EPA
Administrator Scott Pruitt (Feb. 19, 2018)
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Office of the President
TENNESSEE TECH

February 19, 2018

Honorable Scott Pruitt
USEP A Headquarters
William Jefferson Clinton Building
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W.
Mail Code: 1101A
Washington, DC 20460
Reference: Tennessee Tech University - Summary of Heavy Duty Truck Study and Evaluation
of the Phase II Heavy Duty Truck Rule
Mr. Pruitt:
Please be advised that regarding the "Environmental & Economic Study of Glider Kit
Assemblers" report, knowledgeable experts within the University have questioned the
methodology and accuracy of the report. Therefore, Tennessee Tech University is actively
pursuing a peer review of the report and supporting data to assure its validity. The University
also is investigating an allegation of research misconduct related to the study. We request that
you withhold any use or reference to said study pending the conclusion of our internal
investigations.
We sincerely regret any inconvenience this imposes, but our aim is to ensure the absolute
integrity and objectivity of any scholarly product of Tennessee Tech. We anticipate a timely and
thorough review following which we will inform you of the outcome. Thank you for your
assistance and patience as we work through the concerns raised.

Philip B. Oldham
PBO/ds

Tennessee Tech / Box 5007 Cookeville, TN 38505 / 931-372-3241 / F: 931-372-6332 / www.tntech.edu/president
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V.
Letter from EPA to American Lung Association, denying request to extend
comment period on the Proposed Rule (Dec. 21, 2017)
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

December 21, 2017
OFFICE OF
AIR AND RADIATION

Mr. Paul G. Billings
Senior Vice President, Advocacy
American Lung Association
1331 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 1425 North
Washington, D.C. 20004-1710
Dear Mr. Billings:
Thank you for your letter dated December 20, 2017, regarding the Environmental
Protection Agency's Proposed Rule "Repeal ofEmission Requirements for Glider Vehicles, Glider
Engines, and Glider Kits." In your letter, you request that the EPA extend the comment period for
this proposed rule by an additional 60 days.
The EPA has considered your request. The EPA continues to believe that the 50-day
comment period is appropriate and therefore is denying the request for an extension of the
comment period. This proposal is specific to requirements that begin on January 1, 2018, and
extending the comment period would hinder the Agency's ability to make a decision in a timely
manner.
Again, thank you for your letter. I appreciate the opportunity to be of service and trust the
information provided is helpful.
Sincerely,

WtlliamL.
Assistant Administrator

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov
RecycledJRecyclable • Printed with Vegetable OIi 8aHd Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 50% Postconsumer content)
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VI.
Letter from EPA to Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management,
denying request to extend comment period on the Proposed Rule (Dec. 20, 2017)
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

December 20, 2017
OFFICE OF
AIR AND RADIATION

Mr. Paul J. Miller
Deputy Director
Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management
89 South Street, Suite 602
Boston, MA 021 11
Dear Mr. Miller:
Thank you for your letter dated December 14, 201 7, regarding the Environmental
Protection Agency' s Proposed Rule "Repeal of Emission Requirements for Glider Vehicles,
Glider Engines, and Glider Kits." In your letter, you request that the EPA extend the comment
period for this proposed rule by an additional 30 days.
The EPA has considered your request. The EPA continues to believe that the 50-day
comment period is appropriate and therefore is denying the request for an extension of the
comment period. This proposal is specific to requirements that begin on January 1, 2018, and
extending the comment period would hinder the Agency' s ability to make a decision in a timely
manner.
Again, thank you for your letter. I appreciate the opportunity to be of service and trust the
information provided is helpful.

Assistant Administrator

Internet Address (URL)• http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable OIi BaHd Ink• on Recycled Paper {Minim um 50% Postconsumer content)

A19

USCA Case #18-1190

Document #1740848

Filed: 07/17/2018

Page 25 of 321

VII.
Excerpt of EPA Report: Chassis Dynamometer Testing of Two Recent Model Year
Heavy-Duty On-Highway Diesel Glider Vehicles, Docket ID EPA-HQ-OAR2014-0827-2417 (Nov. 20, 2017)
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Chassis Dynamometer Testing of Two Recent
Model Year Heavy-Duty On-Highway Diesel
Glider Vehicles
November 20, 2017

National Vehicle & Fuel Emissions Laboratory
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Ann Arbor, Michigan
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1. Executive Summary
This report summarizes the results from emissions testing of a 2016 model year (MY)
Peterbilt 389 sleeper cab tractor and a 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 sleeper cab tractor that were
produced as glider vehicles (i.e., a vehicle with a new chassis and a used powertrain). In
addition, these glider test results are compared to equivalent tests of conventionally
manufactured 2014 and 2015 MY tractors.
The glider vehicles tested include one of the more popular engine and vehicle
configurations currently being produced as glider vehicles. These results are useful in evaluating
the emission impacts of glider vehicles, and the observations made in this report are consistent
with the expected emissions performance of heavy-duty highway diesel engines manufactured in
the 1998-2002 timeframe.
The criteria pollutant emissions (NOx, PM, HC, CO) from the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389
and 2017 Peterbilt 579 glider vehicles were consistently higher than those of the conventionally
manufactured 2014 and 2015 tractors. The extent to which this occurred depended on the
pollutant and the test cycle.
x

Under highway cruise conditions, NOx emissions from the Peterbilt 389 and Peterbilt
579 glider vehicles were approximately 43 times as high, and PM emissions were
approximately 55 times as high as the conventionally manufactured 2014 and 2015
MY tractors.

x

Under transient operations, absolute NOx and PM emissions were higher for the
Peterbilt 389 and Peterbilt 579 glider vehicles on all duty cycles. On a relative basis,
the glider vehicle NOx emissions were 4-5 times higher, and PM emissions were 50450 times higher than the conventionally manufactured 2014 and 2015 MY tractors.

x

HC and CO emissions for the Peterbilt 389 and Peterbilt 579 glider vehicles were also
significantly higher than the conventionally manufactured 2014 and 2015 MY tractors
on a relative basis. However, on an absolute basis, they appear to be less of a concern
than the NOx and PM emissions.

x

CO2 emissions from the Peterbilt 389 and Peterbilt 579 glider vehicles were lower
than the conventionally manufactured vehicles when measured on the chassis
dynamometer without taking into account the differences in the aerodynamic drag
between the vehicles.

3
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2. Test Program
All testing was conducted by the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in October
and November 2017 at the National Vehicle Fuel and Emissions Laboratory (NVFEL). Two
glider vehicles were tested on a heavy-duty chassis dynamometer to measure the emissions in a
controlled environment. The following subsections describe the elements of the test program.
The testing was conducted using the same test cycles and test procedures that EPA has
previously used to measure emissions from heavy-duty diesel vehicles, which allows us to put
glider vehicle emission results into context. Comparisons to these other highway heavy-duty
vehicles are discussed in Section 4.

2.1 Glider Vehicle Descriptions
Two newer model year glider vehicles with remanufactured pre-2002 MY engines were
emissions tested in this program.
2.1.1 Glider #1 Vehicle Description
The first glider vehicle tested (Glider #1) was a 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider-Sleeper
with a Fitzgerald-rebuilt 12.7 L Detroit Diesel Series 60 engine with 500 horsepower, an Eaton
13 speed manual transmission, and 3.55 rear axle ratio. The Peterbilt 389 exterior has a
traditional design that has a squarer front rather than a more aerodynamic design that is more
common for model year 2016 and later model vehicles. The engine did not include an emission
label, but is believed to have been remanufactured from an engine originally certified in a model
year between 1998 and 2002. It included electronically-controlled fuel injection, but not exhaust
gas recirculation or any exhaust aftertreatment. The odometer read 179,273 miles at the start of
testing.
The malfunction indicator light (MIL), also known as the check engine light, was
illuminated when Glider #1 was received. Upon inspection it was determined that the engine
fault code was “Engine Oil Pressure> Fault Mode ID:0-DATA VALID BUT ABOVE
NORMAL OPERATIONAL RANGE.” EPA tested the as-received condition because it is
representative of how the vehicle was driving in the real world. Upon completion of the first set
of testing, diagnostics were performed to fix the issue. CAN bus data recorded during testing
was reviewed and it was determined that in addition to the oil pressure signal, temperature
readings from the fuel, oil and intake air sensor were all dropping low simultaneously. The
sensor wiring harness was removed from the vehicle because the MIL was intermittent and
identified an error with the oil pressure. The harness was inspected visually and evaluated for
electrical continuity. During inspection it was determined that there was oil in the connector of
the oil temperature sensor as well as fluid in the connector for the coolant sensor. These
connectors were cleaned and the harness was reinstalled. Glider #1 was then driven and it was
concluded that the repair was successful. The On-Board Diagnostics (OBD) system did not
4
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detect an issue for the remainder of testing. The emissions tests were then repeated to evaluate
the emissions of a properly performing vehicle.
2.1.2 Glider #2 Vehicle Description
The second glider vehicle tested (Glider #2) was a 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 Glider-Sleeper
cab tractor with a Fitzgerald-rebuilt 12.7 L Detroit Diesel Series 60 engine with 500 horsepower
and an Eaton RTX-16710B 10 speed manual transmission. The body of the Peterbilt 579 tractor
was more aerodynamic than the Peterbilt 389. Similar to Glider #1, the engine in this vehicle did
not include an emission label, but is believed to have been remanufactured from an engine
originally certified in a model year between 1998 and 2002. It included electronically-controlled
fuel injection, but not exhaust gas recirculation or any exhaust aftertreatment. The vehicle had
approximately 30,600 miles at the start of testing. Unlike Glider #1, Glider #2 did not have any
check engine light warnings during the testing.

2.2 Road Load Coefficients
Chassis dynamometer testing requires a simulation of the road load impacts, such as
aerodynamics and losses associated with the driveline. These parameters simulate the amount of
resistance (i.e., load) that the vehicle is under at different vehicle speeds. The actual road load
impact varies significantly in-use because it is dependent on variables such as an actual trailer
being pulled and the weight of the vehicle. Road load coefficients are frequently determined by
conducting coastdown testing prior to chassis dynamometer testing. In this instance, EPA did not
conduct coastdown testing to determine the road load coefficients of the vehicles due to the
limited amount of time the glider vehicles were on loan to EPA. Rather, we tested the vehicles
each with two sets of road load coefficients covering a range of typical operation. The first set of
road load coefficients represents a 60,000 pound combined weight of the tractor, trailer, and
payload. The second set of road load coefficients represents a less aerodynamic vehicle with
80,000 pound combined weight of the tractor, trailer, and payload. The target and actual road
load coefficients used in the testing are shown in Table 1.
Table 1: Road Load Coefficients

Configuration
Glider #1, 60k
Test Weight
Glider #1, 80k
test weight
Glider #2, 60k
Test Weight
Glider #2, 80k
test weight

Target Coefficients
A
B
C
(lbf)
(lbf/mph) (lbf/mph2)

A
(lbf)

Set Coefficients
B
C
(lbf/mph)
(lbf/mph2)

345.090

0.0000

0.15380

235.350

-2.1042

0.143390

446.350

7.76060

0.14780

336.690

5.5976

0.137120

345.090

0.0000

0.15380

204.530

-1.4243

0.145510

446.350

7.76060

0.14780

314.620

5.9516

0.145980
5
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2.3 Test Fuel
The test fuel used in this program met the EPA highway certification diesel fuel
specifications in 40 CFR part 1065. The fuel properties can be found in Table 2. The glider
vehicles went through a triple drain and flush procedure as shown in Table 3 to ensure the engine
was operating on the test fuel.
Table 2: Certification Diesel Fuel Specifications
FTAG

Fuel Name

ALPHA

BETA

Cetane

Carbon
Weight
Fraction

Sulfur
(ppm)

Specific
Gravity

26758

Federal Cert Diesel
7-15 ppm Sulfur

Net Heating
Value
(BTU/lb)

1.78

0

44.3

18406

0.8699

8.4

0.8536

Table 3: Fuel change procedure

Step

Description

1

With the ignition key in OFF position, drain vehicle fuel completely via
installed fuel drain or the fuel rail.

2

Fill fuel tank to 10% with Diesel Fuel, NVFEL FTAG 26758.

3

Operate the vehicle at idle for 10-15 minutes to allow the fuel system to
purge and stabilize.

4

Repeat Steps 1-3. (If repeated steps 1-3, move to Step 5)

5

Repeat Steps 1-3, but fill the fuel tank to 100% with NVFEL Diesel Fuel,
FTAG 26758.

6

Run vehicle road load derivations.

2.4 Test Cycles
The emission tests for both gliders were conducted on a chassis dynamometer using three
different sets of heavy-duty drive cycles representing a variety of operation. A cold start HeavyDuty Vehicle Urban Dynamometer Driving Schedule (UDDS) sequence, a World Harmonized
Vehicle Cycle (WHVC) sequence, and a Super Cycle.
6
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The cold start sequence consisted of the UDDS cycle, a twenty-minute soak period
followed by another UDDS, another twenty-minute soak period, a third UDDS cycle and
finishing with forty-five minutes of idling. The UDDS sequence is shown in Figure 1.
The World Harmonized Vehicle Cycle (WHVC) was first run as a warmup cycle without
emission measurement followed by a second WHVC where emissions were measured. The
WHVC cycle is shown in Figure 2.
The Super Cycle followed the WHVC sequence. If more than twenty minutes elapsed
between the cycles, then another warm-up WHVC was run without emission measurement to
ensure the Super Cycle included a hot start test. The Super Cycle consists of five California Air
Resources Board (ARB) Heavy-Duty Transient Cycles (HDT), a ten-minute idle period, and 55
mph and 65 mph cruise cycles with 0.5 mph/sec acceleration/deceleration rates. The Super
Cycle trace is shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 1: EPA UDDS test cycle speed vs. time profile
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Chassis testing of Glider #2 was also conducted to simulate the engine-based
Supplemental Emission Test (SET) defined in 40 CFR 86.1360. Duty cycles were created that
matched the defined engine speeds of the SET cycle by driving the vehicle at a constant speed
and matched engine torque at the 100%, 75%, 50% and 25% load points at each speed by
varying simulated road grade.
The first step of the SET cycle development was to obtain the engine torque curve. This
was done by having the dynamometer linearly ramp the vehicle speed from approximately 16 to
68 mph over 315 seconds with the pedal position at 100%. Since the dynamometer was
controlling speed for this test instead of torque, the engine power was determined by using the
8
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measured power from the dynamometer corrected for the tire and driveline losses by taking the
difference of the losses of target and set coefficients and an assumed axle efficiency of 94%.
The resulting torque curve from the test is shown in Figure 4. Using the torque curve, the
intermediate test speeds “A”, “B”, and “C” were calculated according to 40 CFR 1065.610.
Finally, three vehicle duty-cycles were created to simulate the engine-based SET on the
chassis dynamometer, one for each intermediate speed as shown in Figure 5, Figure 6 and Figure
7. This duty cycle is similar to running the SET as a discrete mode test where the engine is
stabilized at each speed and torque setpoint before sampling emissions and the transitions from
mode-to-mode are not sampled. The duty cycles were created in this manner because running a
Ramped Modal Cycle (RMC) on a chassis dynamometer would be difficult and would not allow
for the transmission to be kept in direct drive.
Figure 4 also shows the engine speed and torque where the engine operated for each SET
setpoint during the testing. One observation from this figure is that the test speed for the C100
point was slightly lower than the setpoint. This was because the engine was not able to maintain
vehicle speed at the defined road grade of the cycle, but since the shift in speed was slight the
results were still meaningful for the purpose of this testing.
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Figure 5: SET Intermediate Speed “A” Cycle speed, grade and phase vs. time
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SET Intermediate Speed "C" Cycle
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2.5

Vehicle Test Site and Emission Measurements

The chassis dynamometer used for this study is located at the EPA’s National Vehicle &
Fuels Emissions Laboratory in Ann Arbor, Michigan. The test site features are shown in Figure
8. Table 4 provides information on the test site equipment. The emissions measured include
total hydrocarbons (THC), methane (CH4), nonmethane hydrocarbon (NMHC), carbon monoxide
(CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOX), and particulate matter (PM as PM10). 1 The emission
measurement system for both gaseous and PM based pollutants is based on the Horiba MEXAONE platform and is compliant with the requirements in 40 CFR part 1066. The particulate
matter weighroom is compliant with 40 CFR 1065.190, including temperature and dewpoint
control. The PM weighroom was designed to be compliant as a Class 6 cleanroom or better and
meets all of the ambient requirements described in 40 CFR part 1065. The Mettler-Toledo
microbalance is compliant with the requirements in 40 CFR 1065.290. The microbalance
calibration is NIST traceable as required in 40 CFR part 1065. The weighroom and
microbalance provide the ability to accurately measure PM mass gain down to the 1 ug level.
The system as a whole can measure PM mass emission rates as low 0.001 g/hp-hr and as high as
2 g/hp-hr.
EPA also utilized an AVL Model 483 MicroSoot Sensor to collect continuous soot data
on Glider #2 for a subset of the testing. That data is not presented in this test report.

No attempt was made to measure crankcase emissions from the glider vehicles. However, the distinctive odor of
blowby exhaust in the test cell during testing of both glider vehicles (compared to testing other vehicles) indicates
that that crankcase emissions could be high.

1
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Figure 8: Chassis Dynamometer Overview
Table 4: Test site equipment

Features and Specifications
Type: AIP-ECDM 72H-4WD
.
Operating Speed Range : 0 -100 mph (0 -160 km/h)
4 WD Chassis Dynamometer Max Axle Weight of the test vehicle : 44 ,000 lb (20000 kg)
_Inertia_ simulation of up to_ 80 ,000 lb(36500 kg) ___________________ _
Fuel
Emissions Sampling

Diesel , Electric , Gasoline & Ethanol Blends
Continuous Gaseous: Raw and Diluted simultaneous

Batch: Gaseous Bag
MEXA-ONE platform , Continuous : CO(L) , CO(H) , CO2, 0 2,
Emission Analyzers THC , CH4 , NO/NOx
_Batch :_ CO(L), CO2{L) ,_THC , CH4, NO/NOx, _N2O ________________ _
Heated 12 inch (30 .5cm) and 18 inch (45 .7cm) diameter
T
0 .1 f
I tunnel , 4 Critical Flow Venturis allow flow combinations from
1 u ion unne
19.8 to 116.1 m3/min (700 to 4100 scfm) . Active tailpipe
pressure control _________________________________________________________ _
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Road Speed Fan 70" x 70" road speed modulated vehicle cooling fan
P rf I t
Up to 4 phases sampled in triplicate with secondary dilution
a icu a e available , mass determined with Mettler-Toledo microbalance.

R

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------·

hF
On road heavy-duty and medium-duty vehicles above 20 ,000
esearc
ocus pounds GVWR
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------CFR
40 CFR Part 86 & 1066 define the heavy-duty vehicle test
scope procedures.
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There were several verification and maintenance activities conducted in the test site to
maintain quality assurance. All analyzer checks were performed according to 40 CFR part 1066
specifications. The activities included, but were not limited to, the following:
x

Daily: Cell preparation checks ran included bag leak checks, sample line leak checks and
analyzer zero and span checks.

x

Weekly: Dynamometer coastdowns at 20,000 lb and 80,000 lb for MAHA 4WD
dynamometer, Dynamometer Parasitic Losses Verification, Gravimetric Propane
Injection for THC, Sample Analysis Correlations for bag checks on CO, CO2, CH4, NOx
emissions.

x

Every 35 days: CH4 Gas Chromatography column efficiency check, NOx converter
check, chemiluminescent detector CO2 + H2O Quench Check, and gas analyzer linearity
checks per 40 CFR part 1066.

x

Typically, annually: Flame ionization detector (FID) O2 inference check, FID response
factor check, nondispersive infrared (NDIR) analyzer interference checks, and emissions
sampling unit (ESU) leak check.

3. Emissions Results
3.1 Criteria Pollutants
The average emission results of the individual vehicles tested over the UDDS, WHVC,
and Super Cycle are found in the following tables for NOx, NMHC, and CO. The other gaseous
emissions such as THC, CH4, and CO2 are found in Appendices A, B and C.
The UDDS cycle began with a cold start. The testing sequence included an initial cold
start UDDS, then a 20-minute soak followed by another UDDS, a 20-minute soak and UDDS
followed by 45 minutes of idle. The emission results for testing at 60,000 pounds and 80,000
pounds for both glider vehicles are shown in Table 5. Glider #1, a 2016 MY Peterbilt 389
sleeper cab tractor, values only include the results from the tests after the check engine light
issue was fixed. The results represent an average emissions of the tests performed for a given
vehicle and configuration. See Appendix A for additional emissions results, including the results
from the individual tests and the results from Glider #1 with the check engine light on.
Table 5: UDDS Results from the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider #1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579
Glider #2
UDDS
Vehicle
Test Weight
(lbs)
60,000
80,000

Vehicle
Glider #1
Glider #2
Glider #1
Glider #2

NOx

Cold UDDS
(g/mi)
27.80
32.42
36.18
40.26

Inter. UDDS
(g/mi)
20.24
25.01
27.66
33.50

Non-Methane Hydrocarbons (NMHC)

Hot UDDS
(g/mi)
20.02
23.55
27.04
32.01

Cold UDDS Inter. UDDS
(g/mi)
(g/mi)
0.427
0.437
0.613
0.388
0.426
0.429
0.241
0.063

Hot UDDS
(g/mi)
0.454
0.397
0.436
0.073

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Cold UDDS Inter. UDDS
(g/mi)
(g/mi)
13.59
10.91
12.32
11.16
17.50
15.78
15.47
15.13

Hot UDDS
(g/mi)
10.76
10.85
14.86
15.16

13

A33

USCA Case #18-1190

Document #1740848

Filed: 07/17/2018

Page 39 of 321

For the WHVC, the first cycle was a warmup and emissions were not measured. The
average results for the hot start cycle are shown in Table 6. See Appendix B for additional
emission results.
Table 6: WHVC Results from the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider #1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579
Glider #2
World Harmonized Vehicle
Cycle
Vehicle
Test Weight
(lbs)
60,000
80,000

Vehicle
Glider #1
Glider #2
Glider #1
Glider #2

NOx

NMHC

CO

WHVC
(g/mi)
16.81
20.15
23.43
26.73

WHVC
(g/mi)
0.386
0.290
0.343
0.308

WHVC
(g/mi)
9.24
8.96
13.92
11.86

The Super Cycle provided information across more driving conditions as it contains five
ARB Heavy Duty Transient Cycles (HHDDT), a ten-minute idle period followed by 55 mph and
65 mph cruise periods with 0.5 mph/sec acceleration and deceleration rates. The results are
shown in Table 7 for 60,000 lb and 80,000 lb loads respectively for both glider vehicles. See
Appendix C for additional emission results.
Table 7: Super Cycle Results from the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider #1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579
Glider #2
Super Cycle
Vehicle
Test Weight
(lbs)
60,000
80,000

Vehicle
Glider #1
Glider #2
Glider #1
Glider #2

NOx

Non-Methane Hydrocarbons (NMHC)

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

ARB
ARB
ARB Transient ARB Transient
ARB
ARB
1
2
55/65 Cruise Transient 1 Transient 2 55/65 Cruise Transient 1 Transient 2 55/65 Cruise
(g/mi)
(g/mi)
(g/mi)
(g/mi)
(g/mi)
(g/mi)
(g/mi)
(g/mi)
(g/mi)
22.26
22.28
13.55
0.705
0.759
0.209
16.68
16.25
1.55
24.94
24.92
16.64
0.603
0.620
0.157
15.61
15.48
1.41
29.14
28.68
25.22
0.715
0.710
0.202
21.79
21.10
2.64
32.57
32.69
28.62
0.563
0.607
0.180
18.07
18.57
2.42

3.2 Particulate Matter (PM)
Particulate matter emissions were measured in triplicate to provide replicate samples for
analysis. The glider vehicles emitted significantly more particulate matter than the typical
heavy-duty diesel vehicles tested in the laboratory. Therefore, using our typical dilution rates and
filter face velocity settings, the filters were overloaded with particulate matter during our initial
testing with Glider #1. This caused a PM equipment alarm during phase 2 of the Super Cycle and
therefore phases 3 and 4 were not sampled. A picture of the filters is show in Figure 9. Several
iterations were performed with different filter face velocity and dilution ratio settings to address
14
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the issue. In the end, the filter face velocity was decreased from 100 cm/s to 65 cm/s and a
secondary dilution flow was added at 4:1.
Glider #1 - .Super Cycle Test-0SOCT2017

Figure 9: PM Filters from Glider #1 testing over the Super Cycle Test 2

The PM results for each of the test cycles at both test weights for both glider vehicles are
shown in Table 8 through Table 10. Each value in the tables reflects the average of all tests for a
given vehicle and configuration. The values for Glider #1 only include the emission values for
the tests with the check engine light issue fixed. See Appendix A, B, and C for the results from
the individual tests, including the Glider #1 tests before the check engine light issue was
resolved.
Table 8: UDDS PM Emissions from the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider #1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt
579 Glider #2

UDDS
Vehicle
Test Weight
(lbs)
60,000
80,000

Vehicle
Glider #1
Glider #2
Glider #1
Glider #2

Particulate Matter

Cold UDDS Inter. UDDS
(mg/mi)
(mg/mi)
500
567
349
371
742
778
451
445

Hot UDDS
(mg/mi)
602
370
737
434

A1: Phase 1, hot start ARB Transient cycle; A2: Phase 2, four hot running ARB Transient cycles; A3: 10 minutes
of measured idle; A4: 55/65 mph cruise. The PM sampling equipment shut down at phase 2 so filters A3 and A4
were not collecting PM.
2
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Table 9: WHVC PM Emissions from the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider #1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt
579 Glider #2
World Harmonized
Particulate
Vehicle Cycle
Matter

Vehicle
Test Weight
(lbs)
60,000
80,000

Vehicle
Glider #1
Glider #2
Glider #1
Glider #2

WHVC
(mg/mi)
560
349
745
426

Table 10: Super Cycle PM Emissions from the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider #1 and 2017 MY
Peterbilt 579 Glider #2

Super Cycle
Vehicle
Test Weight
(lbs)
60,000
80,000

Vehicle
Glider #1
Glider #2
Glider #1
Glider #2

Particulate Matter
ARB
ARB
Transient 1 Transient 2 55/65 Cruise
(mg/mi)
(mg/mi)
(mg/mi)
1028
997
177
653
677
78
1340
1288
169
701
705
90

3.3 Conversion of Distance Specific Emissions to Engine Work Specific Emissions
NOx, PM, CO, and HC emissions from highway heavy-duty diesel vehicles are
controlled through EPA emission standards based on engine dynamometer testing using engine
test cycles. There are various ways to estimate engine work from vehicle testing. The most
common is to use engine reported speed and torque to calculate power. This methodology works
well for modern engines where the engine’s reference torque is known. Since the reference
torque was not known for this engine, the engine work was estimated by using the chassis
dynamometer target coefficients and the simulated vehicle mass, along with estimates for
driveline efficiency.
To calculate the axle power, a modified version of Equation 1 in 40 CFR 1066.210 was
used as shown in Equation A below. 3 This equation was modified in two ways. The first was
multiplying the equation by vehicle speed to calculated power instead of force. The second
3

See https://ecfr.io/Title-40/se40.37.1066_1210 for the description of the equation and units.
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modification was removing the road grade terms from the equation since none of the cycles
tested included road grade.

Pwheel,i

§
vi  vi-1 ·
2
¨ A  B  vi  C  vi  M e 
¸  vi , Eq. A
ti  ti-1 ¹
©

Equation B was to used calculate engine power from wheel power. For this equation the
axle and transmission efficiencies were estimated to be 94 percent. These values were based on
the 2018 baseline data from the Heavy-Duty Greenhouse Gas and Fuel Efficiency Standards Phase 2 rule.

Pengine,i

Pwheel,i
0.942

, Eq. B

All of the points where engine power was below zero were set to zero before the power
was integrated to calculate work. This was done to be consistent with how work specific
emissions are calculated in 40 CFR part 1065. Finally, all the tests and phases where the vehicle,
configuration, and vehicle speed trace were the same, were averaged together. This was done
because the only source of variation for this analysis is the slight changes in driven vehicle speed
from test to test. The coefficient of variation was typically below 2 percent for the tests, which is
below other sources of error that could influence this analysis to calculate engine work from
chassis dynamometer tests. Table 11 contains a summary of the conversion rates for the glider
vehicles.
Table 11: Summary of vehicle miles per engine horsepower-hour
Glider
Test
WHVC
HD UDDS
Super Cycle
Super Cycle
Vehicle
Weight
Phase 1
Phase 1, 2 and 3 Phase 1 and 2
Phase 4
(pounds)
miles / (hp-hr)
#1
0.321
0.293
0.271
0.362
60,000
#1
0.224
0.201
0.189
0.228
80,000
#2
0.320
0.286
0.266
0.362
60,000
#2
0.219
0.198
0.188
0.229
80,000

This analysis estimates the engine work from chassis dynamometer testing and does not
take into account a number of additional sources of load on the engine. Two of these sources are
the engine accessory load and the additional power from when the engine is idling at a higher
speed during warm-up.
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3.4 Simulated HD Federal Test Procedure and Supplemental Emission Test Results
The on-highway heavy-duty engine emission standards are in grams per horsepower-hour
based on engine test cycles. The current exhaust emissions standards for heavy-duty engines are
0.2 g/hp-hr for NOx, 0.01 g/hp-hr for PM, 15.5 g/hp-hr for CO, and 0.14 g/hp-hr for NMHC. 4
The emission standards are evaluated over a transient cycle, the Heavy-Duty Federal Test
Procedure (HD Engine FTP) cycle, and a steady-state cycle.
To conduct a rough comparison of the emissions over a transient cycle to the engine
emissions standards, we calculated the estimated NOx, PM, CO, and NMHC emissions in grams
per horsepower-hour using the conversion rates shown in Table 11. The comparison was limited
to the chassis test results from the UDDS cycle because this is the vehicle cycle that was used
originally to create the HD Engine FTP cycle. As shown in Table 12 and Table 13, the estimated
NOx and PM emissions results are significantly higher than the model year 2010 and later onhighway heavy-duty diesel emission standards, and are more typical of the emission results
expected from an on-highway heavy-duty diesel engine built between model years 1998 and
2002.
Table 12: Estimated Grams of NOx and NMHC per Horsepower-Hour Results over the UDDS
Cycle for 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider #1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 Glider #2
UDDS
Vehicle
Test Weight
(lbs)
60,000
80,000

NOx

Vehicle
Glider #1
Glider #2
Glider #1
Glider #2

Cold UDDS
(g/hp-hr)
8.15
9.27
7.27
7.97

Non-Methane Hydrocarbons (NMHC)

Inter. UDDS
(g/hp-hr)
5.93
7.15
5.56
6.63

Hot UDDS
(g/hp-hr)
5.87
6.74
5.44
6.34

Cold UDDS Inter. UDDS
(g/hp-hr)
(g/hp-hr)
0.125
0.128
0.175
0.111
0.086
0.086
0.048
0.013

Hot UDDS
(g/hp-hr)
0.133
0.114
0.088
0.015

See 40 CFR 86.007-11 for emission standards and supplemental requirements for 2007 and later model year diesel
heavy-duty engines and vehicles.

4
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Table 13: Estimated Grams of CO and PM per Horsepower-Hour Results over the UDDS Cycle for
2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider #1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 Glider #2
UDDS
Vehicle
Test Weight
(lbs)
60,000
80,000

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Vehicle
Glider #1
Glider #2
Glider #1
Glider #2

Cold UDDS Inter. UDDS
(g/hp-hr)
(g/hp-hr)
3.98
3.20
3.52
3.19
3.52
3.17
3.06
3.00

Hot UDDS
(g/hp-hr)
3.15
3.10
2.99
3.00

Particulate Matter

Cold UDDS Inter. UDDS
(g/hp-hr)
(g/hp-hr)
0.146
0.166
0.100
0.106
0.217
0.228
0.089
0.088

Hot UDDS
(g/hp-hr)
0.176
0.106
0.216
0.086

Chassis testing of Glider #2 was also conducted to simulate the engine-based steady state
cycle, the Supplemental Emission Test (SET), as discussed in Section 2.4. The simulation was
conducted by running a series of steady-state cycles with varying grade using the mass and road
load coefficients of the 80,000 pound vehicle. The engine power for each SET test point was
determined using the method defined in Section 3.3 and the corresponding speed and torque
values are shown in Table 14.
Table 14: Engine Speed and Torque at SET Test Points
Engine
Engine
Test Point
Torque
Speed (rpm)
(Nm)
A100
1262
2302
A75
1262
1783
A50
1263
1251
A25
1262
716
B100
1440
2371
B75
1440
1831
B50
1440
1289
B25
1440
732
C100
1610
2255
C75
1648
1764
C50
1648
1249
C25
1648
722
Idle
600
0

The overall emission test results from the SET are shown in Table 15. For the “idle” test
point of the SET, the idle results from the 3rd phase of the Super Cycle were used. The NOx
emissions are consistent with the results of the UDDS but the CO and PM emissions are
measurably lower. This is not surprising since the transient CO and PM emissions are likely a
result of poor air fuel ratio control and mixing during transient operation when compared to the
steady-state operation that the SET captures.
19

A39

USCA Case #18-1190

Document #1740848

Filed: 07/17/2018

Page 45 of 321

Table 15: Glider #2 Simulated SET Results
Test Point
A100
A75
A50
A25
B100
B75
B50
B25
C100
C75
C50
C25
Idle*
Weighted
40 CFR
86.1362

THC
(g/hp-hr)
0.0382
0.0343
0.0320
0.0578
0.0375
0.0359
0.0333
0.0569
0.0361
0.0394
0.0405
0.0635
5.002

CO
(g/hphr)
1.3560
0.8307
0.5130
0.3805
0.7036
0.4510
0.3316
0.3850
0.3926
0.2950
0.2648
0.3939
23.72

NOx
(g/hphr)
6.817
6.540
6.369
6.001
6.996
7.379
6.880
5.733
6.020
7.236
6.594
5.997
113.5

N2O
(g/hphr)
0.00166
0.00177
0.00205
0.00285
0.00180
0.00193
0.00215
0.00296
0.00211
0.00226
0.00254
0.00340
0.0690

CH4
(g/hphr)
0
0.00030
0
0
0
0.0002
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.018

NMHC
(g/hphr)
0.0399
0.0355
0.0338
0.0607
0.0395
0.0380
0.0351
0.0599
0.0385
0.0420
0.0427
0.0666
5.0127

PM
(g/hphr)
0.028
0.016
0.017
0.019
0.027
0.017
0.015
0.024
0.040
0.028
0.024
0.031
0.175

0.0446

0.6182

6.73

0.00219

7.53E-05

0.0467

0.025

*Idle emissions are in (grams/hr)

4. Comparison to other HD Vehicle Emission Performance
The emission results from the glider vehicles were compared to two other recent model
year tractors. The vehicle specifics of these two other tractors are listed below.
x

x

The day cab tractor tested was a 2015 MY International Day Cab with over 10,000
miles. The vehicle contained a 2015 MY Cummins ISX 600 HP engine, an Eaton 13
speed automated manual transmission, and a 3.55 rear axle ratio.
The sleeper cab tractor tested was a 2014 MY Freightliner Cascadia with 362,652
miles. The vehicle contained a 2014 MY Detroit Diesel DD-15 505 HP engine, an
Eaton 10 speed manual transmission, and a 3.55 rear axle ratio.

A principle difference between these vehicles and the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 and 2017
MY Peterbilt 579 glider vehicles are the engines. The glider vehicles use a rebuilt engine that
was originally manufactured in the 1998-2002 timeframe, while the two comparison vehicles
have engines certified to the 2014 MY and 2015 MY EPA emissions standards and utilize cooled
exhaust gas recirculation (EGR), diesel particulate filters, and selective catalytic reduction (SCR)
systems.
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All of the tractors were tested in the same HD chassis dynamometer cell as the glider
vehicles. The target road load coefficients for the International day cab matched the glider
vehicles when tested at 60,000 pounds. The target road loads of the Freightliner sleeper cab
matched the glider vehicles when tested at 80,000 pounds. This means that the comparisons
reflect differences observed for the drivetrain (engine, transmission, and axle) of the vehicles, but
do not account for differences associated with the vehicles’ aerodynamics or tire performance.
The road load coefficients for both of these vehicles are show in Table 16.
Table 16: Road Load Coefficients
Configuration
2015 MY
International Day
Cab, 60k Test
Weight
2014 MY
Freightliner Sleeper
Cab, 80k Test
Weight

A
(lbf)

Target Coefficients
B
C
(lbf/mph)
(lbf/mph2)

A
(lbf)

Set Coefficients
B
C
(lbf/mph)
(lbf/mph2)

345.090

0.0000

0.15380

75.100

-0.7408

0.143200

446.350

7.76060

0.14780

294.170

6.0668

0.139900

As shown in the following figures, we compared the emission rates from the gliders to
that of the comparable tractor configuration. The glider results in the figures represent the
average of all of the tests for a given vehicle configuration, excluding the tests with the MIL on
for Glider #1. 5 Figure 10 through Figure 13 compare the 2016 MY and 2017 MY Peterbilt
Gliders at 60,000 pound test weight to the 2015 MY International Day Cab at the same test
weight and road load coefficients over the Super Cycle. Figure 14 through Figure 17 show the
emission rate differences between the 2016 MY and 2017 MY Peterbilt Gliders at 80,000 pound
test weight to the 2014 MY Freightliner Sleeper Cab at the same test weight and road load
coefficients over the ARB Transient Cycle.
The NOx, CO, THC, and PM emissions from the glider vehicles were significantly higher
than the newer model year tractors over all cycles.

5

See Appendix A, B, and C for the emission rates before and after the repair.
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Glider vs. Conventional Vehicle Comparison
NOx
Hot Start Super Cycle at 60,000lbs
30.0

25.0

NOx (g/mi)

20.0

15.0

10.0

5.0

0.0
ARB Transient 1
(g/mi)
2016 Peterbilt Glider

ARB Transient 2
(g/mi)
2017 Peterbilt Glider

55/65 Cruise
(g/mi)
2015 International Tractor

Figure 10: NOx Emissions Comparison of 2015 MY Day Cab to the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider
#1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 Glider #2 over the Super Cycle
Glider vs. Conventional Vehicle Comparison
Total Hydrocarbon
Hot Start Super Cycle at 60,000lbs
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2016 Peterbilt Glider

ARB Transient 2
(g/mi)

• 2017 Peterbilt Glider

55/65 Cruise
(g/mi)

• 2015 International Tractor

Figure 11: THC Emissions Comparison of 2015 MY International Tractor to the 2016 MY Peterbilt
389 Glider #1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 Glider #2 over the Super Cycle
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Glider vs. Conventional Vehicle Comparison
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Hot Start Super Cycle at 60,000lbs
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Tractor
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Tractor
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ARB Transient 1
(g/mi)

ARB Transient 2
(g/mi)

• 2016 Peterbilt Glider

• 2017 Peterbilt Glider

55/65 Cruise
(g/mi)

• 2015 International Tractor

Figure 12: CO Emissions Comparison of 2015 MY Day Cab to the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider #1
and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 Glider #2 over the Super Cycle
Glider vs. Conventional Tractor Comparison
Particulate Matter
Hot Start Super Cycle at 60,000lbs
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2015 Tractor
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ARB Transient 1

• 2016 Peterbilt Glider

ARB Transient 2

• 2017 Peterbilt Glider
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• 2015 International Tractor

Figure 13: PM Emissions Comparison of 2015 MY Day Cab to the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider #1
and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 Glider #2 over the Super Cycle
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Glider vs. Conventional Tractor
NOx
ARB Transient Cycle at 80,000lbs
35.0

30.0

NOx (g/mi)

25.0

20.0

15.0

10.0

5.0
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ARB Transient 1
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• 2017 Peterbilt Glider

•

2014 Freightliner Tractor

Figure 14: NOx Emissions Comparison of 2014 MY Freightliner to the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389
Glider #1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 Glider #2 over the ARB Transient Cycle
Glider vs. Conventional Tractor
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ARB Transient Cycle at 80,000lbs
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Figure 15: HC Emissions Comparison of 2014 MY Freightliner to the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider
#1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 Glider #2 over the ARB Transient Cycle

24

A44

USCA Case #18-1190

Document #1740848

Filed: 07/17/2018

Page 50 of 321

Glider vs. Conventional Tractor
CO
ARB Transient Cycle at 80,000lbs
25.0

Carbon Monoxide (g/mi)

20.0

15.0

10.0

5.0

0.0
ARB Transient 1
(g/mi)

• 2016 Peterbilt Glider

•

2017 Peterbilt Glider

• 2014 Freightliner Tractor

Figure 16: CO Emissions Comparison of 2014 MY Freightliner to the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389 Glider
#1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 Glider #2 over the ARB Transient Cycle
Glider vs. Conventional Tractor
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Figure 17: PM Emissions Comparison of 2014 MY Freightliner to the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389
Glider #1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 Glider #2 over the ARB Transient Cycle
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We also compared the CO2 emissions of the Peterbilt 389 and Peterbilt 579 glider
vehicles to the International and Freightliner conventional tractors. CO2 emissions are directly
proportional to the road load of the vehicle. Because we did not measure the actual road load of
the vehicles, we used the same target road load coefficients in the two sets of comparisons (at
60,000 and 80,000 pounds). Therefore, this comparison only evaluates the performance of the
powertrain and may not be representative of the difference in CO2 emission that these vehicles
would experience in-use. Figure 18 and Figure 19 show comparisons of the powertrain
performance. In all cases, the CO2 emissions were lower in the glider powertrains. This is not
unexpected given the known trade-off between NOx and CO2 emissions with respect to injection
timing and similar engine calibration techniques and the relatively higher NOx emissions for the
2016 MY Peterbilt 389 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 glider vehicles shown in the previous tables
and figures.

Glider vs. Conventional Vehicle Comparison
CO2
Hot Start Super Cycle at 60,000lbs
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Figure 18: CO2 Emissions Comparison of 2015 MY International to the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389
Glider #1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 Glider #2 over the Super Cycle
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Glider vs. Conventional Vehicle Comparison
CO2
ARB Transient Cycle at 80,000lbs
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Figure 19: CO2 Emissions Comparison of 2014 MY Freightliner to the 2016 MY Peterbilt 389
Glider #1 and 2017 MY Peterbilt 579 Glider #2 over the ARB Transient Cycle
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EPA, Proposed Rule, Repeal of Emission Requirements for Glider Vehicles, Glider
Engines, and Glider Kits, 82 Fed. Reg. 53442 (Nov. 16, 2017)
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States Coast Guard, and local or state
law enforcement vessels, are prohibited
from entering the restricted area without
permission from the USAF 81st Security
Forces Anti-Terrorism Office, KAFB or
its authorized representative.
(2) The restricted area is in effect
twenty-four hours per day and seven
days a week (24/7).
(3) Should warranted access into the
restricted navigation area be needed, all
entities are required to contact the
USAF 81st Security Forces AntiTerrorism Office, KAFB, Biloxi,
Mississippi, or its authorized
representative.
(c) Enforcement. The regulation in
this section shall be enforced by the
USAF 81st Security Forces AntiTerrorism Office, KAFB and/or such
agencies or persons as that office may
designate.
Dated: November 9, 2017.
Thomas P. Smith,
Chief, Operations and Regulatory Division,
Directorate of Civil Works.
[FR Doc. 2017–24892 Filed 11–15–17; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3720–58–P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY
40 CFR Parts 1037 and 1068
[EPA–HQ–OAR–2014–0827; FRL–9970–61–
OAR]
RIN 2060–AT79

Repeal of Emission Requirements for
Glider Vehicles, Glider Engines, and
Glider Kits
Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule.
AGENCY:

The Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) is proposing to repeal the
emission standards and other
requirements for heavy-duty glider
vehicles, glider engines, and glider kits
based on a proposed interpretation of
the Clean Air Act (CAA) under which
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SUMMARY:

glider vehicles would be found not to
constitute ‘‘new motor vehicles’’ within
the meaning of CAA section 216(3),
glider engines would be found not to
constitute ‘‘new motor vehicle engines’’
within the meaning of CAA section
216(3), and glider kits would not be
treated as ‘‘incomplete’’ new motor
vehicles. Under this proposed
interpretation, EPA would lack
authority to regulate glider vehicles,
glider engines, and glider kits under
CAA section 202(a)(1).
DATES:
Comments: Comments on all aspects
of this proposal must be received on or
before January 5, 2018.
Public Hearing: EPA will hold a
public hearing on Monday, December 4,
2017. The hearing will be held at EPA’s
Washington, DC campus located at 1201
Constitution Avenue NW., Washington,
DC. The hearing will start at 10:00 a.m.
local time and continue until everyone
has had a chance to speak. More details
concerning the hearing can be found at
https://www.epa.gov/regulationsemissions-vehicles-and-engines/
regulations-greenhouse-gas-emissionscommercial-trucks.
ADDRESSES: Submit your comments,
identified by Docket ID No. EPA–HQ–
OAR–2014–0827, at http://
www.regulations.gov. Follow the online
instructions for submitting comments.
Once submitted, comments cannot be
edited or removed from Regulations.gov.
The EPA may publish any comment
received to its public docket. Do not
submit electronically any information
you consider to be Confidential
Business Information (CBI) or other
information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute. Multimedia
submissions (audio, video, etc.) must be
accompanied by a written comment.
The written comment is considered the
official comment and should include
discussion of all points you wish to
make. The EPA will generally not
consider comments or comment
contents located outside of the primary
submission (i.e., on the Web, cloud, or

other file sharing system). For
additional submission methods, the full
EPA public comment policy,
information about CBI or multimedia
submissions, and general guidance on
making effective comments, please visit
http://www.epa.gov/dockets/
commenting-epa-dockets.
Docket: All documents in the docket
are listed on the www.regulations.gov
Web site. Although listed in the index,
some information is not publicly
available, e.g., confidential business
information or other information whose
disclosure is restricted by statute.
Certain other material, such as
copyrighted material, is not placed on
the Internet and will be publicly
available only in hard copy form.
Publicly available docket materials are
available either electronically through
www.regulations.gov or in hard copy at
the following location:
Air and Radiation Docket and
Information Center, EPA Docket Center,
EPA/DC, EPA WJC West Building, 1301
Constitution Ave. NW., Room 3334,
Washington, DC. The Public Reading
Room is open from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30
p.m., Monday through Friday, excluding
legal holidays. The telephone number
for the Public Reading Room is (202)
566–1744, and the telephone number for
the Air Docket is (202) 566–1742.
Julia
MacAllister, Office of Transportation
and Air Quality, Assessment and
Standards Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, 2000 Traverwood
Drive, Ann Arbor, MI 48105; telephone
number: 734–214–4131; email address:
hearing_registration-asd@epa.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Does this action apply to me?
This action relates to a previously
promulgated final rule that affects
companies that manufacture, sell, or
import into the United States glider
vehicles. Proposed categories and
entities that might be affected include
the following:

Category

NAICS code a

Examples of potentially affected entities

Industry ............................................

336110, 336111, 336112, 333618,
336120, 441310.

Motor Vehicle Manufacturers, Engine Manufacturers, Engine Parts
Manufacturers, Truck Manufacturers, Automotive Parts and Accessories Dealers.

Note: a North American Industry Classification System (NAICS).

This table is not intended to be
exhaustive, but rather provides a guide
for readers regarding entities likely
covered by these rules. This table lists
the types of entities that we are aware
may be regulated by this action. Other
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types of entities not listed in the table
could also be regulated. To determine
whether your activities are regulated by
this action, you should carefully
examine the applicability criteria in the
referenced regulations. You may direct
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questions regarding the applicability of
this action to the persons listed in the
preceding FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT section.
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I. Introduction
The basis for the proposed repeal of
those provisions of the final rule
entitled Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Fuel Efficiency Standards for Mediumand Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles—
Phase 2 (the Phase 2 rule) 1 that apply
to glider vehicles, glider engines, and
glider kits is EPA’s proposed
interpretation of CAA section 202(a)(1)
and sections 216(2) and 216(3), which is
discussed below. Under this proposed
interpretation: (1) Glider vehicles would
not be treated as ‘‘new motor vehicles,’’
(2) glider engines would not be treated
as ‘‘new motor vehicle engines,’’ and (3)
glider kits would not be treated as
‘‘incomplete’’ new motor vehicles.
Based on this proposed interpretation,
EPA would lack authority to regulate
glider vehicles, glider engines, and
glider kits under CAA section 202(a)(1).
This proposed interpretation is a
departure from the position taken by
EPA in the Phase 2 rule. There, EPA
interpreted the statutory definitions of
‘‘new motor vehicle’’ and ‘‘new motor
vehicle engines’’ in CAA section 216(3)
as including glider vehicles and glider
engines, respectively. The proposed
interpretation also departs from EPA’s
position in the Phase 2 rule that CAA
section 202(a)(1) authorizes the Agency
to treat glider kits as ‘‘incomplete’’ new
motor vehicles.
It is settled law that EPA has inherent
authority to reconsider, revise, or repeal
past decisions to the extent permitted by
law so long as the Agency provides a
reasoned explanation. This authority
exists in part because EPA’s
interpretations of the statutes it
administers ‘‘are not carved in stone.’’
Chevron U.S.A. Inc. v. NRDC, Inc. 467
U.S. 837, 863 (1984). If an agency is to
‘‘engage in informed rulemaking,’’ it
‘‘must consider varying interpretations
and the wisdom of its policy on a
continuing basis.’’ Id. at 863–64. This is
true when, as is the case here, review is
undertaken ‘‘in response to . . . a
change in administration.’’ National
Cable & Telecommunications Ass’n v.
Brand X Internet Services, 545 U.S. 967,
981 (2005). A ‘‘change in administration
brought about by the people casting
their votes is a perfectly reasonable
basis for an executive agency’s
reappraisal of the costs and benefits of
its programs and regulations,’’ and so
long as an agency ‘‘remains within the
bounds established by Congress,’’ the
agency ‘‘is entitled to assess
administrative records and evaluate
priorities in light of the philosophy of
the administration.’’ Motor Vehicle
1 81

FR 73478 (October 25, 2016).
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Manufacturers Ass’n. v. State Farm
Mutual Automobile Insurance Co., 463
U.S. 29, 59 (1983) (Rehnquist, J.,
concurring in part and dissenting in
part).
After reconsidering the statutory
language, EPA proposes to adopt a
reading of the relevant provisions of the
CAA under which the Agency would
lack authority under CAA section
202(a)(1) to impose requirements on
glider vehicles, glider engines, and
glider kits and therefore proposes to
remove the relevant rule provisions. At
the same time, under CAA section
202(a)(3)(D), EPA is authorized to
‘‘prescribe requirements to control’’ the
‘‘practice of rebuilding heavy-duty
engines,’’ including ‘‘standards
applicable to emissions from any rebuilt
heavy-duty engines.’’ 42 U.S.C.
7521(a)(3)(D).2 If the interpretation
being proposed here were to be
finalized, EPA’s authority to address
heavy-duty engine rebuilding practices
under CAA section 202(a)(3)(D) would
not be affected.
II. Background
A. Factual Context
A glider vehicle (sometimes referred
to simply as a ‘‘glider’’) is a truck that
utilizes a previously owned powertrain
(including the engine, the transmission,
and usually the rear axle) but which has
new body parts. When these new body
parts (which generally include the
tractor chassis with frame, front axle,
brakes, and cab) are put together to form
the ‘‘shell’’ of a truck, the assemblage of
parts is referred to collectively as a
‘‘glider kit.’’ The final manufacturer of
the glider vehicle, i.e., the entity that
takes the assembled glider kit and
combines it with the used powertrain
salvaged from a ‘‘donor’’ truck, is
typically a different manufacturer than
the original manufacturer of the glider
kit. See 81 FR 73512–13 (October 25,
2016).
B. Statutory and Regulatory Context
Section 202(a)(1) of the CAA directs
that EPA ‘‘shall by regulation
prescribe,’’ in ‘‘accordance with the
provisions’’ of section 202, ‘‘standards
applicable to the emission of any air
pollutant from any . . . new motor
vehicles or new motor vehicle engines.’’
42 U.S.C. 7521(a)(1). CAA section 216(2)
defines ‘‘motor vehicle’’ to mean ‘‘any
self-propelled vehicle designed for
2 EPA has adopted regulations that address engine
rebuilding practices. See, e.g., 40 CFR 1068.120.
EPA is not proposing in this action to adopt
additional regulatory requirements pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 7521(a)(3)(D) that would apply to rebuilt
engines installed in glider vehicles.
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transporting persons or property on a
street or highway.’’ 42 U.S.C. 7550(2). A
‘‘new motor vehicle’’ is defined in CAA
section 216(3) to mean, as is relevant
here, a ‘‘motor vehicle the equitable or
legal title to which has never been
transferred to an ultimate purchaser.’’
42 U.S.C. 7550(3) (emphasis added). A
‘‘new motor vehicle engine’’ is similarly
defined as an ‘‘engine in a new motor
vehicle’’ or a ‘‘motor vehicle engine the
equitable or legal title to which has
never been transferred to the ultimate
purchaser.’’ Id. 3
Comments submitted to EPA during
the Phase 2 rulemaking stated that
gliders are approximately 25% less
expensive than new trucks,4 which
makes them popular with small
businesses and owner-operators.5 In
contrast to an older vehicle, a glider
requires less maintenance and yields
less downtime.6 A glider has the same
braking, lane drift devices, dynamic
cruise control, and blind spot detection
devices that are found on current model
year heavy-duty trucks, making it a safer
vehicle to operate, compared to the
older truck that it is replacing.7
Some commenters questioned EPA’s
authority to regulate glider vehicles as
‘‘new motor vehicles,’’ to treat glider
engines as ‘‘new motor vehicle
engines,’’ or to impose requirements on
glider kits. Commenters also pointed out
what they described as the overall
environmental benefits of gliders. For
instance, one commenter stated that
‘‘rebuilding an engine and transmission
uses 85% less energy than
manufacturing them new.’’ 8 Another
commenter noted that the use of glider
vehicles ‘‘improves utilization and
reduces the number of trucks required
to haul the same tonnage of freight.’’ 9
This same commenter further asserted
that glider vehicles utilizing ‘‘newly
rebuilt engines’’ produce less
‘‘particulate, NOX, and GHG emissions
3 The definitions of both ‘‘new motor vehicle’’
and ‘‘new motor vehicle engine’’ are contained in
the same paragraph (3), reflecting the fact that
‘‘[w]henever the statute refers to ‘new motor
vehicle’ the phrase is followed by ‘or new motor
vehicle engine.’ ’’ See Motor and Equipment
Manufacturers Ass’n v. EPA, 627 F.2d 1095, 1102
n.5 (D.C. Cir. 1979). As Title II currently reads, the
term ‘‘new motor vehicle’’ appears some 32 times,
and in all but two instances, the term is
accompanied by ‘‘new motor vehicle engine,’’
indicating that, at the inception of Title II, Congress
understood that the regulation of engines was
essential to control emissions from ‘‘motor
vehicles.’’
4 Response to Comments for Joint Rulemaking,
EPA–426–R–16–901 (August 2016) at 1846.
5 EPA–HQ–OAR–2014–0827–1964.
6 EPA–HQ–OAR–2014–0827–1005.
7 Id.
8 EPA–HQ–OAR–2014–0827–1964.
9 EPA–HQ–OAR–2014–0827–1005.
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. . . compared to [a] worn oil burning
engine which is beyond its useful
life.’’ 10
In the Phase 2 rule, EPA found that it
was ‘‘reasonable’’ to consider glider
vehicles to be ‘‘new motor vehicles’’
under the definition in CAA section
216(3). See 81 FR 73514 (October 25,
2016). Likewise, EPA found that the
previously owned engines utilized by
glider vehicles should be considered to
be ‘‘new motor vehicle engines’’ within
the statutory definition. Based on these
interpretations, EPA determined that it
had authority under CAA section 202(a)
to subject glider vehicles and glider
engines to the requirements of the Phase
2 rule. As for glider kits, EPA found that
if glider vehicles are new motor
vehicles, then the Agency was
authorized to regulate glider kits as
‘‘incomplete’’ new motor vehicles. Id.
C. Petition for Reconsideration
Following promulgation of the Phase
2 rule, EPA received from
representatives of the glider industry a
joint petition requesting that the Agency
reconsider the application of the Phase
2 rule to glider vehicles, glider engines,
and glider kits.11 The petitioners made
three principal arguments in support of
their petition. First, they argued that
EPA is not authorized by CAA section
202(a)(1) to regulate glider kits, glider
vehicles, or glider engines. Petition at
3–4. Second, the petitioners contended
that in the Phase 2 rule EPA ‘‘relied
upon unsupported assumptions to
arrive at the conclusion that immediate
regulation of glider vehicles was
warranted and necessary.’’ Id. at 4.
Third, the petitioners asserted that
reconsideration was warranted under
Executive Order 13783. Id. at 6.
The petitioners took particular issue
with what they characterized as EPA’s
having ‘‘assumed that the nitrogen oxide
(‘NOX’) and particulate matter (‘PM’)
emissions of glider vehicles using pre2007 engines’’ would be ‘‘at least ten
times higher than emissions from
equivalent vehicles being produced
with brand new engines.’’ Petition at 5,
citing 81 FR 73942. According to the
petitioners, EPA had ‘‘relied on no
actual data to support this conclusion,’’
but had ‘‘simply relied on the pre-2007
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10 Id.
11 See Petition for Reconsideration of Application
of the Final Rule Entitled ‘‘Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards for
Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles—
Phase 2 Final Rule’’ to Gliders, from Fitzgerald
Glider Kits, LLC; Harrison Truck Centers, Inc.; and
Indiana Phoenix, Inc. (July 10, 2017) (Petition).
Available in the rulemaking docket, EPA–HQ–
OAR–2014–0827, and at https://www.epa.gov/sites/
production/files/2017-07/documents/hd-ghg-frfitzgerald-recons-petition-2017-07-10.pdf.
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standards.’’ Id. In support, the
petitioners included as an exhibit to
their petition a letter from the President
of the Tennessee Technological
University (‘‘Tennessee Tech’’), which
described a study recently conducted by
Tennessee Tech. This study, according
to the petitioners, had ‘‘analyz[ed] the
NOX, PM, and carbon monoxide . . .
emissions from both remanufactured
and OEM engines,’’ and ‘‘reached a
contrary conclusion’’ regarding glider
vehicle emissions. Petition at 5.
The petitioners maintained that the
results of the study ‘‘showed that
remanufactured engines from model
years between 2002 and 2007 performed
roughly on par with OEM ‘certified’
engines,’’ and ‘‘in some instances even
out-performed the OEM engines.’’ Id.
The petitioners further claimed that the
Tennessee Tech research ‘‘ ‘showed that
remanufactured and OEM engines
experience parallel decline in emissions
efficiency with increased mileage.’ ’’ Id.,
quoting Tennessee Tech letter at 2.
Based on the Tennessee Tech study, the
petitioners asserted that ‘‘glider vehicles
would emit less than 12% of the total
NOX and PM emissions for all Class 8
heavy duty vehicles . . . not 33% as the
Phase 2 Rule suggests.’’ Id., citing 81 FR
73943.
Further, the petitioners complained
that the Phase 2 rule had ‘‘failed to
consider the significant environmental
benefits that glider vehicles create.’’
Petition at 6 (emphasis in original).
‘‘Glider vehicle GHG emissions are less
than those of OEM vehicles,’’ the
petitioners contended, ‘‘due to gliders’
greater fuel efficiency,’’ and the ‘‘carbon
footprint of gliders is further reduced by
the savings created by recycling
materials.’’ Id. The petitioners
represented that ‘‘[g]lider assemblers
reuse approximately 4,000 pounds of
cast steel in the remanufacturing
process,’’ including ‘‘3,000 pounds for
the engine assembly alone.’’ Id. The
petitioners pointed out that ‘‘[r]eusing
these components avoids the
environmental impact of casting steel,
including the significant associated NOX
emissions.’’ Id. This ‘‘fact,’’ the
petitioners argued, is something that
EPA should have been considered but
was ‘‘not considered in the development
of the Phase 2 rule.’’ Id.
EPA responded to the glider industry
representatives’ joint petition by
separate letters on August 17, 2017,
stating that the petition had ‘‘raise[d]
significant questions regarding the
EPA’s authority under the Clean Air Act
to regulate gliders.’’ 12 EPA further
12 See, e.g., Letter from E. Scott Pruitt, EPA
Administrator, to Tommy C. Fitzgerald, President,
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indicated that it had ‘‘decided to revisit
the provisions in the Phase 2 Rule that
relate to gliders,’’ and that the Agency
‘‘intends to develop and issue a Federal
Register notice of proposed rulemaking
on this matter, consistent with the
requirements of the Clean Air Act.’’ 13
III. Basis for the Proposed Repeal
A. Statutory Analysis
EPA is proposing that the statutory
interpretations on which the Phase 2
rule predicated its regulation of glider
vehicles, glider engines, and glider kits
were incorrect. EPA proposes an
interpretation of the relevant language
of the CAA under which glider vehicles
are excluded from the statutory term
‘‘new motor vehicles’’ and glider
engines are excluded from the statutory
term ‘‘new motor vehicle engines,’’ as
both terms are defined in CAA section
216(3). Consistent with this
interpretation of the scope of ‘‘new
motor vehicle,’’ EPA is further
proposing that it has no authority to
treat glider kits as ‘‘incomplete’’ new
motor vehicles under CAA section
202(a)(1).
As was noted, a ‘‘new motor vehicle’’
is defined by CAA section 216(3) to
mean, in relevant part, a ‘‘motor vehicle
the equitable or legal title to which has
never been transferred to an ultimate
purchaser.’’ 42 U.S.C. 7550(3). In basic
terms, a glider vehicle consists of the
new components that make up a glider
kit, into which a previously owned
powertrain has been installed. Prior to
the time a completed glider vehicle is
sold, it can be said that the vehicle’s
‘‘equitable or legal title’’ has yet to be
‘‘transferred to an ultimate purchaser.’’
It is on this basis that the Phase 2 rule
found that a glider vehicle fits within
the definition of ‘‘new motor vehicle.’’
81 FR 73514 (October 25, 2016).
EPA’s rationale for applying this
reading of the statutory language was
that ‘‘[g]lider vehicles are typically
marketed and sold as ‘brand new’
trucks.’’ 81 FR 73514 (October 25, 2016).
EPA took note of one glider kit
manufacturer’s own advertising
materials that represented that the
company had ‘‘ ‘mastered the process of
taking the ‘Glider Kit’ and installing the
components to work seamlessly with the
new truck.’ ’’ Id. (emphasis added in
original). EPA stated that the ‘‘purchaser
of a ‘new truck’ necessarily takes initial
title to that truck.’’ Id. (citing statements
Fitzgerald Glider Kits (Aug. 17, 2017). Available in
the rulemaking docket, EPA–HQ–OAR–2014–0827,
and at https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/
2017-08/documents/hd-ghg-phase2-ttma-ltr-201708-17.pdf.
13 Id.
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on the glider kit manufacturer’s Web
site). EPA rejected arguments raised in
comments that ‘‘this ‘new truck’
terminology is a mere marketing ploy.’’
Id. Rather, EPA stated, ‘‘it obviously
reflects reality.’’ Id.
In proposing a new interpretation of
the relevant statutory language, EPA
now believes that its prior reading was
not the best reading, and that the
Agency failed to consider adequately
the most important threshold
consideration: i.e., whether or not
Congress, in defining ‘‘new motor
vehicle’’ for purposes of Title II, had a
specific intent to include within the
statutory definition such a thing as a
glider vehicle—a vehicle comprised
both of new and previously owned
components. See Chevron, 467 U.S. at
843 n.9 (Where the ‘‘traditional tools of
statutory construction’’ allow one to
‘‘ascertain[ ] that Congress had an
intention on the precise question at
issue,’’ that ‘‘intention is the law and
must be given effect.’’). Where
‘‘Congress has not directly addressed
the precise question at issue,’’ and the
‘‘statute is silent or ambiguous with
respect to the specific issue,’’ it is left
to the agency charged with
implementing the statute to provide an
‘‘answer based on a permissible
construction of the statute.’’ Id. at 843.
Focusing solely on that portion of the
statutory definition that provides that a
motor vehicle is considered ‘‘new’’ prior
to the time its ‘‘equitable or legal title’’
has been ‘‘transferred to an ultimate
purchaser,’’ a glider vehicle would
appear to qualify as ‘‘new.’’ As the
Supreme Court has repeatedly
counseled, however, that is just the
beginning of a proper interpretive
analysis. The ‘‘definition of words in
isolation,’’ the Court has noted, ‘‘is not
necessarily controlling in statutory
construction.’’ See Dolan v. United
States Postal Service, 546 U.S. 481, 486
(2006). Rather, the ‘‘interpretation of a
word or phrase depends upon reading
the whole statutory text, considering the
purpose and context of the statute,’’ and
‘‘consulting any precedents or
authorities that inform the analysis.’’ Id.
Similarly, in seeking to ‘‘determine
congressional intent, using traditional
tools of statutory construction,’’ the
‘‘starting point is the language of the
statute.’’ See Dole v. United
Steelworkers of America, 494 U.S. 26,
35 (1990) (emphasis added) (internal
citation omitted). At the same time, ‘‘in
expounding a statute,’’ one is not to be
‘‘guided by a single sentence or member
of a sentence,’’ but is to ‘‘look to the
provisions of the whole law, and to its
object and policy.’’ Id. (internal citations
omitted).
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Assessed in light of these principles,
it is clear that EPA’s reading of the
statutory definition of ‘‘new motor
vehicle’’ in the Phase 2 rule fell short.
First, that reading failed to account for
the fact that, at the time this definition
of ‘‘new motor vehicle’’ was enacted, it
is likely that Congress did not have in
mind that the definition would be
construed as applying to a vehicle
comprised of new body parts and a
previously owned powertrain. The
manufacture of glider vehicles to
salvage the usable powertrains of trucks
wrecked in accidents goes back a
number of years.14 But only more
recently—after the enactment of Title
II—have glider vehicles been produced
in any great number.
Furthermore, the concept of deeming
a motor vehicle to be ‘‘new’’ based on
its ‘‘equitable or legal title’’ not having
been transferred to an ‘‘ultimate
purchaser’’ appears to have originated
with an otherwise unrelated federal
statute that predated Title II by a few
years—i.e., the Automobile Information
Disclosure Act of 1958, Public Law 85–
506 (Disclosure Act).15 The history of
Title II’s initial enactment and
subsequent development indicates that,
in adopting a definition of ‘‘new motor
vehicle’’ for purposes of the Clean Air
Act, Congress drew on the approach it
had taken originally with the Disclosure
Act.
Among other things, the Disclosure
Act requires that a label be affixed to the
windshield or side window of new
automobiles, with the label providing
such information as the Manufacturer’s
Suggested Retail Price. See 15 U.S.C.
1232 (‘‘Every manufacturer of new
automobiles distributed in commerce
shall, prior to the delivery of any new
automobile to any dealer, or at or prior
to the introduction date of new models
delivered to a dealer prior to such
introduction date, securely affix to the
windshield, or side window of such
automobile a label . . . .’’) (emphases
added). The Disclosure Act defines the
term ‘‘automobile’’ to ‘‘include[ ] any
passenger car or station wagon,’’ and
defines the term ‘‘new automobile’’ to
mean ‘‘an automobile the equitable or
legal title to which has never been
transferred by a manufacturer,
distributor, or dealer to an ultimate
purchaser.’’ See 15 U.S.C. 1231(c), (d).
In 1965, Congress amended the thenexisting Clean Air Act, and for the first
time enacted provisions directed at the
control of air pollution from motor
vehicles. See Clean Air Act
14 EPA–HQ–OAR–2014–0827–1964.
15 The provisions of the Disclosure Act are set
forth at 15 U.S.C. 1231–1233.
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Amendments of 1965, Public Law 89–
272 (1965 CAA). Included in the 1965
CAA was a brand new Title II, the
‘‘Motor Vehicle Air Pollution Control
Act,’’ the structure and language of
which largely mirrored key provisions
of Title II as it exists today. Section
202(a) of the 1965 CAA provided that
the ‘‘Secretary [of what was then the
Department of Health, Education and
Welfare] shall by regulation, giving
appropriate consideration to
technological feasibility and economic
costs, prescribe . . . standards
applicable to the emission of any kind
of substance, from any class or classes
of new motor vehicles or new motor
vehicle engines, which in his judgment
cause or contribute to, or are likely to
cause or to contribute to, air pollution
which endangers the health or welfare
of any persons . . . .’’ Public Law 89–
272, 79 Stat. 992 (emphasis added).
Section 208 of the 1965 CAA defined
‘‘motor vehicle’’ in terms identical to
those in the CAA today: ‘‘any selfpropelled vehicle designed for
transporting persons or property on a
street or highway.’’ Public Law 89–272,
79 Stat. 995. The 1965 CAA defined
‘‘new motor vehicle’’ and ‘‘new motor
vehicle engine’’ to mean, as relevant
here, ‘‘a motor vehicle the equitable or
legal title to which has never been
transferred to an ultimate purchaser;
and the term ‘new motor vehicle
engine’ ’’ to mean ‘‘an engine in a new
motor vehicle or a motor vehicle engine
the equitable or legal title to which has
never been transferred to the ultimate
purchaser.’’ Id. Again, in relevant part,
the 1965 CAA definitions of these terms
were identical to those that currently
appear in CAA section 216(3).
While the legislative history of the
1965 CAA does not expressly indicate
that Congress based its definition of
‘‘new motor vehicle’’ on the definition
of ‘‘new automobile’’ first adopted by
the Automobile Information Disclosure
Act of 1958, it seems clear that such was
the case. The statutory language of the
two provisions is identical in all
pertinent respects,16 and there appears
to be no other federal statute, in
existence prior to enactment of the 1965
16 Further, the 1965 CAA’s definition of ‘‘ultimate
purchaser,’’ as set forth in section 208(5), for the
most part tracks the Disclosure Act’s earlier-enacted
definition: ‘‘The term ‘ultimate purchaser’ means,
with respect to any new automobile, the first
person, other than a dealer purchasing in his
capacity as a dealer, who in good faith purchases
such new automobile for purposes other than
resale.’’ Compare 1965 CAA section 208(5), Public
Law 89–272, 79 Stat. 995 with 15 U.S.C. 1231(g).
Such is the case, too, with respect to the 1965
CAA’s definition of ‘‘manufacturer.’’ Compare 1965
CAA section 208(1), Public Law 89–272, 79 Stat.
994–995 with 15 U.S.C. 1231(a).
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CAA, from which Congress could have
derived that terminology.
Subsequently, the statutory language
from the 1965 CAA, defining the terms
‘‘motor vehicle,’’ ‘‘new motor vehicle,’’
‘‘new motor vehicle engine,’’ ‘‘ultimate
purchaser,’’ and ‘‘manufacturer’’ was
incorporated verbatim in the Air Quality
Act of 1967 (1967 AQA). See Public Law
148, 81 Stat. 503. The Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1970 (1970 CAAA) did
not change those definitions, except to
add the language regarding ‘‘vehicles or
engines imported or offered for
importation’’ that currently appears in
CAA section 216(3). See Public Law 91–
604, 84 Stat. 1694, 1703.17
The fact that Congress, in first
devising the CAA’s definition of ‘‘new
motor vehicle’’ for purposes of Title II,
drew on the pre-existing definition of
‘‘new automobile’’ in the Automobile
Information Disclosure Act of 1958
serves to illuminate congressional
intent. As with the Disclosure Act,
Congress in the 1965 CAA selected the
point of first transfer of ‘‘equitable or
legal title’’ to serve as a bright line—i.e.,
to distinguish between those ‘‘new’’
vehicles (and engines) that would be
subject to emission standards adopted
pursuant to CAA section 202(a)(1) and
those existing vehicles that would not
be subject. Insofar as the 1965 CAA
definition of ‘‘new motor vehicle’’ was
based on the Disclosure Act definition
of ‘‘new automobile,’’ it would seem
clear that Congress intended, for
purposes of Title II, that a ‘‘new motor
vehicle’’ would be understood to mean
something equivalent to a ‘‘new
automobile’’—i.e., a true ‘‘showroom
new’’ vehicle. It is implausible that
Congress would have had in mind that
a ‘‘new motor vehicle’’ might also
include a vehicle comprised of new
body parts and a previously owned
powertrain.
Given this, EPA does not believe that
congressional intent as to the meaning
of the term ‘‘new motor vehicle’’ can be
clearly ascertained on the basis of an
isolated reading of a few words in the
statutory definition, where that reading
is divorced from the structure and
history of the CAA as a whole. Based on
that structure and history, it seems
likely that Congress understood a ‘‘new
motor vehicle,’’ as defined in CAA
§ 216(3), to be a vehicle comprised
entirely of new parts and certainly not
a vehicle with a used engine. At a
17 The legislative history of both the 1967 AQA
and 1977 CAAA is silent with respect to the origin
of Title II’s definitions of ‘‘new motor vehicle,’’
‘‘new motor vehicle engine,’’ ‘‘ultimate purchaser,’’
and ‘‘manufacturer,’’ which further underscores
that Congress had originally derived those
definitions from the Disclosure Act.
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minimum, ambiguity exists. This leaves
EPA with the task of providing an
‘‘answer based on a permissible
construction of the statute.’’ Chevron,
467 U.S. at 843.
1. Glider Vehicles
EPA is proposing to interpret ‘‘new
motor vehicle,’’ as defined in CAA
§ 216(3), as not including glider
vehicles. This is a reasonable
interpretation—and commonsense
would agree—insofar as it takes account
of the reality that significant elements of
a glider vehicle (i.e., the powertrain
elements, including the engine and the
transmission) are previously owned
components. Under the Phase 2 rule’s
interpretation, in contrast, the act of
installing a previously owned
powertrain into a glider kit—i.e.,
something that, as is explained further
below, is not a ‘‘motor vehicle’’ as
defined by the CAA—results in the
creation of a new ‘‘motor vehicle.’’ EPA
believes that Congress, in adopting a
definition of ‘‘new motor vehicle’’ for
purposes of Title II, never had in mind
that the statutory language would admit
of such a counterintuitive result.
In other words, EPA now believes
that, in defining ‘‘new motor vehicle,’’
Congress did not intend that a vehicle
comprised of a new outer shell
conjoined to a previously owned
powertrain should be treated as a ‘‘new’’
vehicle, based solely on the fact that the
vehicle may have been assigned a new
title following assembly. In this regard,
insofar as Title II’s regulatory regime
was at its inception directed at the
emissions produced by new vehicle
engines,18 it is not at all clear that
Congress intended that Title II’s reach
should extend to a vehicle whose outer
parts may be ‘‘new’’ but whose engine
was previously owned.
2. Glider Engines
EPA proposes to find that, since a
glider vehicle does not meet the
statutory definition of a ‘‘new motor
vehicle,’’ it necessarily follows that a
glider engine is not a ‘‘new motor
vehicle engine’’ within the meaning of
CAA section 216(3). Under that
provision, a motor vehicle engine is
deemed to be ‘‘new’’ in either of two
circumstances: (1) The engine is ‘‘in a
new motor vehicle,’’ or (2) the
‘‘equitable or legal title’’ to the engine
has ‘‘never been transferred to the
ultimate purchaser.’’ The second of
these circumstances can never apply to
a glider engine, which is invariably an
engine that has been previously owned.
18 See
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As to the first circumstance, a glider
engine is installed in a glider kit, which
in itself is not a ‘‘motor vehicle.’’ A
glider kit becomes a ‘‘motor vehicle’’
only after an engine (and the balance of
the powertrain) has been installed. But
while adding a previously owned
engine to a glider kit may result in the
creation of a ‘‘motor vehicle,’’ the
assertion that the previously owned
engine thereby becomes a ‘‘new motor
vehicle engine’’ within the meaning of
CAA section 216(3), due to the engine’s
now being in a ‘‘new motor vehicle,’’
reflects circular thinking. It presupposes
that the installation of a (previously
owned) engine in a glider kit creates not
just a ‘‘motor vehicle’’ but a ‘‘new motor
vehicle.’’ EPA is proposing to interpret
the relevant statutory language in a
manner that rejects the Agency’s prior
reliance on the view that (1) installing
a previously owned engine in a glider
kit transforms the glider kit into a ‘‘new
motor vehicle,’’ and (2) that, thereafter,
the subsequent presence of that
previously owned engine in the
supposed ‘‘new motor vehicle’’
transforms that engine into a ‘‘new
motor vehicle engine’’ within the
meaning of CAA section 216(3).
3. Glider Kits
Under EPA’s proposed interpretation,
EPA would have no authority to
regulate glider kits under CAA section
202(a)(1). If glider vehicles are not ‘‘new
motor vehicles,’’ which is the
interpretation of CAA section 216(3)
that EPA is proposing here, then the
Agency lacks authority to regulate glider
kits as ‘‘incomplete’’ new motor
vehicles. Further, given that a glider kit
lacks a powertrain, a glider kit does not
explicitly meet the definition of ‘‘motor
vehicle,’’ which, in relevant part, is
defined to mean ‘‘any self-propelled
vehicle.’’ 42 U.S.C. 7550(2) (emphasis
added). It is not obvious that a vehicle
without a motor could constitute a
‘‘motor vehicle.’’
4. Issues for Which EPA Seeks Comment
EPA believes that its proposed
interpretation is the most reasonable
reading of the relevant statutory
language, and that its proposed
determination, based on this
interpretation, that regulation of glider
vehicles, glider engines, and glider kits
is not authorized by CAA section
202(a)(1) is also reasonable. EPA seeks
comment on this interpretation.
Comments submitted in the Phase 2
rulemaking docket lead EPA to believe
that a glider vehicle is often a suitable
option for those small businesses and
independent operators who cannot
afford to purchase a new vehicle, but
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who wish to replace an older vehicle
with a vehicle that is equipped with upto-date safety features. EPA solicits
comment and further information as to
this issue. EPA also solicits comment
and information on whether limiting the
availability of glider vehicles could
result in older, less safe, more-polluting
trucks remaining on the road that much
longer. EPA particularly seeks
information and analysis addressing the
question whether glider vehicles
produce significantly fewer emissions
overall compared to the older trucks
they would replace.
EPA also seeks comment on the
matter of the anticipated purchasing
behavior on the part of the smaller
trucking operations and independent
drivers if the regulatory provisions at
issue were to repealed. Further, EPA
seeks comment on the relative expected
emissions impacts if the regulatory
requirements at issue here were to be
repealed or were to be left in place.
Finally, EPA seeks comment on
whether, if the Agency were to
determine not to adopt the
interpretation of CAA sections 202(a)(1)
and 216(3) being proposed here, EPA
should nevertheless revise the ‘‘interim
provisions’’ of Phase 2 rule, 40 CFR
1037.150(t)(1)(ii), to increase the
exemption available for small
manufacturers above the current limit of
300 glider vehicles per year. EPA seeks
input on how large an increase would
be reasonable, were the Agency to
increase the limit in taking final action.
Further, EPA seeks comment on
whether, if the Agency were to
determine not to adopt the statutory
interpretation being proposed here, EPA
should nevertheless extend by some
period of time the date for compliance
for glider vehicles, glider engines, and
glider kits set forth in 40 CFR 1037.635.
EPA seeks comment on what would be
a reasonable extension of the
compliance date.
B. Conclusion
EPA has a fundamental obligation to
ensure that the regulatory actions it
takes are authorized by Congress, and
that the standards and requirements that
it would impose on the regulatory
community have a sound and
reasonable basis in law. EPA is now
proposing to find that the most
reasonable reading of the relevant
provisions of the CAA, including CAA
sections 202(a)(1), 216(2), and 216(3) is
that glider vehicles should not be
regulated as ‘‘new motor vehicles,’’ that
glider engines should not be regulated
as ‘‘new motor vehicle engines,’’ and
that glider kits should not be regulated
as ‘‘incomplete’’ new motor vehicles.
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Based on this proposed interpretation,
EPA is proposing to repeal those
provisions of the Phase 2 rule applicable
to glider vehicles, glider engines, and
glider kits.
IV. Public Participation
We request comment by January 5,
2018 on all aspects of this proposal.
This section describes how you can
participate in this process.
Materials related to the Heavy-Duty
Phase 2 rulemaking are available in the
public docket noted above and at:
https://www.epa.gov/regulationsemissions-vehicles-and-engines/
regulations-greenhouse-gas-emissionscommercial-trucks.
1. How do I prepare and submit
information?
Direct your submittals to Docket ID
No. EPA–HQ–OAR–2014–0827. EPA’s
policy is that all submittals received
will be included in the public docket
without change and may be made
available online at www.regulations.gov,
including any personal information
provided, unless the submittal includes
information claimed to be Confidential
Business Information (CBI) or other
information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute.
Do not submit information to the
docket that you consider to be CBI or
otherwise protected through
www.regulations.gov. The
www.regulations.gov Web site is an
‘‘anonymous access’’ system, which
means EPA will not know your identity
or contact information unless you
provide it in the body of your submittal.
If you submit an electronic submittal,
EPA recommends that you include your
name and other contact information in
the body of your submittal and with any
disk or CD–ROM you submit. Electronic
files should avoid the use of special
characters, any form of encryption, and
be free of any defects or viruses. For
additional information about EPA’s
public docket visit the EPA Docket
Center homepage at http://
www.epa.gov/epahome/dockets.htm.
EPA will hold a public hearing on the
date and at the location stated in the
DATES Section. To attend the hearing,
individuals will need to show
appropriate ID to enter the building. The
hearing will start at 10:00 a.m. local
time and continue until everyone has
had a chance to speak. More details
concerning the hearing can be found at
https://www.epa.gov/regulationsemissions-vehicles-and-engines/
regulations-greenhouse-gas-emissionscommercial-trucks.
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2. Submitting CBI
Do not submit this information to EPA
through www.regulations.gov or email.
Clearly mark the part or all of the
information that you claim to be CBI.
For CBI information in a disk or CD–
ROM that you mail to EPA, mark the
outside of the disk or CD–ROM as CBI
and then identify electronically within
the disk or CD–ROM the specific
information that is claimed as CBI). In
addition to one complete version of the
comment that includes information
claimed as CBI, a copy of the comment
that does not contain the information
claimed as CBI must be submitted for
inclusion in the public docket.
Information so marked will not be
disclosed except in accordance with
procedures set forth in 40 CFR part 2.
3. Tips for Preparing Your Comments
When submitting comments,
remember to:
• Identify the action by docket
number and other identifying
information (subject heading, Federal
Register date and page number).
• Explain why you agree or disagree;
suggest alternatives and substitute
language for your requested changes.
• Describe any assumptions and
provide any technical information and/
or data that you used.
• If you estimate potential costs or
burdens, explain how you arrived at
your estimate in sufficient detail to
allow for it to be reproduced.
• Provide specific examples to
illustrate your concerns, and suggest
alternatives.
• Explain your views as clearly as
possible, avoiding the use of profanity
or personal threats.
• Make sure to submit your
comments by the comment period
deadline identified in the DATES section
above.
V. Statutory and Executive Order
Reviews
(1) Executive Order 12866: Regulatory
Planning and Review and Executive
Order 13563: Improving Regulation and
Regulatory Review
This action is a significant regulatory
action that was submitted to the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) for
review. Any changes made in response
to OMB recommendations have been
documented in the docket.
(2) Executive Order 13771: Reducing
Regulations and Controlling Regulatory
Costs
This action is expected to be an
Executive Order 13771 deregulatory
action. This proposed rule is expected
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to provide meaningful burden reduction
by eliminating regulatory requirements
for glider manufacturers.

(8) Executive Order 13045: Protection of
Children From Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks

(3) Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA)

This action is not subject to Executive
Order 13045 because it is not an
economically significant regulatory
action as defined by Executive Order
12866. However, the Emission
Requirements for Glider Vehicles,
Glider Engines, and Glider Kits was
anticipated to lower ambient
concentrations of PM2.5 and some of the
benefits of reducing these pollutants
may have accrued to children. Our
evaluation of the environmental health
or safety effects of these risks on
children is presented in Section XIV.H.
of the HD Phase 2 Rule.19 Some of the
benefits for children’s health as
described in that analysis would be lost
as a result of this action.
In general, current expectations about
future emissions of pollution from these
trucks is difficult to forecast given
uncertainties in future technologies, fuel
prices, and the demand for trucking.
Furthermore, the proposed action does
not affect the level of public health and
environmental protection already being
provided by existing NAAQS and other
mechanisms in the CAA. This proposed
action does not affect applicable local,
state, or federal permitting or air quality
management programs that will
continue to address areas with degraded
air quality and maintain the air quality
in areas meeting current standards.
Areas that need to reduce criteria air
pollution to meet the NAAQS will still
need to rely on control strategies to
reduce emissions. To the extent that
states use other mechanisms in order to
comply with the NAAQS, and still
achieve the criteria pollution reductions
that would have occurred under the
CPP, this proposed rescission will not
have a disproportionate adverse effect
on children’s health.

This action does not impose an
information collection burden under the
PRA because it does not contain any
information collection activities. It
would only eliminate regulatory
requirements for glider manufacturers.
(4) Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)
I certify that this action will not have
a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities
under the RFA. In making this
determination, the impact of concern is
any significant adverse economic
impact on small entities. An agency may
certify that a rule will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities if
the rule relieves regulatory burden, has
no net burden, or otherwise has a
positive economic effect on the small
entities subject to the rule. Small glider
manufacturers would be allowed to
produce glider vehicles without meeting
new motor vehicle emission standards.
We have therefore concluded that this
action will have no adverse regulatory
impact for any directly regulated small
entities.
(5) Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
(UMRA)
This action does not contain any
unfunded mandate as described in
UMRA, 2 U.S.C. 1531–1538, and does
not significantly or uniquely affect small
governments. The action imposes no
enforceable duty on any state, local, or
tribal governments.
(6) Executive Order 13132: Federalism
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This action does not have federalism
implications. It will not have substantial
direct effects on the states, on the
relationship between the national
government and the states, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government.
(7) Executive Order 13175: Consultation
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments
This action does not have tribal
implications as specified in Executive
Order 13175. This proposed rule will be
implemented at the Federal level and
affects glider manufacturers. Thus,
Executive Order 13175 does not apply
to this action.
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(9) Executive Order 13211: Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use
This action is not a ‘‘significant
energy action’’ because it is not likely to
have a significant adverse effect on the
supply, distribution, or use of energy.
(10) National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act (NTTAA)
This rulemaking does not involve
technical standards.

(11) Executive Order 12898: Federal
Actions To Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations, and
Low-Income Populations
Pursuant to Executive Order 12898
(59 FR 7629, February 16, 1994), EPA
considered environmental justice
concerns of the final HD Phase 2 rule.
EPA’s evaluation of human health and
environmental effects on minority, lowincome or indigenous populations for
the final HD Phase 2 rule is presented
in the Preamble, Section VIII.A.8 and 9
(81 FR 73844–7, October 25, 2016). We
have not evaluated the impacts on
minority, low-income or indigenous
populations that may occur as a result
of the proposed action to rescind
emissions requirements for heavy-duty
glider vehicles and engines. EPA
likewise has not considered the
economic and employment impacts of
this rule specifically as they relate to or
might impact minority, low-income and
indigenous populations.
List of Subjects in 40 CFR Parts 1037
and 1068
Environmental protection,
Administrative practice and procedure,
Air pollution control, Confidential
business information, Labeling, Motor
vehicle pollution, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements,
Warranties.
Dated: November 9, 2017.
E. Scott Pruitt,
Administrator.

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, title 40, chapter I of the Code
of Federal Regulations is proposed to be
amended as set forth below.
PART 1037—CONTROL OF EMISSIONS
FROM NEW HEAVY-DUTY MOTOR
VEHICLES
1. The authority for part 1037
continues to read as follows:

■

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401–7671q.

Subpart B—[Amended]
2. Section 1037.150 is amended by
removing and reserving paragraph (t) as
follows:

■

§ 1037.150

*
*
*
(t) [Reserved]
*
*
*
*
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*
*

Subpart G—[Amended]
§ 1037.635

19 81

Interim provisions.

*

■

[Removed]

3. Section 1037.635 is removed.
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Subpart I—[Amended]
4. Section 1037.801 is amended by
removing the definitions ‘‘glider kit’’
and ‘‘glider vehicle’’ and revising the
definitions of ‘‘manufacturer’’ and ‘‘new
motor vehicle’’ to read as follows:

■

§ 1037.801

Definitions.

*
*
*
*
Manufacturer has the meaning given
in section 216(1) of the Act. In general,
this term includes any person who
manufactures or assembles a vehicle
(including a trailer or another
incomplete vehicle) for sale in the
United States or otherwise introduces a
new motor vehicle into commerce in the
United States. This includes importers
who import vehicles for resale.
*
*
*
*
*
New motor vehicle has the meaning
given in the Act. It generally means a
motor vehicle meeting the criteria of
either paragraph (1) or (2) of this
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definition. New motor vehicles may be
complete or incomplete.
(1) A motor vehicle for which the
ultimate purchaser has never received
the equitable or legal title is a new
motor vehicle. This kind of vehicle
might commonly be thought of as
‘‘brand new’’ although a new motor
vehicle may include previously used
parts. Under this definition, the vehicle
is new from the time it is produced until
the ultimate purchaser receives the title
or places it into service, whichever
comes first.
(2) An imported heavy-duty motor
vehicle originally produced after the
1969 model year is a new motor vehicle.
*
*
*
*
*
PART 1068—GENERAL COMPLIANCE
PROVISIONS FOR HIGHWAY,
STATIONARY, AND NONROAD
PROGRAMS

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401–7671q.

Subpart B—[Amended]
6. Section 1068.120 is amended by
revising paragraph (f)(5) to read as
follows:

■

§ 1068.120
engines.

Requirements for rebuilding

*

*
*
*
*
(f) * * *
(5) The standard-setting part may
apply further restrictions to situations
involving installation of used engines to
repower equipment.
*
*
*
*
*
[FR Doc. 2017–24884 Filed 11–15–17; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P

5. The authority for part 1068
continues to read as follows:

■
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IX.
Letter from Administrator Pruitt, responding to the Petition for Reconsideration
(Aug. 17, 2017)
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@CA=fcCodLCko=^CoVXdoVCioUXdX^ogCLMATCco=VBoKTMBC^o'$,@CA=fcCodLCkoBXoVXdoE?TToiMdLMVodLCo%TC=Vo
#M^o#Ad coBCIVMdMXVoXDoUXdX^ogCLMATCo +Vo=BBMdMXV o Mdo =TcXo^=McCco AXVACbcodL=do dLCo '4#o _CTMCBo
f[XVofVcf[[X^eCBo=ccfU[dMXWco_=dLC_o dL=Vo B=d=oiMdLo_CK=_Bo dXodLCoCUMccMXVoMU[=AdcoXDoKTMBC_o
gCLMATCco
,VoTMKLdoXDodLCcCoMccfCco dLCo'4#oL=coBCAMBCBo dXo_ChMcMdodLCo[_XgMcMXVcoMVodLCo$, ,(,
dL=do ^CT=dCo dXo KTMBC^co ;Co MVdCVBo dXo BCgCTX[o =VBo MccfCo =o (CBC^=To 6CKMcdC_o VXdMACo XDo[_X[XcCBo
^fTCU=SMVKoXVodLMcoU=ddC_oAXVcMcdCVdojMdLodLCo_C\fM^CUCVdcoXDodLCo%TC=Vo#M_o#Ado
,DokXfoL=gCo=Vko\fCcdMXVco^CK=aBMVKodLMco_Cc[XVcC okXfoU=koAXVd=Ado$MTTo%L=^UTCkoMVodLCo
3GQACoXDo9a=Vc[X^d=dMXVo=VBo#O_o5f=TPdko=do  oo
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X.
Petition for Reconsideration of Application of HDP2 Rule to Gliders, submitted by
Fitzgerald Glider Kits, Harrison Truck Centers, Inc., and Indiana Phoenix, Inc. to
EPA (July 10, 2017)
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Scott Pruitt, Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington. DC 20460

Re:

Petition for Reconsideration of Application of the Final Rule Entitled
"Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and
Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles-Phase 2 Final Rule" to Gliders

Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 553(e) and 42 U.S.C. § 7607(d)(7)(B), Fitzgerald Glider Kits,
LLC ("Fitzgerald"), Harrison Truck Centers, Inc. ("Harrison"), and Indiana Phoenix, Inc.
("Indiana Phoenix") (collectively, "Petitioners"), on behalf of the glider industry, hereby request
that the Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") reconsider the application of the final rule
entitled "Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and HeavyDuty Engines and Vehicles-Phase 2 Final Rule," 81 Fed. Reg. 73,478 (Oct. 25, 2016) ("Phase 2
Rule"), to "gliders." 1
Background

"Gliders" are medium- and heavy-duty trucks that are assembled by combining certain
new truck parts (that together constitute a "glider kit") with the refurbished powertrain-the
engine, the transmission, and typically the rear axle-of an older truck. The glider kit generally
includes the tractor chassis with frame, front axle, cab, and brakes. 81 Fed. Reg. at 73,512. A
glider is manufactured by combining the powertrain from the used vehicle with the parts in the
glider kit.
Gliders are approximately 25% less expensive than new trucks, a significant cost savings
for small businesses and owner-operators. Envtl. Prot. Agency & Dep 't of Transp., Response to
Comments for Joint Rulemaking ("RTC"), at 1846 (Aug. 2016) (comment ofGATR Truck
Center). Businesses and drivers that cannot afford a new truck often purchase gliders as an
alternative to continuing to drive their older vehicle. Id. at 1825 (comment of Clarke Power
Services). Glider kits can also extend the working life of a damaged vehicle. Id. Gliders also
require less maintenance, yielding less downtime, and have modem safety features and
amenities. Id. Overall, they offer a more economical option for smaller fleets and owneroperators to maintain the reliability of their commercial trucking operations.
In the Phase 2 Rule published October 25, 2016, EPA for the first time mandated that
glider kits, glider vehicles, and rebuilt engines installed in gliders (hereinafter "gliders") satisfy
1

The Phase 2 Rule was jointly promulgated by EPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
("NHTSA"), an agency within the Department of Transportation ("DOT"). Because Petitioners request
reconsideration of only certain elements of the Phase 2 Rule that were promulgated pursuant to EPA's Clean Air Act
authority, this Petition is directed to EPA, and not NHTSA or DOT.

1
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emissions standards applicable to new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines. The
regulations accomplish this by ignoring the age of the engine and other powertrain elements
installed in gliders and applying instead emissions standards based on the "calendar year in
which assembly of the glider is completed." 81 Fed. Reg. at 73,943; see 40 C.F.R. § 1037.635.
In other words, if a glider assembler installs a reclaimed engine in a glider in 2017, that engine
must be certified to comply with all emissions standards applicable to new engines from model
year 2017, regardless of the actual model year of the engine. "This requirement applies to all
pollutants, and thus encompasses criteria pollutant standards as well as the separate [greenhouse
gas ("GHG")] standards." 81 Fed. Reg. at 73,943; see 40 C.F.R. § 1037.635.
Recognizing that the new standards applied to gliders in the Phase 2 Rule were both
sudden and onerous, the Phase 2 Rule purports to provide some "transitional flexibilities," 81
Fed. Reg. at 73,942, but these provisions are not enough to prevent a devastating impact on the
glider industry when the standards become almost fully applicable to gliders on January 1, 2018.
In 2017, glider assemblers are permitted to produce a limited number of gliders exempt from the
regulations. The number of gliders exempted in 2017 for any particular company is equivalent to
the "highest annual production of glider kits and glider vehicles for any year from 2010 to 2014"
by the company. 40 C.F.R. § 1037.150(1)(3). Because of the growth of their business since
2014, this provision has forced Fitzgerald, Harrison, and Indiana Phoenix to scale back
production in 2017 to a certain degree, but it has allowed for continued operation. Beginning
January 1, 2018, however, the 2017 regime is replaced with an allowance to build only 300
gliders per year that are exempt from the regulations. Id § I037.105(t)(l )(ii). This stringent
production cap would effectively destroy the glider industry. 2
Despite EPA' s stated goal to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, EPA did not perform any
actual testing to analyze the environmental impact of remanufactured engines and gliders
compared to new Original Equipment Manufacturer ("OEM") vehicles. Instead, it relied on
unsubstantiated assumptions about the number of older engines used in gliders and the emissions
from engines used in gliders.

If left in place, the Phase 2 Rule would significantly curtail American manufacturing and
effectively shut down the glider industry and the nearly 20,000 jobs it supports across the nation.
For example, Fitzgerald, which is based out of Tennessee and Kentucky, is currently responsible
for 1,600 direct and indirect jobs in those two states alone and several thousand more associated
with suppliers across the country. Yet, if this regulation goes into full effect, by the end of the
year, the company will be forced to cut production and its workforce by 90%. Harrison, based in
Iowa, employs approximately 450 people, and its suppliers account for many more glider-related
jobs. Indiana Phoenix, based in Indiana, directly employs over a 100 people in Avilla, Indiana.
The Phase 2 Rule, if it takes effect, would put more job opportunities out of reach for
economically challenged areas already struggling with unemployment. Additionally, it would
force small businesses to buy more expensive new vehicles instead of growing their business and
creating jobs.
2

There are additional exceptions from the general requirement for engines from more recent model years or with
relatively few miles of engine operation. See 40 C .F.R. §§ I 037 .150(t)(2); I 037.635(c). These carve outs do not
apply to the vast majority of the gliders assembled by companies like Fitzgerald and Harrison, which tend to use
engines from earlier model years and that have been subjected to normal use.

2
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Bases for Reconsideration

EPA should reconsider the application of the Phase 2 Rule to glider kits, glider vehicles,
and rebuilt engines installed in gliders for three reasons: (I) Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act
does not authorize EPA to regulate gliders; (2) EPA's prior decision to regulate gliders was
based on unsupported assumptions rather than data; and (3) reconsideration is warranted under
Executive Order 13783.
1.

Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act Does Not Authorize EPA to Regulate
Gliders

The Phase 2 Rule relied on EPA's authority under section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act to
regulate emissions from "new motor vehicles" and "new motor vehicle engines." 42 U.S.C.
§ 7521 (a)(l ). Because glider vehicles are not "new motor vehicles" and glider engines are not
"new motor vehicle engines," EPA lacked authority under this provision to apply the Phase 2
Rule to gliders.
A glider is not a "new motor vehicle'' because the most significant parts of the vehiclethe engine, transmission, and typically the rear axle-are not new. A vehicle is a "new motor
vehicle" within the meaning of the Clean Air Act only if "equitable or legal title" to the vehicle
has "never been transferred to an ultimate purchaser." 42 U.S.C. § 7550(3). For gliders, the
"legal or equitable" title to the main components of the vehicle had previously "been transferred
to an ultimate purchaser"-the owner of the donor truck. Simply adding new parts to a used
truck does not make it a "new motor vehicle." The Phase 2 Rule's consideration of this issue
was arbitrary and capricious and contrary to law. The Rule indicated first that EPA's authority
could not be challenged because EPA had implicitly found gliders to be new vehicles in its Phase
1 Rule, which granted an interim exemption for gliders. 81 Fed. Reg. at 73,513-14. EPA,
however, had an obligation to determine in the Phase 2 Rule that it had authority to act. See
Louisiana Pub. Serv. Comm 'n v. FCC, 476 U.S. 355, 374 (1986) ("[A]n agency literally has no
power to act ... unless and until Congress confers power upon it."); Arlington v. FCC, 133 S. Ct.
1863, 1880 (2013) (same). The Phase 2 Rule also erroneously based its interpretation of the
Clean Air Act on marketing materials from the Fitzgerald web site. 81 Fed. Reg. at 73,514.
EPA' s legal authority does not tum on how a glider is described in marketing materials. EPA
should reconsider this issue and conclude that because the principal parts of a glider are used, a
glider is not a "new motor vehicle."
Such a conclusion would be consistent with the treatment of this issue by the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration ("NHTSA"). NHTSA's regulations make clear that a
truck is not considered to be "newly manufactured" if the "engine, transmission, and drive
axle(s) (as a minimum) of [an] assembled vehicle are not new" and at least two of those three
components come from the same donor vehicle. 49 C.F.R. § 571.7(e). Gliders do not fall within
this definition. EPA failed adequately to explain its departure from NHTSA's approach.
Moreover, "glider kits" do not even fall within the Clean Air Act's definition of "motor
vehicle." Under the Act, a "motor vehicle" must be "self-propelled." 42 U.S.C. § 7550(2). But a
glider kit lacks an engine, transmission, and often a rear axle. A collection of parts lacking these
key components obviously is not "self-propelled." The Phase 2 Rule relies on particular
3
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provisions authorizing regulation of specific vehicle components. 81 Fed. Reg. at 73,514; see 42
U.S.C. § 752l(a)(5)(A) (fueling systems); id. § 752l(a)(6) (onboard vapor recovery systems).
But there is no provision authorizing regulation of the parts that make up a glider kit. The fact
that the Clean Air Act allows EPA to regulate certain specified vehicle components, but not the
components in a glider kit, undermines the Phase 2 Rule's application to glider kits. Congress
understood how to grant EPA authority to regulate vehicle components but declined to authorize
regulation of glider kits. See TRW, Inc. v. Andrews, 534 U.S. 19, 28-29 (2001) (applying
expressio unius canon of construction). Under the interpretation set forth in the Phase 2 Rule,
there would be no limit on EPA' s authority to regulate parts of vehicles.
The Phase 2 Rule also states that EPA has authority to regulate "incomplete vehicles" and
''vehicle components" under Section 202(a). See 81 Fed. Reg. at 73,514. It first points to
language from Section 202(a)(l) stating that EPA has authority "whether such [new motor]
vehicles ... are designed as complete systems or incorporate devices to prevent or control ...
pollution." 42 U.S.C. § 752l(a)(l). This portion of section 202(a)(l), however, merely provides
that emissions standards are limited to the useful life of a vehicle or engine. See id. It does not
purport to expand EPA' s authority in the first sentence of that section. See id. ('"The
Administrator shall by regulation prescribe (and from time to time revise) in accordance with the
provisions of this section, standards applicable to the emission of any air pollutant from any class
or classes of new motor vehicles ...." (emphasis added)). 3
Finally, the Phase 2 Rule erred in concluding that glider engines are "new motor vehicle
engines" under the Act. A "new motor vehicle engine" is defined as either ( 1) "an engine in a
new motor vehicle," or (2) a "motor vehicle engine the equitable or legal title to which has never
been transferred to the ultimate purchaser." 42 U.S.C. § 7550(3). Because a glider is not a new
motor vehicle, a glider engine is not "an engine in a new motor vehicle." Id. And because a
glider engine has previously been owned, title in the engine has previously been "transferred to
an ultimate purchaser." Id.
For all of these reasons, Petitioners respectfully suggest that EPA reconsider its authority
to regulate gliders under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act.

2.

EPA's Prior Decision To Regulate Gliders Was Based on Unsupported
Assumptions Rather than Data

The Phase 2 Rule relied upon unsupported assumptions to arrive at the conclusion that
immediate regulation of glider vehicles was warranted and necessary. First, the Phase 2 Rule
assumed that all glider engines would be older engines from before 2002. See 81 Fed. Reg. at
3

The Phase 2 Rule also indicated that EPA' s authority to regulate "defeat devices" "support[ ed] the actions EPA is
taking [under section 202] with respect to ... glider kits." 81 Fed. Reg. at 73,518. There is no basis for this
contention. Under the Act, a defeat device is "any part or component intended for use with, or as part of, any motor
vehicle or motor vehicle engine, where a principal effect of the part or component is to bypass, defeat, or render
inoperative any device or element of design installed on or in a motor vehicle or motor vehicle engine in compliance
with [Clean Air Act] regulations." 42 U.S.C. § 7522(a)(3)(B) (emphasis added). But the "principal effect" of a
glider kit is not to "bypass, defeat, or render inoperative" some "device" or "element of design" in a vehicle. The
Rule never explained what device or element of design it thought was being defeated.

4
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73,943 ("The modeling also assumed that these gliders emit at the level equivalent to the engines
meeting the MY 1998-2001 standards .... "); RTC 1960-1961. EPA indicated that it believed
"most glider vehicles currently being produced use remanufactured engines of this vintage," id.
(emphasis added), but it made no effort to quantify what percentage of glider engines in fact
would fall within this category and instead assumed that all of them would. In fact, the model
year of the engines used in glider vehicles varies depending on the donor vehicle or owner and
includes engines from after 2002.
EPA also assumed that the nitrogen oxide ("NOx'') and particulate matter ("PM")
emissions of glider vehicles using pre-2007 engines would be at least ten times higher than
emissions from equivalent vehicles being produced with brand new engines. See id. at 73,942.
But EPA relied on no actual data to support this conclusion; it simply relied on the pre-2007
standards. Id. A recent study by Tennessee Technological University ("Tennessee Tech")
analyzing the NOx, PM, and carbon monoxide ("CO") emissions from both remanufactured and
OEM engines reached a contrary conclusion. See Exhibit 1 (Letter to the Hon. Diane Black from
Philip B. Oldham, President, Tennessee Technological University, and Thomas Brewer,
Associate Vice President, Center for Intelligent Mobility (June 15, 2017)). The results showed
that remanufactured engines from model years between 2002 and 2007 performed roughly on par
with OEM "certified" engines, and in some instances even out-performed the OEM engines. See
id. at 1. Tennessee Tech's research also "showed that remanufactured and OEM engines
experience parallel decline in emissions efficiency with increased mileage." Id. at 2. Tennessee
Tech also estimated that glider vehicles would emit less than 12% of the total NOx and PM
emissions for all Class 8 heavy duty vehicles, see id., not 33% as the Phase 2 Rule suggests, see
81 Fed. Reg. at 73,943. Tennessee Tech's findings constitute new information, developed since
the Phase 2 Rule was promulgated, and provide a basis for EPA to reconsider the existing rule
pursuant to Section 307 of the Clean Air Act. 42 U.S.C. § 7607(d)(7)(B); see S. Rep. No. 911196, at 41-42 ( 1970) ("[N]ew information ... may dictate a revision or modification of any
promulgated standard or regulation established under the [Clean Air] act."); Ofjato Chapter of
the Navajo Tribe v. Train, 515 F.2d 654,660 (D.C. Cir. 1975) (same).
EPA also did not account for its own low-sulfur diesel rule. Starting in 2006, EPA
required that diesel fuel refiners produce diesel fuels with a 97% lower sulfur content. See 40
C.F.R. §§ 80.500, 80.520. This reduction of sulfur significantly reduced the amount of NOx,
PM, and other pollutants emitted from diesel engines, including gliders and other heavy-duty
truck tractors. This reduction was not taken into account in the development of the Phase 2 Rule
for gliders.
The Phase 2 Rule also erroneously assumed that the only explanation for the growth of
the glider vehicle market was that glider assemblers sought to avoid the increasingly restrictive
emission standards for engines in new OEM tractors. 81 Fed. Reg. at 73,943. The reality is that
glider vehicles do not directly compete with new OEM tractors. For most individuals or
companies that purchase gliders, the choice is not between a glider or a new tractor. The choice
is between a glider and continuing to run their old tractor. Further, glider vehicle assemblers
often take the lead on forward-thinking research and development that benefits the entire
industry, including innovative research on fuel additives, emission devices, and tire and wheel
combinations in small production runs. See Exhibit 1, at 2. Glider assemblers are currently
5
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testing components, light weight drive systems, alternative fuel mixtures, autonomous drive
systems, light weight body materials, and intelligent transportation systems. Id. In short, the
glider assemblers are a complementary part of the medium- and heavy-duty truck industry, not
direct competitors to OEMs.
Finally, the Phase 2 Rule failed to consider the significant environmental benefits that
glider vehicles create. Glider vehicle GHG emissions are less than those of OEM vehicles due to
gliders' greater fuel efficiency, and the carbon footprint of gliders is further reduced by the
savings created by recycling materials. Gliders are 20% more fuel efficient than OEM vehicles.
See id. Moreover, gliders reuse engines and other components, instead of casting new parts.
Glider assemblers reuse approximately 4,000 pounds of cast steel in the remanufacturing
process, including 3,000 pounds for the engine assembly alone. Id. Reusing these components
avoids the environmental impact of casting steel, including the significant associated NOx
emissions. See, e.g., National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants: Integrated Iron
and Steel Manufacturing, 68 Fed. Reg. 27,646 (May 20, 2003); Envtl. Prot. Agency, Alternative
Control Techniques Document - NOx Emissions From Iron and Steel Mills, EPA-453/R-94-065
(Sept. 1994); see also Exhibit 1, at 2. Given their better fuel efficiency and reuse of cast steel,
gliders have a lower carbon footprint than OEM vehicles, a fact not considered in the
development of the Phase 2 Rule.
In light of the new information developed by Tennessee Tech and the unsupported
assumptions that form the basis for the Phase 2 Rule as it applies to gliders, EPA should
reconsider the rule.

3.

Reconsideration Is Warranted under Executive Order 13783

The March 28, 2017 Executive Order, "Presidential Executive Order on Promoting
Energy Independence and Economic Growth," further highlights why EPA should reconsider the
Phase 2 Rule as it applies to gliders. Exec. Order No. 13,783 (Mar. 28, 2017). The Executive
Order rescinds (among other things) the June 2013 report from the Executive Office of the
President, titled "The President's Climate Action Plan," and instructs EPA and all other federal
agencies to "identify existing agency actions related to or arising from" the now-rescinded plan
and to "suspend, revise, or rescind, or publish for notice and comment proposed rules
suspending, revising, or rescinding any such actions, as appropriate and consistent with law and
with the policies set forth in section 1 ofth[e] order." Id. §§ 3(b), (d). The Phase 2 Rule is a
direct product of the Climate Action Plan. 81 Fed. Reg. at 73,480. And reconsideration of the
application of the Phase 2 Rule to gliders is consistent with the Executive Order's stated purpose
of avoiding environmental regulation that "constrain[ s] economic growth" and "prevent[ s] job
creation" and ensuring that "environmental regulations comply with the law, are of greater
benefit than cost, and are developed through transparent processes that employ the best available
peer-reviewed science and economics." Exec. Order No. 13,783 §§ l(a), (e). Because the Phase
2 Rule is related to the rescinded Climate Action Plan, and because the portion of the Rule that
applies to gliders conflicts with the policies set forth in Section 1 of the Order, EPA should
reconsider the rule. Based on that reconsideration, EPA should "suspend, revise, or rescind" the
Rule as applied to gliders, including, as necessary, by promulgating new regulations. See id.
§ 3( d).
6
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Conclusion
For the foregoing reasons, Petitioners respectfully request EPA to reconsider application
of the Phase 2 Rule to gliders. Given the impending January 1, 2018 compliance date, which
will effectively eliminate the industry, Petitioners request that EPA complete this reconsideration
as soon as possible.

Respectfully,

~~

'FitzgraldGlid7ricit ' LC

Tommy C. Fitzgerald, President

Harrison Truck Centers, [nc.
Dustin Petersen, Shareholder

r=•

Indiana Phoenix, Inc.
Dane Keener, General Manager
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Office of the President
TENNESSEE TECH

June 15, 2017

The Honorable Diane Black
1131 Longworth HOB
Washington, DC 205 15
Reference: Tennessee Tech University- Summary of Heavy Duty Truck Study and Evaluation of the
Phase II Heavy Duty Truck Rule
Congressman Black:
From September 2016 - November 2016, the Tennessee Technological University Department of Civil
and Environmental Engineering ("Tennessee Tech") conducted the first phase of its research on the
environmental and economic impact of the Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards
for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles - Phase 2 rule ("Phase 2 Rule") published
October 25, 2016. The key areas of research were to (1) Compare Glider Kit compliance with the
Phase 2 Rule; (2) Perform high level environmental footprint and economic study of OEM
manufacturing vs. assembly ofremanufactured components (Glider Kits); and (3) Evaluate industry
optimization plans to address future environmental regulations including but not limited to production
vehicles, component assembly, and facility compliance.
To carry out the environmental footprint component of the research, Tennessee Tech tested thirteen
heavy-duty trucks on a common chassis dynamometer at a common site; eight trucks were
remanufactured engines and five were OEM "certified" engines, all with low mileage (NOTE: These
Base Line Setting Phase I results were completed by testing only one Glider Kit manufacturer's
product and one OEM's product). Each vehicle was evaluated for fuel efficiency, carbon monoxide
(CO), particulate matter (PM) emissions and nitrogen oxide (NOx). The results of the emissions test
were compared with the 2010 EPA emissions standards for HDVs. Our research showed that
optimized and remanufactured 2002-2007 engines and OEM "certified" engines performed equally as
well and in some instances out-performed the OEM engines. (see also Appendix A for more detai led
test results).

Summary Chart of Phase 1 Test Results
Emission
Standard

Result

co

All vehicles met the standard

PM

All vehicles met the standard

NOx

None of the vehicles met the standard

A68

·-

Tennessee Tech / Box 5007 Cookeville, TN 38505 / 931-372- 3241 / F: 931-3 72-6332 / www.tntech.edu/ president

USCA Case #18-1190

Document #1740848

Filed: 07/17/2018

Page 74 of 321

Congressman Black
June 15, 2017

While none of the vehicles met the NOx standard, a glider remanufactured engine achieved the best
result of any engine tested (see Appendix A). Further, our research showed that remanufactured and
OEM engines experience parallel decline in emissions efficiency with increased mileage. Contrary to
the assertion in the Phase 2 Rule, it is our estimate that the glider kit HDVs would emit less than 12%
of the total NOx and PM emissions, not 50%, for all Class 8 HOV s. Should the Phase 2 glider cap be
fully implemented on January 1, 2018, there is little doubt that consumers utilizing glider vehicles, due
to economic considerations, will delay purchasing new equipment and consequently, slow the
reduction of engine emissions nationwide. In this regard, the Phase 2 rule is counter-productive to its
stated intent.
In addition to equal or lower emissions, glider kits have a smaller carbon footprint than OEM vehicles
due to fuel efficiency and recycling of materials. Comparisons between 2016 glider kit vehicles and
new EPA compliant vehicles for fuel efficiency reflect that glider kits are 20% more efficient on fuel
consumption. Glider vehicles also reuse engines and other components in the remanufacturing
process, resulting in the reuse of approximately 4,000 pounds of cast steel. The engine assembly alone
accounts for approximately 3,000 pounds of recycled cast steel. Thus, the well-documented
environmental impact of casting steel, including the significant NOx emissions, is avoided by reusing
cast steel components in glider vehicles. Consequently, given the superior fuel efficiency and the
reuse of cast steel, glider vehicles have a lower carbon footprint than OEMs. None of these facts were
considered in the development of the Phase 2 rule.
From an economic standpoint, Tennessee Tech examined the impact of the Phase 2 Rule sales cap of
300 units for glider kits would have on the State of Tennessee. The 300 unit sales cap represents 9%
of Fitzgerald's current sales. It is estimated that a 91 % reduction in output by Fitzgerald would result
in a direct loss of approximately 94 7 jobs and a loss of approximately $512 million of economic output
in the State of Tennessee alone. This impact takes into account the direct and indirect economic
impact, including expenditures on labor, operations and maintenance as well as changes in the supply
chain throughout the state. Additionally, on a broader scale, the economic impact of the Phase 2 Rule
could easily exceed $1 billion nationwide due to thousands of permanent job losses and supply chain
interruption and reduction. The Phase 2 Rule failed to sufficiently evaluate and consider these
impacts.
Finally, this phase of the research shows that trucking companies that utilize glider kit HDVs in their
fleets are vigilant in maintenance and elect to optimize their fleets to maximum efficiency throughout
the life span of the vehicle. Further, glider kit assemblers facilitate research and development for
OEM's by conducting innovative research for fuel additives, emission devices, tire and wheel
combinations in small production runs and are currently testing components, light weight drive
systems, alternative fuel mixtures, autonomous drive systems, light weight body materials, and
intelligent transportation systems. As a general statement, our observation is glider assemblers are in
tune with industry needs and cutting edge innovation.

2
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Congressman Black
June 15, 2017

Tennessee Tech will continue to evaluate HDV engines during Phase II of the research in 2017. Such
effort will be conducted in conjunction with the Oak Ridge National Lab - Fuel Engines & Emissions
Research Center. The goals of the next phase include development of engineering and manufacturing
solutions that exceed EPA emission standards, a focused research, development, and testing plan for
NOx emissions, and to continue testing to demonstrate continuous improvement of emissions from
remanufactured heavy-duty engines.

f~~
Philip B. Oldham
President

w

Thomas Brewer
Associate Vice President
Center for Intelligent Mobility
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APPENDIX A: Testing Results from Tennessee Tech Phase 1 Heavy Duty
Vehicle Study
CO (g/HP * hr)

PM

Engine

Type

Detroit Diesel
DD15
Caterpillar
CT13
Detroit Diesel
Series 60
Detroit Diesel
Series 60
Detroit Diesel
Series 60
Detroit Diesel
Series 60
Detroit Diesel
Series 60
Detroit Diesel
Series 60
Detroit Diesel
DD15
Detroit Diesel
DD15
Detroit Diesel
DD15
Detroit Diesel
DD15
Detroit Diesel
DD15

ReMan

0.290

BTD

ReMan

0.212

BTD

ReMan

1.553

BTD

ReMan

1.959

BTD

ReMan

0.015

BTD

ReMan

0.317

BTD

ReMan

0.483

BTD

ReMan

0.467

BTD

OEM

0.491

BTD

OEM

1.169

BTD

OEM

0.556

BTD

OEM

0.098

BTD

OEM

1.558

BTD

(2010 standard= 15.5)

·-··-

·-

··~··

...•

*BTD=below threshold detection point
** NOx (g/HP * HP) (2010 standard= 0.2); All tested engines were higher than the standard and ranged from a low of0.44
to a high of 6.45. The lowest tested NOx was a Fitzgerald Reman Detroit Diesel DD 15 using proprietary Fitzgerald
engine design and set up. That same engine also tested at the 0.290 Co rate.
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Package Details:
•

•

Washington Express trac
king number: 2589830
Cheryl Woodward
Environmental Protection
Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue
, N.W.
North Building
Washington, DC 20004

us

A72

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Client/Matter/Sender: 221
4062/00120/02092
Ready Time: 03:15 PM
Service: Regular
Packaging: Env-Package
-Book
Pieces: 1
Weight: unspecified
Instructions: Please wait at
security till 4:30pm and Ch
eryl Woodward will me et
exactly 4:30pm to except
you there at
the envelope.
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XI.
Excerpt of Calendar of then-EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt (May 8, 2017)
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Time 12:00 PM - 1:00 PM
subject Lunch with Sam Wade (CEO, National Rural Water Association)

Location (b) (6)
Show Time A;s Busy
Attendees

Name <E-mail>

Attend ance

(bX6) Pruitt Cal Acct •(b)(6) Pruitt Cal Acct

Organizer

Greenwalt, Sarah <greenwalt.sarah@epa.gov>

Required

Saturday, May 6, 2017
Time 9:45 AM -10:15 AM

Subject

mm.D

Show Time As Busy
Monday, May 8, 2017
Time 7:00 AM - 7:25 AM
Subject Cheryl to Open Administrator's Office for Cleaning
Recurrence Occurs every Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday
effective 4/3/2017 until 5/31/2017 from 7:00 AM to 7:25 AM
Show Time As Busy

_ ,s

Time (b) (6). (b) (7)

Show Time As Busy

..

--

•-m-

""tm-1-m""•-

Show Time As Busy

...

I.,@

"'@.,.I""'U""I~:,,,Jl,•m""", •21I

-

Time 12:45 PM - 1:45 PM

Subject Lunch with Sen. M urkowski
Location (b) (7)(C), (b) (6)

-

Show Tlme As Busy

(b) (7)(C), (b) (6)

Attendees Name <E-mail>

..

Time

Attendance

(b)(6) Pruitt Cal Acct •(b)(6) Pruitt Cal Acct

Organizer

Lyons, Troy <lyons.troy@epa.goV>

Required

Jackson, Ryan <jackson.ryan@epa.goV>

Required

(b)(5) OPP

Subject
location
Show Time As

330

PVERSIGHT
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2:00 PM - 2:30 PM
Briefing re: M eeting with Tommy Fitzgerald
Administrator's Office
Busy
Handling: Ryan Jackson

Attendees

.,

Name <E-mail>

Attend ance

(b)(6) Prurtt Cal Acct •(b)(6) Pruitt Cal Acct

Organizer

Bro;,.,n, Byron <brown.byron@epa.gov>

Required

Tim e 2: 15 PM - 2:45 PM

Subject Meeting with Tommy Fitigerald
Location Adminsitrator's office
Show Tim e As Busy
Topic: GHG phase 2 sale and assembly of Gilder Kits; goes into effect
in Jan of next year and will put out hundreds of jobs
Attendees: Tommy C. Fitzgerald, Tommy A. Fitzgerald (Jr.}, Joe DePew
, Don Shandy
POC (b)(6) Tommy C Fitzgerald email
<mailto (b)(6) Tommy C Fitzgerald email

Attendees

Name <E-mail>

Attendance

(b)(6) Pruitt Cal Acct •(b)(6) Pruitt Cal Acct

Organizer

Jackson, Ryan <jackson.ryan@epa.gov>

Required

Brown, Byron <brown.byron@epa.gov>

Required

Eric Vance (Vance.Eric@epa.gov} <Vance.Eric@epa.gov> Required

•

Time 2:45 PM - 3:00 PM
Subject Depart Office for White House
Show Time As Busy

..

Time

(b)(5) OPP

Subject

334

PVERSIGHT
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XII.
Declarations
1. Dorothy Brandt, Environmental Defense Fund member
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'(&/$5$7,212)'2527+<%5$1'7

,'RURWK\%UDQGWXQGHUSHQDOWLHVRISHUMXU\GHFODUHDVIROORZV
 ,DPDPHPEHURI(QYLURQPHQWDO'HIHQVH)XQG ³(')´ DQGKDYHEHHQD
PHPEHUVLQFH,DPDOVRDPHPEHURI0RPV&OHDQ$LU)RUFHDVSHFLDO
SURMHFWRI(')WKDWZRUNVWRXQLWHPRPVDQGGDGVWRSURWHFWRXUFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDOWK
IURPWKHKDUPIXOHIIHFWVRIDLUSROOXWLRQ,KDYHEHHQDPHPEHURI0RPV&OHDQ
$LU)RUFHVLQFH
 ,DP\HDUVROG,FXUUHQWO\UHVLGHZLWKP\\HDUROGKXVEDQGDQG
\HDUROGGDXJKWHULQ:HVW6HDWWOH:DVKLQJWRQ)RUPDQ\GHFDGHVP\IDPLO\KDV
OLYHGDORQJ3XJHW6RXQGLQFOXGLQJDERXW\HDUVQHDUWKH3RUWRI7DFRPDDQG
DOPRVWWZHQW\\HDUVLQ6HDWWOH
 ,SUHYLRXVO\ZRUNHGDVDWHDFKHUIRUWZHQW\ILYH\HDUVDQGDVDVFKRRO
SULQFLSDOIRUWKUHH$IWHUUHWLULQJ,ZHQWEDFNWRJUDGXDWHVFKRROWRHDUQDGHJUHH
LQWKHRORJ\)RURYHUHLJKW\HDUV,KDYHZRUNHGDVDOD\PLQLVWHU)RUH[DPSOH,
VHUYHGDVDSDVWRUDOFRXQVHORUWRZRPHQDW)RUW/HZLVGXULQJWKHVHFRQG,UDT:DU
 ,KDYHORQJEHHQFRQFHUQHGDERXWFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDOWKDQGKRZLWLVDIIHFWHGE\
SROOXWLRQERWKGXHWRP\ZRUNDVDQHGXFDWRUDQGWKHH[SHULHQFHVRIP\RZQ
IDPLO\0\ROGHVWGDXJKWHUZDVGLDJQRVHGZLWKDVWKPDDVDWHHQDJHUDQG
FRQWLQXHVWRVXIIHUIURPWKLVFRQGLWLRQWRWKLVGD\
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 ,MRLQHG(')DQG0RPV&OHDQ$LU)RUFHGXHWRP\FRQFHUQVDERXWSROOXWLRQ
DQGLWVHIIHFWVRQP\IDPLO\¶VKHDOWKDQGP\RZQKHDOWK,XQGHUVWDQGIURPP\
LQYROYHPHQWZLWK(')DQG0RPV&OHDQ$LU)RUFHWKDWWKH(QYLURQPHQWDO
3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\ ³(3$´ KDVUHFHQWO\PDGHDGHFLVLRQVWDWLQJWKDWLWZLOOQRW
HQIRUFHWKHFXUUHQWUHJXODWLRQVHVWDEOLVKLQJDSHU\HDUSURGXFWLRQOLPLWIRU
SROOXWLRQVWDQGDUGH[HPSW³JOLGHU´WUXFNVDSSOLFDEOHWRDOOSURGXFWLRQRIJOLGHU
YHKLFOHVWKURXJK,DPDOVRDZDUHWKDWXQFRQWUROOHGJOLGHUWUXFNVHPLW
PXOWLSOHWLPHVPRUHVRRWDQGVPRJFDXVLQJSROOXWLRQDVFRPSDUHGWRIUHLJKWWUXFNV
ZLWKPRGHUQSROOXWLRQFRQWUROV(3$¶VDFWLRQZLOODOORZWKHVDOHRIDVLJQLILFDQWO\
KLJKHUQXPEHURIWKHVHKLJKO\SROOXWLQJYHKLFOHV
 $VD0RPV&OHDQ$LU)RUFHYROXQWHHU,KDYHWHVWLILHGWZLFHDWSXEOLF
KHDULQJVWRUDLVHFRQFHUQVDERXWDLUSROOXWLRQLVVXHVLQFOXGLQJWHVWLI\LQJDJDLQVW
IRUPHU(3$$GPLQLVWUDWRU6FRWW3UXLWW¶V1RYHPEHUSURSRVHGUXOHWKDWZRXOG
KDYHUHSHDOHGSROOXWLRQOLPLWVIRU³JOLGHU´IUHLJKWWUXFNVDW(3$¶VKHDULQJRQWKH
VXEMHFW
 ,DPSHUVRQDOO\H[SRVHGWRGLHVHOIUHLJKWWUXFNSROOXWLRQHYHU\GD\0\
IDPLO\¶VKRPHLVORFDWHGOHVVWKDQRQHPLOHIURPDWHUPLQDOWKDWLVSDUWRIWKH3RUW
RI6HDWWOHZKLFKJHWVKHDY\IUHLJKWWUXFNWUDIILFIURPWUXFNVFRPLQJDQGJRLQJWR
SLFNXSJRRGV,DOVRWUDYHOWRGRZQWRZQ6HDWWOHILYHWLPHVDZHHNWRDWWHQG
FKXUFKDWGLIIHUHQWORFDWLRQV3O\PRXWK&RQJUHJDWLRQDO&KXUFKDWWK$YHDQG

2
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6HQHFD6W ZKLFKLVDOPRVWGLUHFWO\DGMDFHQWWR,DPDMRUKLJKZD\DQGKHDY\
IUHLJKWWUDIILFFRUULGRU &KULVW2XU+RSH&DWKROLF&KXUFKDWQG$YHDQG6WHZDUW
6WDQGRWKHUV,WDNHWKHEXVDQGWKHQZDONWKURXJKGRZQWRZQWRJHWWRFKXUFK
%RWKZKLOHRQWKHEXVDQGZKLOHZDONLQJ,DPVXUURXQGLQJE\DORWRIWUDFWRU
WUDLOHUWUDIILFDQGIUHTXHQWO\H[SRVHGWRWKHKDUPIXOSROOXWLRQHPLWWHGIURPWKHVH
YHKLFOHV
 ,QJHQHUDOP\PDLQIRUPRIH[HUFLVHLVYLJRURXVZDONLQJ,ZDONLQP\
QHLJKERUKRRGDVZHOODVLQP\GDLO\URXWLQH²IRUH[DPSOH,FKRRVHWRWDNHWKHEXV
DQGZDONWRFKXUFKDVZHOODVZDONWRWKHJURFHU\VWRUH,IUHTXHQWO\PXVWFKDQJH
P\URXWHVLQRUGHUWRDYRLGPDMRUIUHHZD\VDQGRWKHUODUJHVRXUFHVRIIUHLJKWWUXFN
SROOXWLRQ:KHQ,DPZDONLQJDQGEHLQJH[SRVHGWRIUHLJKWWUXFNWUDIILFSROOXWLRQ
,FDQIHHOP\H\HVZDWHULQJ,NQRZWKDWLQGLYLGXDOVZKRIUHTXHQWO\H[HUFLVH
RXWGRRUVIDFHLQFUHDVHGKHDOWKULVNVIURPWKHKDUPVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKDLUSROOXWLRQ
H[SRVXUHHVSHFLDOO\RQKLJKSROOXWLRQGD\V
 ,DOVRUHJXODUO\GULYHRQPDMRUIUHHZD\VLQFOXGLQJ,ZKLFKKDYHDORWRI
WUDFWRUWUDLOHUWUDIILF,QSDUWLFXODULQUHFHQWPRQWKV,KDYHEHHQWUDYHOLQJE\FDU
RQ,RQFHDPRQWKIURP6HDWWOHWRYLVLWIDPLO\LQ3RUWODQG2UHJRQ:KHQLQD
FDU,QRWLFHZKHQVXUURXQGLQJIUHLJKWWUXFNSROOXWLRQLVSDUWLFXODUO\EDGDQGWU\WR
FORVHWKHYHQWVWRUHGXFHP\DQGP\IDPLO\¶VH[SRVXUHWRLW

3
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$ERXWWHQ\HDUVDJR,GHYHORSHGDKHDUWFRQGLWLRQ²DUUK\WKPLD²WKDW
SUHGLVSRVHVLQGLYLGXDOVWRVWURNHKHDUWGLVHDVHDQGFDUGLDFDUUHVW,QRZWDNH
PHGLFDWLRQIRUWKLVFRQGLWLRQ
)URPP\ZRUNZLWK0RPV&OHDQ$LU)RUFH,DPDZDUHWKDWSHRSOHOLNHPH
ZLWKSUHH[LVWLQJFDUGLRSXOPRQDU\LVVXHVDUHDWKLJKHUULVNIRUKHDOWKLPSDFWVIURP
DLUSROOXWLRQDQGWKDWDLUSROOXWLRQFDQH[DFHUEDWHKHDUWFRQGLWLRQV,DPDOVR
DZDUHWKDWDLUSROOXWLRQOHYHOVDUHKHLJKWHQHGQHDUURDGZD\VGXHLQSDUWWRKHDY\
GXW\IUHLJKWWUXFNVZKLFKPDNHVPHSDUWLFXODUO\FRQFHUQHGDERXWP\KHDOWKDQG
H[SRVXUHWRWKLVSROOXWLRQGXHWRWKHIDFWWKDWP\GDLO\URXWLQHIUHTXHQWO\EULQJVPH
LQWRFORVHSUR[LPLW\ZLWKKHDY\IUHLJKWWUXFNSROOXWLRQ
,DPDOVRFRQFHUQHGDERXWWKHKHDOWKRIP\KXVEDQGZKRLVDOVRH[SRVHGWRD
ODUJHDPRXQWRIGLHVHOIUHLJKWWUXFNWUDIILFIURPWKHORFDWLRQRIRXUKRPHDVZHOODV
KLVWUDYHOWRGRZQWRZQ6HDWWOHILYHGD\VDZHHNIRUZRUN DOVRE\EXVDQG
ZDONLQJ 
6LPLODUO\,ZRUU\DERXWRXUGDXJKWHU¶VKHDOWKDQGH[SRVXUHWRDLUSROOXWDQWV
6KHDOVROLYHVLQRXUKRPHDQGWUDYHOVLQWRGRZQWRZQ6HDWWOHDVPDQ\DVVHYHQ
GD\VDZHHN6KHUHFHQWO\ILQLVKHGFKHPRWKHUDS\WUHDWPHQWIRUEUHDVWFDQFHU,
DPGHHSO\FRQFHUQHGDERXWKHUKHDOWKDQGUHGXFLQJDQ\H[SRVXUHVKHPD\IDFHWR
GLHVHOSROOXWLRQ,XQGHUVWDQGIURPP\ZRUNZLWK0RPV&OHDQ$LU)RUFHWKDW

4
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GLHVHOH[KDXVWFDQOHDGWRKHDOWKSUREOHPVLQFOXGLQJFDQFHUDQGFDQPRVWOLNHO\
LQFUHDVHWKHULVNRIOXQJFDQFHUDQGSRVVLEO\RWKHUFDQFHUV
,DPVWURQJO\RSSRVHGWR(3$¶VUHFHQWDFWLRQ%HFDXVHRIWKHORFDWLRQRI
RXUKRPHDQGGDLO\DFWLYLWLHVP\IDPLO\DQG,DUHYHU\IUHTXHQWO\LQFORVH
SUR[LPLW\WRURDGVZLWKKLJKTXDQWLWLHVRIIUHLJKWWUXFNWUDIILF:HDUHDOUHDG\
H[SRVHGWRVLJQLILFDQWDPRXQWVRIGLHVHOIUHLJKWWUXFNSROOXWLRQLQRXUHYHU\GD\
OLIHDQGWKLVDFWLRQ²E\LQFUHDVLQJWKHQXPEHURIXQFRQWUROOHG³JOLGHU´IUHLJKW
WUXFNVRQWKHURDGHPLWWLQJGLVSURSRUWLRQDWHO\KLJKOHYHOVRIGLHVHOSROOXWLRQ²ZLOO
IXUWKHULQFUHDVHRXUDOUHDG\KLJKOHYHOVRIGLHVHOSROOXWLRQH[SRVXUH,DP
FRQFHUQHGWKDWWKLVDFWLRQZLOOKDUPP\KHDOWKDQGWKDWRIP\IDPLO\E\LQFUHDVLQJ
RXUH[SRVXUHWRDLUSROOXWLRQDQGH[DFHUEDWLQJRXUH[LVWLQJKHDOWKFRQGLWLRQV,DP
DOVRFRQFHUQHGLWZLOOLPSDFWRXUGDLO\OLIHE\IRUFLQJXVWRWDNHPRUHPHDVXUHVDQG
FKDQJHRXUDFWLYLWLHVDQGGDLO\SDWWHUQVLQRUGHUWRDYRLGWKHJUHDWHUOHYHOVRIDLU
SROOXWLRQ
,GHFODUHWKDWWKHIRUHJRLQJLVWUXHDQGFRUUHFW


([HFXWHGRQ-XO\













BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB
'RURWK\%UDQGW
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XII.
Declarations
2. Elizabeth Brandt, Environmental Defense Fund member
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'(&/$5$7,212)(/,=$%(7+%5$1'7

,(OL]DEHWK%UDQGWXQGHUSHQDOWLHVRISHUMXU\GHFODUHDVIROORZV
 ,DPDPHPEHURI(QYLURQPHQWDO'HIHQVH)XQG (') DQGKDYHEHHQD
PHPEHUVLQFH,DPDOVRDPHPEHURIDQGFRQVXOWDQWIRU0RPV&OHDQ$LU
)RUFHDVSHFLDOSURMHFWRI(')WKDWZRUNVWRXQLWHPRPVDQGGDGVWRSURWHFWRXU
FKLOGUHQ¶VKHDOWKIURPWKHKDUPIXOHIIHFWVRIDLUSROOXWLRQ,KDYHEHHQDPHPEHURI
0RPV&OHDQ$LU)RUFHVLQFHDQGKDYHZRUNHGIRUWKHPDVDILHOGFRQVXOWDQW
VLQFH
 ,FXUUHQWO\UHVLGHLQ&KHY\&KDVHLQ0RQWJRPHU\&RXQW\0DU\ODQGZLWK
P\KXVEDQGDQGP\WZRGDXJKWHUVZKRDUHDJHGWZRDQGILYH:HKDYHOLYHGLQ
RXUFXUUHQWORFDWLRQIRUWKHSDVWWZR\HDUVVLQFH$XJXVW
 3UHYLRXVO\ZHOLYHGLQ:HVW6HDWWOHDQHLJKERUKRRGDGMDFHQWWRWKH3RUWRI
6HDWWOH0\RIILFHDWWKDWWLPHZDVLQWKH'HOULGJHQHLJKERUKRRGRI6HDWWOHZKLFK
LVKLJKO\LPSDFWHGE\SROOXWLRQUHODWHGWRWKH3RUWRI6HDWWOH
 ,MRLQHG(')DQG0RPV&OHDQ$LU)RUFHEHFDXVH,DPGHHSO\FRQFHUQHG
DERXWDVVXULQJFOHDQDLUIRUP\FKLOGUHQPHPEHUVRIP\IDPLO\DQGRWKHUV,
SUHYLRXVO\ZRUNHGIRUVHYHQ\HDUVDVDFKLOGZHOIDUHVRFLDOZRUNHUEHIRUHPRYLQJ
WR0DU\ODQG0\FRQFHUQDERXWWKHLPSDFWVRIDLUSROOXWLRQRQNLGVZDVKHLJKWHQHG
DIWHUWKHELUWKRIP\FKLOGUHQDQG,VWDUWHGYROXQWHHULQJDQGQRZZRUNLQJIRU
0RPV&OHDQ$LU)RUFHWRKHOSSURWHFWDJDLQVWDLUSROOXWLRQ
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 $VSDUWRIP\ZRUNIRU0RPV&OHDQ$LU)RUFH,UHDGDQGIDPLOLDUL]HP\VHOI
ZLWKOLWHUDWXUHRQGLIIHUHQWNLQGVRIDLUSROOXWLRQDQGWKHLUKHDOWKLPSDFWV3ULRUWR
P\ZRUNLQFKLOGZHOIDUH,ZRUNHGRQSXEOLFKHDOWKSURMHFWVLQ2UHJRQDQG
$ODVNDDQGHDUQHGDPDVWHU¶VGHJUHHLQVRFLDOZRUN0\HGXFDWLRQDQGZRUN
H[SHULHQFHKHOSPHXQGHUVWDQGWKHIUDPHZRUNRISXEOLFKHDOWKDQGKDVSURYLGHG
PHZLWKDJUHDWGHDORIFRQWDFWZLWKSHRSOHZKROLYHLQDUHDVZLWKHQYLURQPHQWDO
SUREOHPVDQGSHRSOHZKRDUHH[SHULHQFLQJLOOQHVVDQGGLVDELOLW\
 'XHWRP\ZRUNDQGUHSRUWVWKDW,DPIDPLOLDUZLWK,XQGHUVWDQGWKDW(3$
UHFHQWO\PDGHDGHFLVLRQVWDWLQJWKDWLWZLOOQRWHQIRUFHDJDLQVWDQ\PDQXIDFWXUHURU
VXSSOLHUWKHFXUUHQWUHJXODWLRQVHVWDEOLVKLQJDSHU\HDUSURGXFWLRQOLPLWIRU
SROOXWLRQVWDQGDUGH[HPSW³JOLGHU´WUXFNV,IXUWKHUXQGHUVWDQGWKDWWKLVGHFLVLRQ
DSSOLHVWRDOOSURGXFWLRQRIQRQFRPSOLDQWJOLGHUYHKLFOHVWKURXJK,DPDOVR
DZDUHWKDWXQFRQWUROOHGJOLGHUWUXFNVHPLWPDQ\WLPHVPRUHVRRWDQGVPRJFDXVLQJ
SROOXWLRQDVFRPSDUHGWRIUHLJKWWUXFNVZLWKPRGHUQSROOXWLRQFRQWUROVDQGWKLV
DFWLRQZLOODOORZWKHVDOHRIDPXFKKLJKHUQXPEHURIWKHVHKLJKO\SROOXWLQJ
YHKLFOHV
 ,DPGHHSO\FRQFHUQHGWKDW(3$¶VDFWLRQZLOOZRUVHQWKHOHYHOVRISROOXWLRQ
WKDWP\IDPLO\DQG,H[SHULHQFH
 7KURXJKP\ZRUNDQGP\OLIHH[SHULHQFH,DPDZDUHWKDWGLHVHOSROOXWLRQ
KDVDYDULHW\RIKDUPIXOKHDOWKLPSDFWVERWKGLUHFWO\DQGLQGLUHFWO\EHFDXVHVRPH
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RILWVFRPSRQHQWVFRQWULEXWHWRVRRWDQGVPRJ JURXQGOHYHOR]RQH SROOXWLRQ,
NQRZWKDWH[SRVXUHWRR]RQH²ZKLFKFDQEHIRUPHGLQSDUWWKURXJKSUHFXUVRUVOLNH
12[IRXQGLQGLHVHOSROOXWLRQ²PD\LQGXFHDVWKPDGHYHORSPHQWLQFKLOGUHQ
LQFUHDVHVXVFHSWLELOLW\WRUHVSLUDWRU\LQIHFWLRQVDQGDOVRLPSDLUFKLOGUHQ¶VOXQJ
JURZWK,QDGGLWLRQH[SRVXUHWRSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHUSROOXWLRQ DOVRNQRZQDVVRRW 
FDQLQWHUIHUHZLWKWKHJURZWKDQGZRUNRIWKHOXQJVDQGLQFUHDVHVWKHULVNRIKHDUW
GLVHDVHOXQJFDQFHUDQGDVWKPDDWWDFNV
 7KURXJKP\ZRUNDQGWKHSXEOLVKHGUHSRUWV,UHDGLQWKHFRXUVHRIP\ZRUN
ZLWK0RPV&OHDQ$LU)RUFH,DPDZDUHWKDWDUHDVLQDQGDURXQGP\FRPPXQLW\
VRPHWLPHVH[FHHGWKHIHGHUDODLUTXDOLW\VWDQGDUGIRUR]RQHSROOXWLRQ6SHFLILFDOO\
P\KRPHDQGVXUURXQGLQJDUHDZDVGHVLJQDWHGDVDQKRXU2]RQHQRQDWWDLQPHQW
DUHDRQ-XO\ )HG5HJ  XQGHU2]RQHVWDQGDUGV ,DP
DOVRDZDUHWKDWSDUWLFXODWHDQGRWKHUDLUSROOXWLRQOHYHOVPD\EHKHLJKWHQHGQHDU
URDGZD\VDQGWKDWFKLOGUHQDUHDPRQJWKRVHDWKLJKHUULVNIRUKHDOWKLPSDFWVIURP
DLUSROOXWLRQQHDUURDGZD\V
,KDYHFRQFHUQVIRUP\RZQKHDOWKDQGWKDWRIP\IDPLO\GXHWRH[SRVXUHWR
SRRUDLUTXDOLW\FDXVHGLQSDUWE\SROOXWLRQIURPGLHVHOIUHLJKWWUXFNV,WDNHVWHSV
WRWU\WRUHGXFHP\RZQDQGP\IDPLO\¶VH[SRVXUHWRDLUSROOXWLRQ
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0\IDPLO\PRYHGWR0RQWJRPHU\&RXQW\IURPD6HDWWOHQHLJKERUKRRGZLWK
VLJQLILFDQWOHYHOVRIGLHVHOIUHLJKWWUXFNDQGRWKHUIRUPVRISROOXWLRQ:KHQ
PRYLQJZHZHUHORRNLQJIRUDKRPHZLWKOHVVH[SRVXUHWRDLUSROOXWLRQ
(YHQLQ0RQWJRPHU\&RXQW\P\IDPLO\DQG,DUHVWLOOUHJXODUO\H[SRVHGWR
IUHLJKWWUXFNSROOXWLRQLQRXUGDLO\OLYHV2XUKRPHLVORFDWHGDSSUR[LPDWHO\
IHHW PHWHUV IURP0DU\ODQG5RXWH ³(DVW:HVW+LJKZD\´ DPDMRU
WKRURXJKIDUHZLWKVLJQLILFDQWIUHLJKWWUXFNWUDIILFDQGLVFORVHWR/\WWRQVYLOOH
5RDGZKLFKIUHLJKWWUXFNVXVHWRFRQQHFWIURPWKHKLJKZD\WRDQLQGXVWULDODUHD
QHDUE\
,RIWHQZDONLQP\QHLJKERUKRRGIRUH[HUFLVHDQGWRUXQHUUDQGV0\
FRQFHUQDERXWWKHLPSDFWRIIUHLJKWWUXFNSROOXWLRQRQP\KHDOWKIUHTXHQWO\FDXVHV
PHWRFKDQJHP\SDWKWRDYRLGDUHDVZLWKPDQ\IUHLJKWWUXFNVSDUWLFXODUO\LQWKH
VXPPHUZKHQR]RQHSROOXWLRQSUREOHPVDUHH[DFHUEDWHGE\KLJKWHPSHUDWXUHV
,WDNHP\GDXJKWHUVWRWKHQHDUE\6LOYHU6SULQJ<0&$ORFDWHGDW
+DVWLQJV'UDVIUHTXHQWO\DVIRXUWLPHVSHUZHHNLQWKHVXPPHUDQGWZLFHDZHHN
WKHUHVWRIWKH\HDU0\GDXJKWHUVHQMR\VZLPPLQJLQWKHRXWGRRUSRROWKHUH
ZKLFKLVORFDWHGOHVVWKDQIHHW PHWHUV IURPWKH%HOWZD\,QWHUVWDWHD
PDMRUWKRURXJKIDUHIRUKHDY\GXW\IUHLJKWWUXFNV0\GDXJKWHUVJRWRSUHVFKRRODW
WKH&KHY\&KDVH8QLWHG0HWKRGLVW&KXUFKRQ&RQQHFWLFXW$YHQXHDEXV\URDG

A86

USCA Case #18-1190

Document #1740848

Filed: 07/17/2018

Page 92 of 321

WKDWDOVRKDVIUHLJKWWUXFNWUDIILF7KLVURDGLVIRUPDOO\NQRZQDV0DU\ODQG5RXWH

7KHSROOXWLRQIURPIUHLJKWWUXFNVFDXVHVP\IDPLO\DQGPHWRH[SHULHQFH
UHVSLUDWRU\V\PSWRPV0\GDXJKWHUVDQG,VWDUWWRFRXJKZKHQZHZDONDORQJVLGH
URDGVZLWKIUHLJKWWUXFNWUDIILF
,QRWLFHZKHQWKH0DU\ODQG'HSDUWPHQWRIWKH(QYLURQPHQWLVVXHV³FRGH
RUDQJH´RU³FRGHUHG´ZDUQLQJVRQGD\VZKHQR]RQHOHYHOVDUHH[SHFWHGWREH
XQKHDOWKIXOO\KLJK2QGD\VZKHQR]RQHOHYHOVDUHKLJK,QRWLFHWKDWP\GDXJKWHUV
JHWVKRUWRIEUHDWKSDUWLFXODUO\LQWKHVXPPHU2QKLJKR]RQHGD\V,WU\WRNHHS
P\GDXJKWHUVLQGRRUVDQGUHVWULFWWKHLURXWGRRUDFWLYLWLHVLQRUGHUWRUHGXFHWKHLU
H[SRVXUHWRR]RQHSROOXWLRQ
$OWKRXJKP\GDXJKWHUVFXUUHQWO\GRQRWKDYHDVWKPD,NQRZWKDWLWLVQRW
XQFRPPRQIRUFKLOGUHQWRGHYHORSFKLOGKRRGDVWKPD,ZRUU\DERXWWKHOHYHOVRI
SROOXWLRQP\GDXJKWHUVDUHH[SRVHGWRDQGZLOOEHH[SRVHGWRLQWKHIXWXUHDVWKH\
FRQWLQXHWRXVHWKHSRRODWWKH<0&$DQGHQJDJHLQRWKHURXWGRRUDFWLYLWLHVDWWKH
<0&$WKHLUSUHVFKRRODQGHOVHZKHUHLQRXUFRPPXQLW\,DPFRQFHUQHGWKDW,
ZLOOHLWKHUQHHGWRUHGXFHWKHLURXWGRRUDFWLYLWLHVRUULVNWKDWWKHGHYHORSPHQWRI
WKHLU\RXQJOXQJVZLOOEHKDUPHGE\DLUSROOXWLRQH[SRVXUH
%HFDXVHRI(3$¶VDFWLRQPRUH³JOLGHU´WUXFNVZLOOEHRQWKHURDGVNLUWLQJ
PRGHUQSROOXWLRQOLPLWVDQGP\IDPLO\DQG,ZLOOIDFHKLJKHUOHYHOVRISDUWLFOHDQG

A87

USCA Case #18-1190

Document #1740848

Filed: 07/17/2018

Page 93 of 321

ozone pollution. This action will negatively impact my family by increasing the
frequency of poor air quality, and thereby increasing the frequency that my family
and I will have to curtail and modify our daily lives and activities. The increased
air pollution from this action will also negatively impact my fumily by incrca.~ng

risks to our health, in particular, the likelihood that my daughters may develop lung
conditions like asthma EPA 's action harms my family's well-being.
I declare that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on:

1J '.j I; ·2018

c._~
Elizabe~J
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XII.
Declarations
3. Janet DietzKamei, Center for Biological Diversity member
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,-DQHW'LHW].DPHLVWDWHDQGGHFODUHDVIROORZV





,DPRYHU\HDUVRIDJHDQGFRPSHWHQWWRJLYHWKLVGHFODUDWLRQ,KDYH



SHUVRQDONQRZOHGJHRIWKHIROORZLQJIDFWVDQGLIFDOOHGDVDZLWQHVVFRXOGDQGZRXOG



WHVWLI\FRPSHWHQWO\WRWKHP$VWRWKRVHPDWWHUVZKLFKUHIOHFWDQRSLQLRQWKH\UHIOHFW



P\SHUVRQDORSLQLRQDQGMXGJPHQWRQWKHPDWWHU





,OLYHLQ)UHVQR&DOLIRUQLDDQGKDYHOLYHGWKHUHVLQFH,DPUHWLUHG



IURPDFDUHHUDVD)HGHUDOHPSOR\HHKDYLQJZRUNHGIRUWKH$LU)RUFHWKH86



'HSDUWPHQWRIWKH7UHDVXU\WKH9HWHUDQV¶$GPLQLVWUDWLRQDQGWKH8QLWHG6WDWHV



'HSDUWPHQWRI$JULFXOWXUH)RUHVW6HUYLFHIRU\HDUV





,DPGHHSO\FRQFHUQHGDQGFDUHJUHDWO\DERXWWKHTXDOLW\RIWKHDLULQ



)UHVQRDQGWKHVXUURXQGLQJDUHDV7KHSRRUDLUTXDOLW\LQP\KRPHWRZQP\



FRPPXQLW\DQG&DOLIRUQLD¶VDLUSROOXWHG&HQWUDO9DOOH\PDNHVPHVHYHUHO\LOODQG,



DPNHHQO\LQWHUHVWHGLQGRLQJDOO,FDQWRLPSURYHWKHDLU,PXVWEUHDWKH,KDYHEHHQD



PHPEHURIWKH&HQWHUIRU%LRORJLFDO'LYHUVLW\ WKH³&HQWHU´ VLQFHDQG,UHO\



XSRQWKH&HQWHUWRUHSUHVHQWP\LQWHUHVWVLQSURWHFWLQJRXUDLUTXDOLW\DQGRXU



HQYLURQPHQWWKURXJKWKHJDWKHULQJDQGGLVVHPLQDWLRQRILQIRUPDWLRQDERXWDLU



SROOXWLRQDGYRFDF\WRUHPHGLDWHWKDWSROOXWLRQDQGHQIRUFHPHQWRIRXUHQYLURQPHQWDO



ODZV,DOVRKDYHEHHQDPHPEHURIWKH&HQWUDO9DOOH\$LU4XDOLW\&RDOLWLRQ
³&9$4´ VLQFH-XQHDQGKDYHEHHQDFWLYHZLWK&9$4VLQFH0D\6LQFH




'HFHPEHU,KDYHDOVREHHQDFWLYHZLWKWKH)UHVQR(QYLURQPHQWDO5HSRUWLQJ



1HWZRUN ³)(51´ &9$4DQG)(51DUHRUJDQL]DWLRQVWKDWPRQLWRUDQGUHSRUWRQ



WKHSROOXWLRQLQRXUDLUDQGDGYRFDWHRQEHKDOIRIP\VHOIDQGRWKHUFLWL]HQVWRUHGXFH



WKDWSROOXWLRQ





,XQGHUVWDQGWKDWVHYHUDO\HDUVDJRWKH(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\



LVVXHGDUXOHPDNLQJWLJKWHQLQJWKHHPLVVLRQVWDQGDUGVIRUKDUPIXOHPLVVLRQVIURPWKH



QDWLRQ¶VIOHHWRIQHZKHDY\GXW\WUXFNVDQGWKDWLQWKLVUXOHPDNLQJ(3$H[HPSWHGD



OLPLWHGQXPEHURIVRFDOOHG³JOLGHUWUXFNV´IURPWKHVHSROOXWLRQOLPLW(3$UHVWULFWHG
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WKHH[HPSWLRQWRWUXFNVSHU\HDUSHUFRPSDQ\IRUDOLPLWHGQXPEHURI\HDUV



*OLGHUWUXFNVXVHUHEXLOWHQJLQHVZLWKLQDQHZO\EXLOWWUXFNERG\DSUDFWLFHRULJLQDOO\



HPSOR\HGRQO\LQWKHIHZLQVWDQFHVZKHQUHFHQWYLQWDJHHQJLQHVZHUHVDOYDJHGIURP



ZUHFNHGWUXFNVDQGUHEXLOWIRUIXUWKHUXVH





,DOVRNQRZWKDWLQUHFHQWGD\V(3$PDGHDGHFLVLRQVWDWLQJWKDWLWZLOO



QRORQJHUHQIRUFHWKHVHSHU\HDUSHUFRPSDQ\OLPLWVDJDLQVWDQ\FRPSDQ\DQG



DQ\RILWVVXSSOLHUVQDWLRQZLGHWKURXJK%HFDXVHJOLGHUWUXFNHQJLQHVGRQRW



FRPSO\ZLWKWKHODWHVWHPLVVLRQFRQWUROVWDQGDUGVDQGDUHVRPHWLPHVGHFDGHVROGWKH\



HPLWHQRUPRXVDPRXQWVRIWKHSROOXWDQWVWKDWFDXVHPHWRVXIIHUVHYHUHKHDOWK



SUREOHPVLQFOXGLQJSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHUDQGR]RQHFDXVLQJSROOXWLRQ7KHVHHPLVVLRQV



FDQEHWLPHVRUPRUHDVPXFKDVWKRVHIURPKHDY\GXW\WUXFNVWKDWFRPSO\ZLWK



FXUUHQWHPLVVLRQOLPLWV,XQGHUVWDQGWKDW(3$¶VGHFLVLRQQRWWRHQIRUFHWKHFXUUHQW



OLPLWVRQWKHVHWUXFNVZLOODOORZWKHVDOHRIWKRXVDQGVPRUHRIWKHVHPDVVLYHO\



SROOXWLQJYHKLFOHV





,DPGHHSO\FRQFHUQHGWKDWWKLVQHZ(3$GHFLVLRQWRSHUPLWWKRXVDQGV



PRUHRIWKHVHJOLGHUWUXFNVWREHEXLOWZLOOZRUVHQWKHOHYHOVRIDLUSROOXWLRQWKDWPDNH



PHLOO0RUHJOLGHUYHKLFOHVRQWKHURDGZLOOPHDQPRUHRIWKDWSROOXWLRQDQG,IHDU



WKDWP\GDLO\OLIHDFWLYLWLHVZLOOEHHYHQPRUHUHVWULFWHGEHFDXVH,FDQQRWKHOSEXW



EUHDWKHWKHSROOXWLRQWKHVHYHKLFOHVFDXVH





6LQFHDERXWRUVRPHVL[\HDUVDIWHUPRYLQJWR)UHVQR,KDYH



VXIIHUHGIURPVHYHUHDVWKPD,KDGDOOHUJLHVEHIRUHPRYLQJWR)UHVQRLQEXW



QHYHUKDGDVWKPD$URXQG,ZDVGLDJQRVHGZLWKDVWKPDDIWHUKDYLQJDVHYHUH



UHDFWLRQWRDQXQNQRZQWULJJHUSROOXWDQWZKHQ,ZDVLQ9LUJLQLDRQYDFDWLRQ:LWKLQ



GD\VRIWKHRQVHWRIWKLVUHDFWLRQ,ZDVLQWKH(PHUJHQF\5RRP ³(5´ ZLWKVHYHUH



EURQFKLWLVH[FHHGLQJO\VLFN7KHFRQVXOWLQJGRFWRUZDVOHDQLQJWRZDUGDGPLWWLQJPH



WRKRVSLWDO,ZDVSUHVFULEHGLQKDOHUVDQGRWKHUDVWKPDUHOLHYLQJPHGLFDWLRQVZLWKWKH



XQGHUVWDQGLQJWKDWLI,GLGQRWLPSURYH,ZRXOGUHWXUQWRWKH(58QWLOWKH(5YLVLWLQ
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9LUJLQLD,KDGQRWNQRZQWKDW,KDGDVWKPD$IWHU,ZDVGLDJQRVHG,UHDOL]HGWKDW,



KDGEHHQVXIIHULQJIURPDVWKPDUHODWHGVLFNQHVVHVVLQFH





$LUTXDOLW\LQ)UHVQRDQGWKH6DQ-RDTXLQ9DOOH\LVDPRQJWKHZRUVWLQ



WKHQDWLRQDQGWKHPDQ\FDUVDQGYHU\ODUJHQXPEHURIWUXFNVRQWKHURDGLQ)UHVQR



DQGLQWKH9DOOH\FRQWULEXWHHQRUPRXVO\WRWKHSUREOHP0\KRXVHLVORFDWHGDERXW



IHHWIURPWKHEXV\&DOLIRUQLD+LJKZD\IUHHZD\DVWKHFURZIOLHV,PXVW



PRQLWRUERWKWKHSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHUDQGWKHR]RQHLQP\DUHDRQDGDLO\DQGVRPHWLPHV



KRXUO\EDVLVDQGZKHQWKHDLUTXDOLW\IRUHLWKHURIWKHVHSROOXWDQWVWXUQVIURPJRRGWR



PRGHUDWH,DPVHYHUHO\DIIHFWHG:KHQR]RQHUHDFKHVDERXWSSE,FDQQRWOHDYH



WKHKRXVHDQGZKHQ30UHDFKHVDERXWPLFURJUDPVSHUFXELFPHWHU,FDQQRW



OHDYHWKHKRXVHZLWKRXWZHDULQJDPDVNDQGHYHQWKHQ,VWLOOWDNHWKHULVNRIVXIIHULQJ



DVHYHUHDQGGHELOLWDWLQJDVWKPDDWWDFN





,DOVRFDQQRWOHDYHP\KRXVHDQ\WLPHWKHUHLVVPRNHLQWKHDLU'XULQJ



WKHPRQWKVRI1RYHPEHUWKURXJK)HEUXDU\P\DVWKPDV\PSWRPVDUHH[DFHUEDWHGE\



VPRN\DLU7RSUHYHQWSROOXWDQWVSLFNHGXSZKLOHRXWVLGHIURPFRPLQJLQWRRXUKRPH



P\KXVEDQGDQG,WDNHRIIRXURXWVLGHFORWKLQJZKHQZHFRPHLQVLGHDQGSXWRQFOHDQ



FORWKLQJRQO\ZRUQLQVLGHRIWKHKRXVH,KDYHWRZHOVRQP\VRIDDQGFKDLUVZKLFKFDQ



EHZDVKHGDIWHUYLVLWRUVVLWRQRXUIXUQLWXUH1RRQHFDQZHDUVKRHVLQVLGHRIRXU



KRXVH:HKDYHDQLQHSRXQGGRJZKLFKOLYHVLQVLGHRIWKHKRXVH:KHQKHUHWXUQV



IURPDZDONRUJRHVRXWIRUSRWW\EUHDNVZHZDVKKLVIHHWDQGZLSHKLPZLWKDGDPS



WRZHODVVRRQDVKHFRPHVEDFNLQ





$VWKPDKDVPDGHPHH[FHHGLQJO\VLFN:KHQ,VXIIHUDQDWWDFNLWLV



GLIILFXOWMXVWWREUHDWKH$SDUWLFXODUO\VHYHUHDWWDFNRFFXUUHGLQWKHVXPPHURI



ZKHQ,VLPSO\ZHQWRXWVLGHWRWDNHP\GRJIRUDZDON(YHQWKRXJK,ZRUHDPDVN



EHFDXVHSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHUDQGR]RQHZHUHLQWKHPRGHUDWHOHYHO,EHJDQKDYLQJ



WURXEOHEUHDWKLQJDV,FRXOGQRWLQKDOHDQ\DLU)HHOLQJIDLQWDQGOLJKWKHDGHG,



SDQLFNHGDQGWXUQHGDURXQGWRJREDFNKRPH,QHDUO\ORVWFRQVFLRXVQHVVULJKWWKHUH



RQWKHURDG,EHOLHYHWKDWRQO\WKHDGUHQDOLQHSURGXFHGE\P\SDQLFDOORZHGPHWR
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PDNHLWEDFNKRPHZKHUH,DGPLQLVWHUHGDVWKPDPHGLFDWLRQDQGWKHQSDVVHGRXW7KH



PDVNRQO\SURWHFWHGPHIURPWKH30SDUWLFXODWHVQRWWKHR]RQHDOHVVRQ,OHDUQHG



WKDWGD\7KHHQWLUHH[SHULHQFHZDVKRUULILF%HFDXVH,QHYHUZDQWWRH[SHULHQFHVXFK



DQDWWDFNDJDLQ,QRZGRQRWOHDYHP\KRPHLIHLWKHUWKHSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHURUWKH



R]RQHLVQRWZLWKLQWKH³JRRG´UDQJHDVLQGLFDWHGE\UHDOWLPHPRQLWRULQJZHEVLWHV,



DFFHVVWKRVHVLWHVZLWKP\FRPSXWHURURQWKHSKRQHDQGRIWHQDJDLQRQP\SKRQH



DIWHUOHDYLQJP\KRXVHWRPDNHVXUHWKHDLUTXDOLW\KDVQRWFKDQJHG,UHFHLYHDOHUWVRQ



P\SKRQHLQGLFDWLQJDLUTXDOLW\KDVGHJUDGHGWRDLU,FDQQRWEUHDWKH,GHSHQGXSRQ



WKHVHDOHUWVWRNHHSPHVDIH,QRZKDYHP\RZQPRQLWRUIRU30,DOZD\VFRQVXOW



LWEHIRUH,JRRXWVLGH,WJLYHVPH³UHDOWLPH´UHDGLQJVRI30DLUTXDOLW\7KLVSDVW



ZLQWHU,GLGQRWEHFRPHDLUSROOXWLRQVLFNGXHWRWKHUHDGLQJV,XVHGIURPP\SHUVRQDO



PRQLWRUSRVLWLRQHGLQP\EDFN\DUG,KDYHLWKDQJLQJRXWVLGHDWWKHVDPHOHYHOZKHUH



,DPEUHDWKLQJDLU





:KHQ,EHJLQKDYLQJDQDWWDFN,IHHODKHDYLQHVVLQP\FKHVWDQGFDQQRW



JHWDLU2IWHQ,DOVRVWDUWFRXJKLQJ,IHHOOLNHDILVKRXWRIZDWHUJDVSLQJ,I,DP



RXWVLGHDQGEHJLQWRIHHOWKLVFKHVWSUHVVXUHVKRUWQHVVRIEUHDWKDQGRUFRXJKLQJ,JR



LQWRDEXLOGLQJDKRXVHDFDURUDQ\ZKHUHHOVHWKDWLVHQFORVHGVRWKDW,DPEHWWHU



VKHOWHUHGIURPWKHSROOXWHGDLU2WKHUHIIHFWVRISDUWLFXODWHPDWWHUDQGR]RQHDLU



SROOXWLRQRQP\KHDOWKVRPHWLPHVLQFOXGHVQHH]LQJDQGVQLIIOLQJIHHOLQJWLUHGDFK\



VXIIHULQJIURPKHDGDFKHVDQGIHHOLQJDVLI,DPDERXWWRFRPHGRZQZLWKDFROGRU



IOX,DOVRKDYHDFKURQLFFRXJKZKHQWKHSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHUFRXQWLQFUHDVHV,ORYHWR



ULGHP\ELNHDQGKDYHEHHQDQDYLGRXWGRRUSHUVRQIRUP\HQWLUHOLIHEXWQRZPXVW



VSHQGPRVWRIP\WLPHLQVLGHP\KRXVH%HFDXVHP\DFWLYLW\OHYHOLVVRVHYHUHO\



UHVWULFWHG,QRZDOVRVXIIHUIURPXQKHDOWK\ZHLJKWJDLQ7RSURWHFWP\VHOIIURP



SROOXWDQWV,DOZD\VFKHFNDLUTXDOLW\EHIRUHJRLQJWRWKHJ\PWRGRVRPHZDWHU



DHURELFV6RPHWLPHVWKHUHLVDQXQH[SHFWHGWULJJHUDQGZKHQ,GRGULYHWRWKHJ\P,



VRPHWLPHVFDQQRWZDONIURPWKHSDUNLQJORWWRWKHJ\PEHFDXVH,EHJLQWRIHHODQ



DVWKPDDWWDFNFRPLQJRQDQG,PXVWGULYHEDFNKRPH
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0DQ\RIP\IULHQGVDQGDFTXDLQWDQFHVDQGWKHLUFKLOGUHQZKROLYHLQ



)UHVQRRUHOVHZKHUHLQWKH&HQWUDO9DOOH\VXIIHUIURPDVWKPDRURWKHUVHYHUHKHDOWK



FRPSOLFDWLRQVEHFDXVHRIWKHDLUSROOXWLRQFDXVHGE\PRWRUYHKLFOHVDQGWKHPDQ\



WUXFNVWKDWGULYHRQRXUKLJKZD\V,DPFRQFHUQHGIRUWKHPDVZHOODQGIHDUIRUWKHLU



ZHOOEHLQJ'XULQJSHULRGVZKHQDLUSROOXWLRQLVDERYHPRGHUDWHPDQ\DVWKPDWLFV



HQGXSLQ&HQWUDO9DOOH\(PHUJHQF\5RRPVDQGKRVSLWDOV,GRDOO,FDQSRVVLEO\GRWR



DYRLGEHFRPLQJVRLOO




,WUDYHORQPDQ\KLJKZD\VLQ)UHVQRWKH&HQWUDO9DOOH\DQGHOVHZKHUH

LQFOXGLQJWKHIROORZLQJIUHHZD\VORFDOO\&DOLIRUQLD6WDWH5RXWHVDQG




PRUHGLVWDQWO\&DOLIRUQLD6WDWH5RXWHV



865RXWHVDQG,QWHUVWDWHV



,HVWLPDWHWKDWGXULQJVRPHZHHNV,GULYHDV



PDQ\DVWRPLOHVWKRXJKRQRFFDVLRQ,ZLOOQRWGULYHGXULQJDQ\JLYHQZHHN



2YHUDOO,HVWLPDWHWKDW,WUDYHODERXWPLOHVSHUPRQWK,WUDYHOWRFDUHIRU



UHODWLYHVDQGIULHQGVWRZRUNZLWKRUJDQL]DWLRQVHQJDJHGLQILJKWLQJWKHSROOXWLRQ



WKDWPDNHVPHVRLOODQGWRJRRQEXVLQHVVWULSVZLWKP\KXVEDQG%HFDXVHWKHUHLV



OLWWOHSXEOLFWUDQVSRUWDWLRQLQP\QHLJKERUKRRG,FDQQRWDYRLGXVLQJWKHVHIUHHZD\V,



HQFRXQWHUQXPHURXVWUXFNVGXULQJWKHVHWULSVDPRIWHQVWXFNLQWUDIILFDQG



VRPHWLPHVDPVWXFNLPPHGLDWHO\EHKLQGKHDY\GXW\WUXFNV,DOZD\VNHHSP\FDU¶V



DLUFRQWURORQVRWKDWDVOLWWOHRXWVLGHDLUDVSRVVLEOHUHDFKHVPHEXW,DOZD\VIHDUWKH



KHDY\GXW\WUXFNH[KDXVWZLOOUHDFKPHDQGPDNHPHLOO





$VORQJDV(3$GRHVQRWHQIRUFHWKHYHKLFOHVSHU\HDUSHU



PDQXIDFWXUHUOLPLWRQJOLGHUWUXFNVPDQ\PRUHVXFKWUXFNVZLOOEHEXLOWVROGDQG



GULYHQRQWKHURDGVLQFUHDVLQJWKHSROOXWLRQVRKDUPIXOWRPHPDQ\WLPHVRYHU$VD



UHVXOWWKHDLU,PXVWEUHDWKHZLOORIWHQFRQWLQXHWREHWRRSROOXWHGDQG,ZLOOEHFRPH



VLFNRUEHFRPSHOOHGWRVWD\VKXWLQWRP\KRXVH(3$¶VGHFLVLRQQRWWRHQIRUFH



SUHVHQWOLPLWVRQJOLGHUWUXFNSURGXFWLRQWKHUHIRUHFDXVHVGLUHFWDQGVHYHUHKDUPWR



PHSHUVRQDOO\,IPRUHXQFRQWUROOHGJOLGHUWUXFNVDUHVROGP\KHDOWKZLOOFRQWLQXHWR



A94

USCA Case #18-1190


Document #1740848

Filed: 07/17/2018

Page 100 of 321



VXIIHUDQGJHWHYHQZRUVHDQGP\TXDOLW\RIOLIHFDQQRWLPSURYH,VXIIHUHPRWLRQDO



GLVWUHVVNQRZLQJWKDWHYHQPRUHGHDGO\WUXFNSROOXWLRQZLOOEHHPLWWHGIURPWKHVH



JOLGHUWUXFNVDQGPDNHPHVHYHUHO\LOO%XWLI(3$¶VGHFLVLRQQRWWRHQIRUFHFXUUHQW



OLPLWVRQWKHLUSURGXFWLRQLVUHYHUVHGSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHUDQGR]RQHSROOXWLRQZLOO



UHPDLQORZHUGD\VZKHQWKHDLUTXDOLW\UHPDLQVJRRGZLOOLQFUHDVHP\KHDOWKZLOOEH



OHVVDIIHFWHGDQG,ZLOOEHDEOHWROHDYHP\KRXVHPRUHRIWHQ





(3$DQQRXQFHGLWVQRQHQIRUFHPHQWGHFLVLRQZLWKRXWSURYLGLQJDQ\



QRWLFHRURSSRUWXQLW\WRFRPPHQW7KLVODFNRIQRWLFHDQGFRPPHQWRSSRUWXQLW\



GHSULYHVPHRIP\SURFHGXUDOULJKWVWREHLQIRUPHGDERXWIRUWKFRPLQJDJHQF\DFWLRQ



VRWKDW,FDQWDONDERXWWKHVHHYHQWVDQGUHO\RQWKH&HQWHUWRFRPPHQWRQWKHP



LQIRUPRWKHUVDERXWWKHPDQGVHHNWRVWRSRUDOWHUWKHPEHFDXVHWKH\DIIHFWPHDQG



P\IULHQGVDQGQHLJKERUVQHJDWLYHO\RULIWKH\DUHXQODZIXO,DPDFWLYHLQOHDUQLQJ



DERXWDQGGLVVHPLQDWLQJLQIRUPDWLRQDERXW)UHVQR¶VSRRUDLUTXDOLW\DQGLWVFDXVHV



:KHQWKHDLUTXDOLW\SHUPLWVLW,VSHDNDERXWWKHHIIHFWVRIDLUSROOXWLRQRQP\KHDOWK



DWORFDOGLVWULFWDQGVWDWHOHYHODLUTXDOLW\ERDUGPHHWLQJVDQG,WUDYHOWR6DFUDPHQWR



WRVSHDNWRODZPDNHUVRQWKHVXEMHFW,DOVRSDUWLFLSDWHLQDLUTXDOLW\LPSURYLQJ



ZRUNVKRSVDQGDLUTXDOLW\LPSURYLQJWUDLQLQJRQVXEMHFWVVXFKDVHOHFWULFYHKLFOH
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However, ifEPA's decision not to enforce the glider limits is overturned and EPA

2

must provide notice and an opportunity ta comment regarding any such decisio~ the violation of

3

these procedural and informational rights will be effectively resolved.

4

S
6

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct and was e]f.ecuted on
July 13~ 2018 at Fresno, California.

7
8

9

10
11

12
13
14

15

16
17

18

19

20
21
22

23

24
25

26

27
28
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DECLARATION OF MARGARET EVANS
I, Margaret Evans, declare as follows:
1.

My name is Margaret (“Peggy”) Evans. I am over 18 years old. The
information in this declaration is based on my personal experience and my
review of publicly available information.

2.

My primary residence is in Cookeville, Tennessee, 38506. My husband and I
have lived in Cookeville for over 40 years and at my current address for
approximately 20 years. We are both retired.

3.

I am a member of the Sierra Club. My husband and I joined the organization
in 1994. We joined the Sierra Club because we are concerned about
environmental issues, in particular air pollution. The Sierra Club is one of
the largest environmental organizations and they work hard to ensure that
their members and the public at large have access to clean air.

4.

My husband and I live approximately 3 blocks from the Interstate 40
highway that crosses Tennessee. We travel several interstate highways as
well as the SR111. In the past twenty years I have seen more and more
heavy-duty trucks in these highways. My family and I are constantly
exposed to air pollution from these vehicles when we drive these roads to
visit each other.
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I always keep up with the news, especially the local news. From reading the
newspapers, I am aware that gliders are trucks with old engines in new
bodies that emit many times more nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulate
matter (PM) than modern truck engines, and that these vehicles drive on
Tennessee highways. I know that NOx and PM pollution can lead to
respiratory illnesses in children and the elderly. Given our home’s proximity
to the I-40 highway, I constantly worry about the air pollution from the high
levels of heavy-duty truck traffic in the area.

6.

I understand that the U.S. Environmental Agency (EPA) during the Obama
administration required glider manufacturers to meet all applicable pollution
requirements for heavy-duty trucks. However, under that regulation, small
manufacturers are allowed to produce a maximum of 300 gliders per year in
order to prevent economic harm to these manufacturers while ensuring that
there is only a limited number of these heavily-polluting trucks on the road. I
am also aware that last year the EPA proposed a regulation to cancel all
requirements on gliders, and that the Sierra Club submitted comments to
oppose this measure.

7.

I know that Fitzgerald, the country’s largest glider manufacturer, is based in
Tennessee and owns several plants in the state. I live about 30 minutes down
the I-40 from Fitzgerald’s Crossville Plant, and I know that these gliders
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travel down the I-40 since it is the only highway near that plant. I also drive
regularly on the SR111 to go to visit my children and grandchildren, who
live in Chattanooga. I know there are also gliders driving on that road.
8.

A few days ago I learned from the local and national newspapers that EPA
has decided not to enforce the limit on the amount of gliders that Fitzgerald
and other glider manufacturers can produce without appropriate pollution
controls. This means that these companies can immediately manufacture as
many dirty gliders as they want. It is well known and especially concerning
that the information used by the EPA in its earlier effort to roll back the
regulations for gliders comes from a Tennessee Tech University study that
inaccurately said that gliders are as efficient and clean as trucks with brand
new engines. From what I have read, I think the study said this because
Fitzgerald paid for it and the researcher was a graduate student with no
experience in this subject. The university withdrew the study, so EPA has no
basis to allow the proliferation of these dirty trucks. EPA’s mission is to
protect the environment and public health.

9.

By allowing more gliders to be produced and to operate on our highways,
EPA is enabling a significant increase in harmful air pollution. I am
extremely concerned that this additional pollution will harm my health and
that of my grandchildren and my husband.
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XII.
Declarations
5. Andrew Linhardt, Deputy Advocacy Director, Sierra Club Clean Transportation
for All Campaign
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DECLARATION OF ANDREW LINHARDT
I, Andrew Linhardt, declare as follows:
1.

I am the Deputy Advocacy Director of the Sierra Club Clean

Transportation for All Campaign. I previously held the positions of Legislative
Director for Transportation and Associate Director for Legislative and
Administrative Advocacy at Sierra Club.
2.

In my current role, I manage and coordinate Sierra Club’s policies and

efforts on behalf of its members to advocate for greenhouse gas reductions and
greater fuel efficiency from our nation’s fleet. While at the Sierra Club, I have
worked on numerous matters involving the Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) greenhouse gas regulations and the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration’s (NHTSA) corporate average fuel (CAFE) standards for light-duty
and heavy-duty vehicles.
3.

Sierra Club is a non-profit membership organization incorporated

under the laws of the State of California, with its principal place of business in
Oakland. Sierra Club’s mission is to explore, enjoy and protect the wild places of
the Earth; to practice and promote the responsible use of the Earth’s resources and
ecosystems; to educate and enlist humanity to protect and restore the quality of the
natural and human environment; and to use all lawful means to carry out these
objectives.

A104

USCA Case #18-1190

4.

Document #1740848

Filed: 07/17/2018

Page 110 of 321

Sierra Club has 802,560 members, according to data updated in May,

2018. Sierra Club has members who reside in every state and the District of
Columbia. These include members living in close proximity to heavily-traveled
highways, including highways with significant heavy-duty truck traffic. They also
include members in states and counties that have been designated non-attainment
for ozone and particulate matter, pollution that is caused by vehicles, among other
sources. These members have a strong interest in protecting human health and the
environment from air pollution from vehicles, including gliders, which are at stake
in this litigation.
5.

As part of carrying out this mission, for decades the Sierra Club has

used the traditional tools of advocacy--organizing, lobbying, litigation, and public
outreach—to push for policies that decrease air and climate pollution by reducing
our nation’s dependence on fossil fuels. Sierra Club has a long history of
involvement in vehicle regulations aimed at reducing pollution and lessening our
dependence on oil as a transportation fuel.
6.

Sierra Club has long advocated for climate regulations for vehicles. In

2002, Sierra Club and other organizations filed a lawsuit against EPA requesting
the agency to regulate greenhouse gases from motor vehicles. EPA settled that
lawsuit and denied the petition in 2003, on the grounds that the agency lacked
authority to do so. Sierra Club and numerous states and environmental
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organizations challenged that denial, ultimately leading to the Supreme Court’s
decision in Massachusetts v. EPA, which held that greenhouse gases are air
pollutants subject to regulation under the Clean Air Act. 549 U.S. 497 (2007).
7.

The Supreme Court’s ruling resulted in EPA’s issuance of a finding

that six greenhouse gases endanger the public health and welfare of current and
future generations, which forms the basis of the agency’s greenhouse gas
regulations for light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles. Endangerment and Cause or
Contribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases Under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air
Act, 74 Fed. Reg. 66,496 (Dec. 15, 2009).
8.

In 2010, NHTSA and EPA jointly issued CAFE and greenhouse gas

emission standards for light-duty vehicles. Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas
Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards; Final Rule,
75 Fed. Reg. 25,324 (May 7, 2010). Sierra Club and others submitted comments on
the proposed rule and intervened in the industry’s lawsuit challenging the
standards. Coalition for Responsible Regulation, Inc. v. EPA, 684 F.3d 102 (D.C.
Cir. 2012), rev’d on other grounds sub nom. Utility Air Regulatory Group v. EPA,
134 S. Ct. 2427 (2014). NHTSA and EPA updated these standards in 2012. 2017
and Later Model Year Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards, 77 Fed. Reg. 62,624 (Oct. 15, 2012).
9.

In 2011, NHTSA and EPA adopted CAFE and greenhouse gas
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standards for heavy-duty trucks, updating these standards in 2016. Greenhouse
Gas Emission Standards and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and HeavyDuty Engines and Vehicles; Final Rule, 76 Fed. Reg. 57,106 (Sep. 15, 2011);
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and
Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles-Phase 2, 81 Fed. Reg. 73,478 (Oct. 25, 2016).
Sierra Club and others intervened to defend those rules against industry challenges.
Truck Trailer Manufacturers Association v. EPA, Nos. 16-1430, 16-1447 (D.C.
Cir. 2017). Recently, the Sierra Club and its allies challenged EPA’s final action
entitled Mid-Term Evaluation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards for Model
Year 2022-2025 Light-Duty Vehicles, 83 Fed. Reg. 16,077 (Apr. 13, 2018), No. 181139 (D.C. Cir. 2018).
10.

Together with other organizations, the Sierra Club has in the past

challenged NHTSA’s CAFE standards for light-duty vehicles for failure to comply
with the relevant requirements under the Energy Policy and Conservation Act.
Center for Biological Diversity v. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration,
538 F.3d 1172 (9th Cir. 2008). More recently, the Sierra Club and its allies
challenged NHTSA’s indefinite delay of a prior rule that adjusted CAFE civil
penalties for inflation, a delay that violated the Federal Civil Penalties Inflation
Adjustment Act Improvements Act. Natural Resources Defense Council v.
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, __ F.3d __, No. 17-2780, 2018
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WL 3189321 (2d. Cir. 2018).
11.

For years, the Sierra Club has actively participated in the rulemaking

and litigation around EPA’s National Ambient Air Quality Standards that regulate
criteria air pollutants, many of which are emitted by vehicles. These conventional
pollutants contribute to the formation of smog and soot, which cause respiratory
and heart disease, and even premature death. See, e.g., American Lung Association
v. EPA, No. 17-1172 (D.C. Cir. 2017).
12.

Sierra Club has strongly advocated against EPA’s efforts to roll back

emission standards for glider vehicles due to the enormous levels of pollution
emitted by these vehicles and the resulting impacts on public health. Gliders are
heavy-duty trucks that consist of all brand-new components except for the engine
and transmission, which come from previously used vehicles.
13.

Older engines are much dirtier than newer engines. In the heavy-duty

truck standard, EPA stated that emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulate
matter (PM) of any glider vehicles with pre-2007 engines are at least ten times
higher than emissions from trucks with brand new engines. In addition, engines
manufactured before 2002, which EPA reported are the majority of engines in
gliders currently driving the roads, emit 20 to 40 times more NOx and PM than
brand new engines.
14.

Until the Obama administration issued its greenhouse gas standards
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for heavy-duty trucks, criteria pollutant standards for new motor vehicle engines
included a loophole for gliders by subjecting heavy-duty engines to the standards
applicable to the engine’s year of manufacture, instead of the vehicle’s year of
manufacture. This loophole allowed manufacturers to install older engines in glider
kits and market them as brand new vehicles.
15.

Truck manufacturers took advantage of this loophole as heavy-duty

truck standards became more stringent. In the heavy-duty truck standard, EPA
reported that glider production had grown from a few hundred to thousands of
vehicles and, based on comments from industry, including from glider
manufacturers, estimated that glider production grew to 10,000 vehicles in 2015
and it could be assumed that, if uncontrolled, manufacturers would produce even
more of these vehicles.
16.

In Phase 2 of EPA’s standards for heavy-duty trucks, EPA decided to

close the glider loophole by clarifying that glider vehicles and glider engines are
new motor vehicles and new motor engines, respectively, subject to regulation
under the Clean Air Act. EPA also clarified that glider kits are new motor vehicles,
and these manufacturers are responsible for ensuring that their vehicles comply
with the applicable vehicle standards. EPA, however, did not eliminate the
loophole entirely, retaining a limited exemption for gliders produced by small
manufacturers. Currently, small manufacturers are allowed to produce a maximum
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of 300 glider vehicles unless they use engines that comply with the heavy-duty
truck standards.
17.

In November 2017, EPA published a proposed rule to undo the

Obama administration’s work to close the glider loophole. EPA offered a new legal
interpretation that completely excludes gliders from regulation, in contravention of
the Clean Air Act. While EPA’s proposed rule has not yet been finalized, the
agency is now attempting to circumvent the standards by promising industry that
the agency will not enforce them until EPA finalizes its new rule.
18.

On July 6, 2018, EPA provided a blanket “no action assurance”

applicable to all glider truck manufacturers and their suppliers, effectively inviting
manufacturers to violate the annual 300-glider cap while the agency moves to
revoke it in a future rule. EPA recognized that this assurance is necessary because
small manufacturers, in reliance on the proposed repeal of the glider standards,
have reached their calendar year 2018 annual cap under the Phase 2 rule.
19.

On July 10, 2018, Sierra Club and its allies submitted to EPA an

administrative request to immediately withdraw the agency’s decision to cease
enforcement of the glider truck requirements. This abdication of the agency’s
duties is unlawful and extremely harmful to public health. According to EPA,
every year of uncontrolled glider production can cause up to 1600 premature
deaths from particulate matter alone, as well as cancer and respiratory illnesses
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XII.
Declarations
6. Dana Lowell, M.J. Bradley & Associates (including Memorandum re: Excess
Emissions from Non-Enforcement of EPA Glider Standards (“MJB Report”))
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DE I LARATION OF DANA M. LOWELL

I, Dana M. Lowell, de lare as follows:

I.

I am the Jenior Vice President & Technical Director ofM.J. Bradley

& Associates LLC (M.. Bradley), a strategic environmental consulting firm with
offices in Washington, D.C. and Concord, Massachusetts. I have worked in M.J.
Bradley's advanced ve ·c1e technology group for over thirteen years, providing
strategic analysis, projllct management, and technical support to mobile source
emissions reductions p ograms. I received my Bachelor of Science degree in
Mechanical Engineerij g from Princeton University, and my Master in Business
Administration from t le New York University Leonard N. Stem School of
Business.
2.

I understa d that EPA's recent non-enforcement action allows
I

manufacturers and suplliers to exceed limits under current regulations that cap
production at 300 uncontrolled gliders per year. I further understand that this EPA
action immediately incLases allowable production of non-compliant glider
I

vehicles through 2019
3.

·1

In the app nded report, I have conducted analysis to estimate the

magnitude of excess emissions and associated health impacts that will result from

1
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EPA's decision to decL ne to enforce the emission standards applicable to heavyduty "glider" trucks.
4.

I used ass mptions in U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

modeling, an estimate number of available production allowances, and 2017
glider registration data to calculate the annual excess emissions of nitrogen oxides
("NOx") and particular matter ("PM") caused by EPA' s non-enforcement action.
5.

The analy. is estimates that EPA' s decision not to enforce these

standards will result in at least 11,190 additional non-compliant glider vehicles
being produced and sor in 2018-2019.
6.

I used EP 's Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES) modeling

system to project result nt emissions from these additional glider vehicles. The
analysis shows that the estimated number of additional gliders produced and sold
in 2018 and 2019 will

suit in excess emissions of almost 23,000 tons of excess

NOx and over 300 tons of excess PM in 2019, compared to an equal number of
new trucks with new e gines compliant with current emission standards.
7.

Over their lifetime, these 11,190 glider trucks are associated with

more than 430,000 ton, of excess NOx and more than 7,300 tons of excess PM.
Based on EPA methodologies for analyzing the health effects of PM 2.5 emissions,
the 11,190 additional g iders estimated to be produced and sold in 2018-2019 will

2
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result in $6. 7 - $14.5 ·mon in additional health-related damages. This includes an
estimated additional 7 0 - 1,746 premature deaths.
8.

The appe <led report describes these conclusions in greater detail and

sets forth the methodo ogies and information used to arrive at these results.

I declare under penal

of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Dated: July 13, 2018

3
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VWDQGDUGVEDVHGRQDQHZLQWHUSUHWDWLRQWKDWJOLGHUVGRQRWFRQVWLWXWH³QHZPRWRUYHKLFOHV´ZLWKLQWKHPHDQLQJRI
WKH&OHDQ$LU$FWDQGWKHUHIRUH(3$FDQQRWUHJXODWHWKHHQJLQHVLQVWDOOHGLQJOLGHUVDV³QHZPRWRUYHKLFOH
HQJLQHV´
(3$KDVQRW\HWILQDOL]HGWKDWUHSHDOSURSRVDOWKRXJKRQ)ULGD\-XO\WKHDJHQF\LVVXHGDEURDGEDVHG
PHPRUDQGXPLQGLFDWLQJLWZRXOGQRWHQIRUFHWKHILQDOUXOHJOLGHUSURYLVLRQV,QSDUWLFXODUWKHPHPRVWDWHG
WKDW
“EPA will exercise its enforcement discretion with respect to the applicability of 40 C.F.R. § 1037.635 to
Small Manufacturers that in 2018 and 2019 produce for each of those two years up to the level of their
Interim Allowances as was available to them in calendar year 2017 under 40 C.F.R. § 1037.150(1)(3)” and
that “EPA will exercise its enforcement discretion with respect to Suppliers that sell glider kits to those
Small Manufacturers to which this no action assurance applies.”
(3$OLNHZLVHLQGLFDWHGWKDWLWZDVSODQQLQJDGGLWLRQDODFWLRQVWRZHDNHQRUHOLPLQDWHJOLGHUVWDQGDUGVLQFOXGLQJ
³H[WHQGLQJWKHFRPSOLDQFHGDWHDSSOLFDEOHWR6PDOO0DQXIDFWXUHUVWR'HFHPEHU´
6PDOO0DQXIDFWXUHU,QWHULP$OORZDQFHVDYDLODEOHLQZHUHGHWHUPLQHGE\HDFKPDQXIDFWXUHU¶VKLJKHVW
DQQXDOSURGXFWLRQRIJOLGHUNLWVDQGJOLGHUYHKLFOHVIRUDQ\\HDUIURPWR(3$KDVQRWSXEOLFO\VWDWHG
WKHPDJQLWXGHRIWKHVHDOORZDQFHVKRZHYHUEDVHGRQDFWXDOQHZJOLGHUWUXFNUHJLVWUDWLRQVLQFDOHQGDU\HDU



86(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and HeavyDuty Engines and Vehicles—Phase 2)HGHUDO5HJLVWHU9RO1RSJ7XHVGD\2FWREHU


86(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\Repeal of Emission Requirements for Glider Vehicles, Glider Engines, and Glider
Kits,)HGHUDO5HJLVWHU9RO1RSJ±7KXUVGD\1RYHPEHU



$OOFXUUHQWJOLGHUPDQXIDFWXUHUVTXDOLI\DVVPDOOPDQXIDFWXUHUVHOLJLEOHIRU,QWHULP$OORZDQFHVLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKWKH
GHILQLWLRQVLQWKHUHJXODWLRQ
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ZHHVWLPDWHWKDWWKHWRWDOQXPEHURIDOORZDQFHVWKDW(3$ZLOOSURYLGHWRVPDOOPDQXIDFWXUHUVLQDQG
ZLOOEHDWOHDVWJOLGHUXQLWVSHU\HDU7KLVZRXOGHTXDWHWRDQDGGLWLRQDOJOLGHUVSHU\HDUDERYHWKH
PRUHOLPLWHG6PDOO0DQXIDFWXUHUDOORZDQFHVDYDLODEOHXQGHUWKHJOLGHUSURYLVLRQVLQFOXGHGLQWKH2FWREHU
ILQDOUXOHHVWLPDWHGE\(3$DWWKHWLPHWRWRWDOXQLWVSHU\HDUIRUDOOPDQXIDFWXUHUV)RUWKHUHPDLQLQJ
PRQWKVRIWKLVZRXOGPHDQRQDYHUDJHRYHUDGGLWLRQDOJOLGHUVDOHVSHUPRQWKRUDERXWDGGLWLRQDO
JOLGHUVDOHVSHUGD\
(3$¶VEODQNHWGHFLVLRQWRFHDVHHQIRUFLQJWKHPRUHVWULQJHQWOLPLWVRQVDOHVRIJOLGHUWUXFNVZLWKQRQ
FRPSOLDQWHQJLQHVZLOOPHDQWKDWDVXEVWDQWLDOQXPEHURIQHZO\PDQXIDFWXUHGFDEFKDVVLVZLOOOLNHO\HQWHUVHUYLFH
LQDQGDVJOLGHUWUXFNVHTXLSSHGZLWKROGHUXVHGHQJLQHVWKDWSHU(3$¶V029(6HPLVVLRQVPRGHO
HPLWQLWURJHQR[LGHV 12[ DWUDWHVWZHQW\HLJKWWLPHVWKHHPLVVLRQUDWHVRIWUXFNVHTXLSSHGZLWKQHZFRPSOLDQW
HQJLQHVDQGWKDWHPLWXSWRWHQWLPHVDVPXFKSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHU 30 5HFHQWWHVWLQJFRQGXFWHGE\(3$VKRZV
WKDWUHDOZRUOGHPLVVLRQVIURPJOLGHUVZLWKXVHGHQJLQHVFRXOGEHHYHQKLJKHU
%DVHGRQWKHHVWLPDWHGQXPEHURIDOORZDQFHVWKDWZLOOEHDYDLODEOHDQGUHFHQWWUHQGVLQJOLGHUVDOHV0-% $
SURMHFWVWKDW(3$¶VGHFLVLRQQRWWRHQIRUFHWKHJOLGHUVWDQGDUGVLQWKHILQDOUXOHZLOOUHVXOWLQDWOHDVW
H[FHVVQRQFRPSOLDQWJOLGHUVEHLQJVROGLQ,I(3$H[WHQGVFRPSOLDQFHGHDGOLQHVDQGXOWLPDWHO\
UHSHDOVWKHJOLGHUVWDQGDUGV±DGGLWLRQDOQRQFRPSOLDQWJOLGHUVFRXOGEHVROGWKURXJK
6HH7DEOHIRUDVXPPDU\RIWKHSURMHFWHGH[FHVVHPLVVLRQVEDVHGRQ(3$¶V029(6PRGHOWKDWZLOOUHVXOW
IURPWKHVHDGGLWLRQDOJOLGHUVZLWKQRQFRPSOLDQWHQJLQHVH[SHFWHGWREHVROGLQDQG$VVKRZQWKH
H[FHVVJOLGHUVSURGXFHGLQZLOOHPLWDOPRVWWRQVRIH[FHVV12[DQGRYHUWRQVRIH[FHVV
30LQ$QQXDO12[HPLVVLRQVIURPWKHVHJOLGHUWUXFNVZLOOSHDNLQDWRYHUWRQVDQGDQQXDO
30HPLVVLRQVZLOOSHDNLQDWDOPRVWWRQV,QRYHUSHUFHQWRIWKHVHJOLGHUVZLOOOLNHO\VWLOOEHRQ
WKHURDGDQGZLOOVWLOOEHHPLWWLQJRYHUWRQVH[FHVV12[DQGRYHUWRQVH[FHVV30SHU\HDU
6RPHRIWKHVHJOLGHUWUXFNVSURGXFHGLQ±ZLOOOLNHO\VWLOOEHRQWKHURDGLQDQGE\WKHQWKHLU
FXPXODWLYHOLIHWLPHH[FHVVHPLVVLRQVZLOOWRWDOPRUHWKDQWRQV12[DQGPRUHWKDWWRQV30
%DVHGRQ(3$¶VDQDO\VLVRIWKHKHDOWKHIIHFWVRI30DQG30SUHFXUVRUVHPLWWHGE\RQURDGYHKLFOHVWKHOLIH
WLPHH[FHVVHPLVVLRQVIURPDVLQJOHJOLGHUWUXFNZLWKDQRQFRPSOLDQWXVHGHQJLQHZLOOFDXVHKHDOWKUHODWHG



)RUHDFKVPDOOPDQXIDFWXUHULQDQGODWHU\HDUVDQQXDODOORZDQFHVIRUSURGXFWLRQRIJOLGHUVZLWKQRQFRPSOLDQW
HQJLQHVZDVVHWDWWKHPDQXIDFWXUHU¶VKLJKHVWDQQXDOSURGXFWLRQEHWZHHQRUJOLGHUXQLWVSHU\HDUZKLFKHYHU
ZDVORZHU



7RWKHH[WHQWWKHUHLVSHQWXSGHPDQGIRUJOLGHUVDV(3$ VQRDFWLRQOHWWHUVXJJHVWVWKHVHDYHUDJHVPD\XQGHUHVWLPDWH
QHDUWHUPVDOHVLPSDFWV



7KLVLVDGHWDLOHGPRGHOEDVHGRQ\HDUVRIFROOHFWHGFHUWLILFDWLRQDQGLQXVHWHVWGDWDZKLFKLVXVHGE\(3$WRHVWLPDWH

HPLVVLRQVIURPDUDQJHRIRQURDGYHKLFOHVERWKIRUDQQXDOHPLVVLRQVLQYHQWRU\GHYHORSPHQWDQGIRUHYDOXDWLQJWKHHIIHFWRI
UHJXODWRU\SURJUDPV6HH86(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES),
KWWSVZZZHSDJRYPRYHV


2YHUDQGDERYHWKHHVWLPDWHGQRQFRPSOLDQWJOLGHUVSHU\HDUDOORZHGXQGHUWKHILQDOUXOHV



30LVSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHUZLWKDHURG\QDPLFGLDPHWHUOHVVWKDQPLFURQV9LUWXDOO\DOO30HPLWWHGE\GLHVHOYHKLFOHVLV
3030SUHFXUVRUVDUHVXEVWDQFHVLQFOXGLQJ12[WKDWFRQWULEXWHWRIRUPDWLRQRIVHFRQGDU\30LQWKHDWPRVSKHUH
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GDPDJHVLQFOXGLQJLQFUHDVHGPRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\ZLWKDPRQHWL]HGYDOXHRIPLOOLRQ2YHUWKHLU
OLIHWLPHWKHHVWLPDWHGDGGLWLRQDOJOLGHUVWKDW(3$ZLOOQRZDOORZWREHSURGXFHGLQZLOO
WKHUHIRUHUHVXOWLQELOOLRQLQDGGLWLRQDOKHDOWKUHODWHGGDPDJHV7KLVLQFOXGHVDQDGGLWLRQDO±
SUHPDWXUHGHDWKV
7DEOH(VWLPDWHG([FHVV(PLVVLRQVIURP1RQHQIRUFHPHQWRI*OLGHU5XOHVLQDQG
'ůŝĚĞƌƐďƵŝůƚŝŶϮϬϭϴͲϮϬϭϵ
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Source: MJB&A analysis



%$&.*5281'±*/,'(558/(6
*OLGHUWUXFNVDUHQHZO\PDQXIDFWXUHGFDEFKDVVLVWKDWLQFRUSRUDWHXVHGHQJLQHVUDWKHUWKDQQHZHQJLQHV7KH
SURGXFWLRQDQGVDOHRIJOLGHUWUXFNVZDVRULJLQDOO\DOORZHGXQGHU&)5DQGWR
DFFRPPRGDWHVLWXDWLRQVZKHUHUHODWLYHO\QHZYHKLFOHVZHUHGDPDJHGH[WHQVLYHO\EXWZLWKRXWGHVWUR\LQJWKH
HQJLQH(3$DOORZHGDQRZQHUWRSXUFKDVHDQHZO\PDQXIDFWXUHGFDEFKDVVLVDQGWUDQVIHUWKHROGHQJLQHWRWKLV
QHZYHKLFOHZLWKRXWWKDWHQJLQHWKHQKDYLQJWRPHHWWKHHPLVVLRQVWDQGDUGIRUWKHPRGHO\HDUDSSOLFDEOHIRUWKH
QHZFDEFKDVVLV
$VVKRZQLQ)LJXUHSULRUWRDQQXDOVDOHVRIJOLGHUVZHUHOHVVWKDQYHKLFOHV%HWZHHQDQG
JOLGHUVDOHVLQFUHDVHGE\DQDYHUDJHRIPRUHWKDQSHU\HDUUHDFKLQJRYHULQ*OLGHUVDOHV



(QYLURQPHQWDO'HIHQVH)XQGHWDOComments of Environmental Defense Fund, the Environmental Law & Policy Center,
and WE ACT for Environmental Justice on the Environmental Protection Agency’s Proposed Rule, Repeal of Emission
Requirements for Glider Vehicles, Glider Engines, and Glider Kits, 82 Fed. Reg. 53,442 (November 16, 2017),EPA-HQOAR-2014-0827$SSHQGL[%3RWHQWLDO(PLVVLRQDQG+HDOWK,PSDFWVRI*OLGHU.LWV7DEOH7KLVDQDO\VLVLVEDVHGRQGDWD
IURP86(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\Technical Support Document, Estimating the Benefit per ton of Reducing
PM2.5 Precursors from 17 Sectors-DQXDU\



7KHUDQJHRIHPLVVLRQGDPDJHHVWLPDWHVGHULYHVIURPWZRGLIIHUHQWPHWKRGRORJLHVIRUFDOFXODWLQJKHDOWKHIIHFWVZKLFK
(3$LGHQWLILHGLQWKHVFLHQWLILFOLWHUDWXUHDVZHOODVWKHXVHRIWZRGLIIHUHQWGLVFRXQWUDWHV DQG WRFDOFXODWHWKHQHW
SUHVHQWYDOXHRIRXW\HDUHIIHFWV7KHVHYDOXHVDUHLQGROODUV


5HJLVWUDWLRQVRIJOLGHUVPDGHZLWKFDEFKDVVLVIURPRQHPDMRUPDQXIDFWXUHU3$&&$5DUHHVWLPDWHGIRUWKH\HDUV±
GDWDRQDFWXDOUHJLVWUDWLRQVZDVXQDYDLODEOHGXHWRLQFRQVLVWHQFLHVLQWKHZD\WKHPDQXIDFWXUHUFRGHGWKHPRGHO\HDULQ
WKH9HKLFOH,GHQWLILFDWLRQ1XPEHURIJOLGHUNLWVLWVROG%HWZHHQDQG3$&&$5VXSSOLHGJOLGHUNLWVIRUSHUFHQW
RIWKHJOLGHUWUXFNVUHJLVWHUHGLQWKRVH\HDUVDQGWKLVJUDSKDVVXPHVWKDW3$&&$5KDGWKHVDPHPDUNHWVKDUHLQSULRU\HDUV
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IHOOVOLJKWO\LQDQGOLNHO\UHIOHFWLQJWKHDQWLFLSDWHGUHVWULFWLRQVWKDWZRXOGKDYHEHHQLPSRVHGE\
(3$¶VILQDOJOLGHUUXOHVDQGDOVRPLUURULQJDGHFOLQHLQWKHRYHUDOOKHDY\WUXFNPDUNHW
)LJXUH$QQXDO861HZ*OLGHU5HJLVWUDWLRQV
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12

Source: IHS/Polk Automotive

,QIRUPDWLRQVXEPLWWHGWR(3$DVFRPPHQWVLQUHVSRQVHWRWKHLUSURSRVHGJOLGHUUXOHVLQGLFDWHVWKDWPRVWJOLGHU
WUXFNVVROGLQWKHODVWIHZ\HDUVKDYHEHHQSXWLQVHUYLFHZLWKPRGHO\HDURUHDUOLHUHQJLQHV7KHVHHQJLQHV
DUHZHOOSDVWWKHLULQLWLDOHPLVVLRQZDUUDQW\SHULRGDQGHPLW12[DWUDWHVWZHQW\HLJKWWLPHVRUPRUHWKHHPLVVLRQ



,+63RON$XWRPRWLYHPDLQWDLQVDGDWDEDVHRIDOOQHZYHKLFOHUHJLVWUDWLRQVLQWKH86HDFK\HDUZKLFKLVFRPSLOHGIURP
GDWDSURYLGHGE\WKHPRWRUYHKLFOHGHSDUWPHQWVLQDOOVWDWHV)RUHDFKYHKLFOHWKHGDWDEDVHLQFOXGHVLQIRUPDWLRQRQWKH
PRGHO\HDUYHKLFOHW\SHFRQILJXUDWLRQPDQXIDFWXUHUDQGYHKLFOHRZQHU HQWLW\WKDWUHJLVWHUHGLW 7KHYHKLFOHLQIRUPDWLRQ
LVEDVHGRQGDWDHQFRGHGE\WKHSULPDU\PDQXIDFWXUHULQWKHXQLTXH9HKLFOH,GHQWLILFDWLRQ1XPEHU 9,1 DVVLJQHGWRHDFK
YHKLFOH)RUJOLGHUWUXFNVRQO\WKHPDQXIDFWXUHURIWKHJOLGHUNLW FDEFKDVVLV LVHQFRGHG,QIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKHVHFRQGDU\
JOLGHUWUXFNPDQXIDFWXUHUWKDWSXUFKDVHGWKHNLWLQVWDOOHGDXVHGHQJLQHDQGVROGWKHILQDOYHKLFOHWRDXVHULVQRWHQFRGHGLQ
WKH9,19HKLFOHVDUHUHJLVWHUHGE\WKHHQGXVHU±WKHHQWLW\WKDWSXUFKDVHGWKHJOLGHUWUXFNIURPWKHVHFRQGDU\PDQXIDFWXUHU


(')HWDOComment on Environmental Protection Agency’s Proposed Rule, Real of Emission Requirements for Glider
VehiclesDW -DQ (3$+42$5FLWLQJ*OLGHU(QJLQHVDQG*OLGHU.LWV5HGDFWHG/HWWHUIURP
&KDUOHV0RXOLVWR:LOOLDP&KDUPOH\1RY(3$+42$5
KWWSVZZZUHJXODWLRQVJRYGRFXPHQW"' (3$+42$5 ³1HDUO\DOOHQJLQHVIRUUHFHQWJOLGHUSURGXFWLRQ
DUHSUH(*5HQJLQHV´ 
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UDWHRIQHZHQJLQHVFRPSOLDQWZLWKFXUUHQW(3$QHZHQJLQHHPLVVLRQVWDQGDUGV7KHVHROGHUHQJLQHVDOVRHPLW
WHQWLPHVRUPRUH30WKDQQHZHQJLQHV%DVHGRQWKHFRPPHQWVUHFHLYHG(3$LQGLFDWHVWKDWYLUWXDOO\DOOJOLGHU
WUXFNVDUH&ODVV JURVVYHKLFOHZHLJKWUDWLQJ!SRXQGV FRPELQDWLRQWUXFNWUDFWRUV7KHVHYHKLFOHVDUH
W\SLFDOO\XVHGIRUERWKVKRUWKDXO UHJLRQDO DQGORQJKDXOIUHLJKWDSSOLFDWLRQV:KHQXVHGIRUORQJKDXOIUHLJKW
DQQXDOYHKLFOHPLOHDJHFDQH[FHHGPLOHVLQWKHILUVWVL[WRHLJKW\HDUVRIDWUXFN¶VOLIH
,QUHVSRQVHWRWKLVUHFHQWVLJQLILFDQWLQFUHDVHLQDQQXDOJOLGHUVDOHV(3$LQFOXGHGQHZUHVWULFWLRQVRQJOLGHU
SURGXFWLRQLQWKHILQDOUXOHEHJLQQLQJZLWKWKHPRGHO\HDUDQGSKDVLQJLQWRDQDQQXDOOLPLWRI
JOLGHUVSHUVPDOOPDQXIDFWXUHUVWDUWLQJLQ(3$HVWLPDWHGWKDWWKLVZRXOGUHVXOWLQOLPLWLQJWRWDOJOLGHU
YHKLFOHVDOHVZLWKQRQFRPSOLDQWHQJLQHVWRDSSUR[LPDWHO\SHU\HDULQDQGODWHU\HDUV7KHDJHQF\
QRWHGWKLVZDVLQOLQHZLWKWKHRULJLQDOLQWHQWRIDOORZLQJXVHGHQJLQHVWREHUHF\FOHGLQWRQHZJOLGHUYHKLFOHV

0(7+2'2/2*<$1'$668037,216
7RFRQGXFWWKLVDQDO\VLV0-% $XVHGDVVXPSWLRQVIRUDQQXDOYHKLFOHPLOHDJHWKURXJKRXWDWUXFN¶VOLIHDQQXDO
YHKLFOHVXUYLYDOUDWHVDQGHQJLQHHPLVVLRQUDWHVFRQWDLQHGLQ(3$¶V0RWRU9HKLFOH(PLVVLRQ6LPXODWRU
029(6 0RGHOWRHVWLPDWHWRWDODQQXDOHPLVVLRQVRI12[DQG30HDFK\HDUWKDWDWUXFNLVLQVHUYLFH7KLV
ZDVGRQHIRUERWK&ODVVWUDFWRUVDQG&ODVVVLQJOHXQLWWUXFNV
6HH)LJXUHVDQGZKLFKVXPPDUL]HWKHVHHVWLPDWHVIRU&ODVVWUDFWRUV7KHGDWDVKRZQLQ)LJXUHVDQGIRU
PRGHO\HDU±WUXFNVDQGDQGODWHUWUXFNVDUHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKDVVXPSWLRQVXVHGE\(3$ZKHQ
FRQGXFWLQJDQDQDO\VLVRIJOLGHUHPLVVLRQVLQUHVSRQVHWRFRPPHQWVUHFHLYHGRQWKHRULJLQDOSURSRVHGJOLGHU
UXOH$QQXDOYDOXHVIRU&ODVVVLQJOHXQLWWUXFNVIROORZDVLPLODUSDWWHUQEXWDUHORZHULQPDJQLWXGHGXHWR
DVVXPHGORZHUDQQXDOPLOHDJHSHUYHKLFOH
$VVKRZQDVDJURXSRIWUXFNVDJHVDQQXDOHPLVVLRQVSHUWUXFNRIERWK12[DQG30GHFUHDVHGXHSULPDULO\WR
ORZHUDQQXDOPLOHVGULYHQEXWDOVRGXHWRUHWLUHPHQWRIVRPHRIWKHRULJLQDOWUXFNVLQWKHJURXS,QDGGLWLRQ
WKHVHJUDSKVFOHDUO\LOOXVWUDWHWKDWWUXFNVZLWKROGHUHQJLQHV PRGHO\HDU KDYHVLJQLILFDQWO\KLJKHU
HPLVVLRQVHDFK\HDUWKDQWUXFNVZLWKPRGHO\HDUDQGODWHUHQJLQHVZKLFKPHHWFXUUHQWPRUHVWULQJHQW(3$
QHZHQJLQHHPLVVLRQVWDQGDUGV2YHU\HDUVDJOLGHUWUXFNZLWKDXVHGPRGHO\HDUHQJLQHZLOOHPLW
WRQVPRUH12[DQGWRQVPRUH30WKDQDWUXFNZLWKDQHZPRGHO\HDUHQJLQH





7KLVHVWLPDWHLVEDVHGRQ(3$¶V029(6HPLVVLRQVPRGHO5HFHQWWHVWLQJE\(3$LQGLFDWHVWKDWUHDOZRUOGHPLVVLRQV
IURPJOLGHUWUXFNVZLWKXVHGHQJLQHVFRXOGDFWXDOO\EHVLJQLILFDQWO\KLJKHU


*UHHQKRXVH*DV(PLVVLRQVDQG)XHO(IILFLHQF\6WDQGDUGVIRU0HGLXPDQG+HDY\'XW\(QJLQHVDQG9HKLFOHV²3KDVH
)HG5HJ 2FW  ³(3$EHOLHYHVWKDWLWVFKDQJHVZLOOUHVXOWLQWKHJOLGHUPDUNHWUHWXUQLQJWRWKHSUH
OHYHOVLQZKLFKIHZHUWKDQJOLGHUYHKLFOHVZLOOEHSURGXFHGLQPRVW\HDUV´ 
86(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES),KWWSVZZZHSDJRYPRYHV




86(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\(3$5$XJXVWGreenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency
Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles -Phase 2 Response to Comments for Joint Rulemaking,
Appendix A to Section 14 – Sensitivity Analysis of Glider Impacts. ,QWKHLUDQDO\VLV(3$GLGQRWHVWLPDWHHPLVVLRQVIURP
PRGHO\HDUWUXFNV
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)LJXUH3URMHFWHG$QQXDO12[(PLVVLRQV&ODVV7UDFWRUV WRQV\HDURULJLQDOYHKLFOH 
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$YDLODEOHHYLGHQFHLQGLFDWHVWKDWPRVWJOLGHUYHKLFOHVWKDWKDYHHQWHUHGVHUYLFHLQWKHSDVW\HDUVKDYHEHHQ
HTXLSSHGZLWKXVHGHQJLQHVRULJLQDOO\PDQXIDFWXUHGEHWZHHQPRGHO\HDUDQG$SSUR[LPDWHO\
PLOOLRQ&ODVVWUXFNVZHUHVROGLQWKH86EHWZHHQDQGRIZKLFKDSSUR[LPDWHO\ZHUHWUXFN
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WUDFWRUV$FFRUGLQJWR(3$WUXFNVXUYLYDODVVXPSWLRQVDWOHDVWRIWKHVHWUXFNVKDYHOLNHO\DOUHDG\EHHQ
UHWLUHG±WKHHQJLQHVIURPWKHVHUHWLUHGWUXFNVDUHWKHVRXUFHRIXVHGHQJLQHVLQVWDOOHGLQJOLGHUV%DVHGRQ(3$¶V
DVVXPHGWUXFNVXUYLYDOUDWHVDQGSURMHFWHGDQQXDOJOLGHUVDOHVWKHUHZLOOOLNHO\EHDVXIILFLHQWVXSSO\RIXVHG
HQJLQHVIURPWKLVJURXSRIWUXFNV PRGHO\HDU± WRVXSSO\WKHJOLGHUPDUNHWWKURXJKDWOHDVW
DIWHUZKLFKWKHXVHGHQJLQHVLQVWDOOHGLQJOLGHUVPLJKWVWDUWWRFRPHIURPWUXFNVRULJLQDOO\VROGLQPRGHO\HDUV
±,QDQ\HYHQWWKHXVHGHQJLQHVLQVWDOOHGLQJOLGHUWUXFNVEXLOWLQDQGZLOODOPRVW
FHUWDLQO\FRQWLQXHWRFRPHIURPWKLVROGHUDJHJURXSEHFDXVHJOLGHUPDQXIDFWXUHUVZLOOOLNHO\FRQWLQXHWRLQVWDOO
XVHGHQJLQHVRULJLQDOO\PDQXIDFWXUHGSULRUWRPRGHO\HDUIRUDVORQJDVSRVVLEOH(QJLQHVPDQXIDFWXUHG
EHJLQQLQJLQPRGHO\HDUZHUHUHTXLUHGWRFRPSO\ZLWKPRUHVWULQJHQWHPLVVLRQVWDQGDUGVZKLFKQHFHVVLWDWHG
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIH[KDXVWJDVUHFLUFXODWLRQ (*5 WRUHGXFH12[HPLVVLRQV7KHVHWHFKQRORJ\FKDQJHVIRU
PRGHO\HDUDQGODWHUHQJLQHVLQFUHDVHGPDLQWHQDQFHUHTXLUHPHQWVDQGUHGXFHGIXHOHFRQRP\FRPSDUHGWR
HDUOLHUPRGHO\HDUHQJLQHV
)RUWKLVDQDO\VLVZHDVVXPHGWKDWWKHQXPEHURIJOLGHUWUXFNVSURGXFHGLQERWKDQGZRXOGEHHTXDOWR
WKHQXPEHUVROGLQ XQLWVHDFK\HDU 7KLVLVDFRQVHUYDWLYHHVWLPDWHDVLWUHSUHVHQWVWKHQXPEHURI
6PDOO0DQXIDFWXUHU,QWHULP$OORZDQFHVDFWXDOO\XVHGLQXQGHU(3$¶VUHFHQWO\DQQRXQFHGQRQHQIRUFHPHQW
DFWLRQWKHVDPHQXPEHURIVPDOOPDQXIDFWXUHUDOORZDQFHVWKDWZHUHDYDLODEOHLQZLOODOVREHPDGHDYDLODEOH
LQDQG
7KLVZLOOUHVXOWLQDWOHDVWQHZJOLGHUVEHLQJSXWRQWKHURDGLQDQG8QGHU(3$¶VRULJLQDO
JOLGHUUXOHDPRUHOLPLWHGVPDOOPDQXIDFWXUHUH[HPSWLRQZDVDOORZHGZKLFK(3$HVWLPDWHGDWWKHWLPHWR
DPRXQWWRDOORZDEOHXQLWVSHU\HDUZLWKQRQFRPSOLDQWHQJLQHV$VVXFK(3$¶VGHFLVLRQQRWWRHQIRUFH
WKHILQDOJOLGHUSURYLVLRQVLQDQGZLOOOLNHO\UHVXOWLQDWOHDVWDGGLWLRQDOQHZJOLGHUVZLWK
XVHGQRQFRPSOLDQWHQJLQHVHQWHULQJVHUYLFH
7RFDOFXODWHHPLVVLRQVIURPWKHVHQRQFRPSOLDQWJOLGHUVWKHQXPEHURIH[FHVVJOLGHUVVROGHDFKPRGHO\HDU
LQDQGLQ ZDVPXOWLSOLHGE\WKHPRGHO\HDU±DQQXDOHPLVVLRQVIDFWRUV
)LJXUHVDQG IRUHDFKIXWXUH\HDUWKHWUXFNVZRXOGEHLQVHUYLFH)RUHDFKFDOHQGDU\HDUWRWDOQRQFRPSOLDQW
JOLGHUHPLVVLRQVIRUERWKPRGHO\HDUV DQG ZHUHWKHQVXPPHG7KHFDOFXODWLRQZDVWKHQUHSHDWHGIRU
WKHVDPHQXPEHURI³FRPSOLDQW´WUXFNVHTXLSSHGZLWKPRGHO\HDUHQJLQHV)RUHDFKFDOHQGDU\HDUWKH
³H[FHVV´HPLVVLRQVWKDWZLOOUHVXOWIURPUHSHDORIWKHJOLGHUUXOHVZDVFDOFXODWHGE\VXEWUDFWLQJWKHHVWLPDWHG
HPLVVLRQVIURPFRPSOLDQWWUXFNVIURPHVWLPDWHGHPLVVLRQIURPQRQFRPSOLDQWWUXFNV




%DVHGRQDQQXDOQHZWUXFNUHJLVWUDWLRQVWUDFNHGE\,+63RON$XWRPRWLYH



7KHVHDFWXDOVDOHVILJXUHVIRUDUHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKRXJKVOLJKWO\KLJKHUWKDQ(3$¶VSURMHFWLRQRIWKHKLJKHVWDQQXDO
VDOHVRIJOLGHUVLQPRGHO\HDUVSee (3$*UHHQKRXVH*DV(PLVVLRQVDQG)XHO(IILFLHQF\6WDQGDUGVIRU
0HGLXPDQG+HDY\'XW\(QJLQHVDQG9HKLFOHV3KDVH5HVSRQVHWR&RPPHQWVIRU-RLQW5XOHPDNLQJDW $XJXVW
 7KLVFRXOGEHGXHERWKWRWKHIDFWWKDWDFWXDOVDOHVH[FHHGHGSURMHFWLRQV DVWKHGDWDVXJJHVWV DQGEHFDXVHWKH
DOORZDEOHFDSLVYHU\OLNHO\KLJKHUWKDQWKHVDOHVLQDQ\LQGLYLGXDO\HDUEHWZHHQDQG


,WLVSRVVLEOHWKDWQRWDOODOORZDQFHVavailableLQZHUHXVHGVRWKHDYDLODEOHDOORZDQFHVLQDQGXQGHU
(3$¶VQRQHQIRUFHPHQWDFWLRQPD\EHKLJKHUWKDQXQLWV
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7RFDOFXODWHWKHPRQHWL]HGYDOXHRIQHJDWLYHKHDOWKHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHVHH[FHVV12[DQG30HPLVVLRQV
ZHXVHGSHUWUXFNHVWLPDWHVGHYHORSHGE\WKH(QYLURQPHQWDO'HIHQVH)XQGXVLQJWKHVDPHLQFLGHQFHSHUWRQ
PHWKRGRORJ\WKDWZDVSUHYLRXVO\HPSOR\HGE\(3$WRHYDOXDWHWKHHIIHFWRIOLPLWLQJJOLGHUWUXFNVDOHV%RWK
WKH(')DQG(3$DQDO\VHVUHOLHGRQSULRUZRUNGRQHE\(3$WRHVWLPDWHWKHKHDOWKHIIHFWVRIGLUHFWO\HPLWWHG
SDUWLFXODWHPDWWHUDVZHOODVWKHKHDOWKHIIHFWVRIVHFRQGDU\30IRUPHGLQWKHDWPRVSKHUHGXHWRHPLVVLRQRI30
SUHFXUVRUVLQFOXGLQJ12[7KLVSULRUZRUNE\(3$LQGLFDWHVWKDWHPLVVLRQVIURPRQURDGYHKLFOHVLQZLOO
SURGXFHQHJDWLYHKHDOWKHIIHFWVZLWKDPRQHWL]HGYDOXHRISHUWRQRI12[HPLWWHGDQG
SHUWRQRI30HPLWWHG GROODUV 7KHHVWLPDWHGPRQHWL]HGGDPDJHVRIERWK30DQG12[
HPLVVLRQV WRQ LQFUHDVHVOLJKWO\IRUHPLVVLRQVLQODWHU\HDUV
8VLQJWKHVHWRQYDOXHVDQGHVWLPDWHVRIDQQXDOH[FHVVHPLVVLRQSHUJOLGHUWKH(')DQDO\VLVHVWLPDWHVWKDWOLIH
WLPHH[FHVVHPLVVLRQVIURPJOLGHUWUXFNVHTXLSSHGZLWKXVHGQRQFRPSOLDQWHQJLQHVZLOOSURGXFH
ELOOLRQLQHPLVVLRQGDPDJHV  RUPLOOLRQLQGDPDJHVSHUJOLGHUWUXFN7KHHVWLPDWHG
KHDOWKHIIHFWVLQFOXGH±SUHPDWXUHGHDWKVSHUJOLGHUWUXFNV$VQRWHGDERYHIRUWKHUHPDLQGHURI
RQDYHUDJH(3$¶VQRQHQIRUFHPHQWGHFLVLRQZLOOOLNHO\UHVXOWLQDGGLWLRQDOJOLGHUVDOHVSHUGD\$W
WKHVHDYHUDJHYDOXHVHDFKGD\¶VZRUWKRIVDOHVRYHUWKHLUOLIHWLPHZRXOGUHVXOWLQEHWZHHQDQGSUHPDWXUH
PRUWDOLWLHV
(')DOVRXVHG(3$¶V&2%5$PRGHOWRGRDPRUHGHWDLOHGDQDO\VLVRIWKHKHDOWKHIIHFWVRIH[FHVVJOLGHU
HPLVVLRQV7KH&2%5$PRGHOLVDGHWDLOHGPRGHOWKDWFDQEHXVHGWRFDOFXODWHKHDOWKHIIHFWVIURPHPLVVLRQ




(QYLURQPHQWDO'HIHQVH)XQGHWDOComments of Environmental Defense Fund, the Environmental Law & Policy Center,
and WE ACT for Environmental Justice on the Environmental Protection Agency’s Proposed Rule, Repeal of Emission
Requirements for Glider Vehicles, Glider Engines, and Glider Kits, 82 Fed. Reg. 53,442 (November 16, 2017),EPA-HQOAR-2014-0827$SSHQGL[%3RWHQWLDO(PLVVLRQDQG+HDOWK,PSDFWVRI*OLGHU.LWV7DEOH


86(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\(3$5$XJXVWGreenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency
Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles -Phase 2 Response to Comments for Joint Rulemaking,
Appendix A to Section 14 – Sensitivity Analysis of Glider Impacts. 


86(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\Technical Support Document, Estimating the Benefit per ton of Reducing PM2.5
Precursors from 17 Sectors-DQXDU\


7KLVLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKEXWVOLJKWO\KLJKHUWKDQ(3$¶VHVWLPDWHRIPLOOLRQLQOLIHWLPHHPLVVLRQGDPDJHVSHU
JOLGHUWUXFN6HHIRRWQRWH



(QYLURQPHQWDO'HIHQVH)XQGHWDOComments of Environmental Defense Fund, the Environmental Law & Policy Center,
and WE ACT for Environmental Justice on the Environmental Protection Agency’s Proposed Rule, Repeal of Emission
Requirements for Glider Vehicles, Glider Engines, and Glider Kits, 82 Fed. Reg. 53,442 (November 16, 2017),EPA-HQOAR-2014-0827$SSHQGL[%3RWHQWLDO(PLVVLRQDQG+HDOWK,PSDFWVRI*OLGHU.LWV7DEOH


&2%5$ZDVGHYHORSHGVSHFLILFDOO\IRUXVHLQORFDODQGVWDWHDVVHVVPHQWVRIHQHUJ\DQGHQYLURQPHQWDOSURJUDPV2QH
UHOHYDQWDVSHFWRI&2%5$LVWKDWRQURDGPRELOHVRXUFHVDUHEURNHQGRZQLQWRVHYHUDOFDWHJRULHVLQFOXGLQJKHDY\GXW\
GLHVHOYHKLFOHV6HH8VHU¶V0DQXDOIRUWKH&R%HQHILWV5LVN$VVHVVPHQW+HDOWK,PSDFWV6FUHHQLQJDQG0DSSLQJ7RRO



0-%UDGOH\ $VVRFLDWHV//&_6WUDWHJLF(QYLURQPHQWDO&RQVXOWLQJ



A123

3DJH_



USCA Case #18-1190

Document #1740848

Filed: 07/17/2018

Page 129 of 321

MJB

A

FKDQJHVDWWKHFRXQW\VWDWHRUQDWLRQDOOHYHO(')¶VHVWLPDWHVRIWRWDOPRQHWL]HGKHDOWKHIIHFWVIURPWKH&2%5$
PRGHOZHUHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHLUUHVXOWVXVLQJWKHLQFLGHQFHSHUWRQPHWKRGRORJ\


&2%5$ 9HUVLRQ86(3$ 6HSW  KWWSVZZZHSDJRYVWDWHORFDOHQHUJ\FREHQHILWVULVNDVVHVVPHQWFREUD
KHDOWKLPSDFWVVFUHHQLQJDQGPDSSLQJWRRO


(QYLURQPHQWDO'HIHQVH)XQGHWDOComments of Environmental Defense Fund, the Environmental Law & Policy Center,
and WE ACT for Environmental Justice on the Environmental Protection Agency’s Proposed Rule, Repeal of Emission
Requirements for Glider Vehicles, Glider Engines, and Glider Kits, 82 Fed. Reg. 53,442 (November 16, 2017),EPA-HQOAR-2014-0827$SSHQGL[%3RWHQWLDO(PLVVLRQDQG+HDOWK,PSDFWVRI*OLGHU.LWV7DEOHVDQG
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'DQD0/RZHOO
Senior Vice President & Technical Director
 
GORZHOO#PMEUDGOH\FRP


ĂŶĂŚĂƐǁŽƌŬĞĚŝŶD:ΘΖƐĂĚǀĂŶĐĞĚǀĞŚŝĐůĞƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇŐƌŽƵƉ
ƐŝŶĐĞ ϮϬϬϰ͕ ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐ ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͕
ĂŶĚ ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƚŽ ŵŽďŝůĞ ƐŽƵƌĐĞ ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ
ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͘ ,ŝƐ ŵŽďŝůĞ ƐŽƵƌĐĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ǁŽƌŬ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ
ĂŶĚ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞĚ ĚŝĞƐĞů ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐ͕
ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ĨƵĞůƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞĚ ŚǇďƌŝĚ ĂŶĚ ĨƵĞů ĐĞůů ĞůĞĐƚƌŝĐ
ĚƌŝǀĞƐ͕ ĂƐ ǁĞůů ĂƐ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĚŝĞƐĞů
ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ĨŽƌ Ă ƌĂŶŐĞ ŽĨ ŽŶƌŽĂĚ ĂŶĚ ŶŽŶƌŽĂĚ
ŚĞĂǀǇͲĚƵƚǇ ǀĞŚŝĐůĞ ƚǇƉĞƐ͘ ĂŶĂ ďƌŝŶŐƐ ƚŽ ĐůŝĞŶƚƐ Ă ǁĞĂůƚŚ ŽĨ
ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂů ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ĂŶĚ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ͕ ƚŚĞ ƌĞĂůͲǁŽƌůĚ ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ
ŽĨ Ă ŵĂũŽƌ ĨůĞĞƚ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŽƌ͕ ĂŶĚ Ă ƉƌŽǀĞŶ ƚƌĂĐŬ ƌĞĐŽƌĚ ŝŶ
ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ͘

ƌĞĂƐŽĨǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ
ĚǀĂŶĐĞĚǀĞŚŝĐůĞĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ
ƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐ
sĞŚŝĐůĞƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĚĞƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ
dƌĂŶƐŝƚŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞ
ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
sĞŚŝĐůĞĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ
ŝĞƐĞůŝŶƐƉĞĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
ŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ
dƌĂŶƐŝƚǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ
ĂŶĚƉƌŽĐƵƌĞŵĞŶƚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ

ĂŶĂŚĂƐϮϱǇĞĂƌƐƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŝŶƚŚĞƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ >ŝĨĞĐǇĐůĞĐŽƐƚŵŽĚĞůŝŶŐĂŶĚ
ĂŶĚ ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ƐĞĐƚŽƌƐ͘ WƌŝŽƌ ƚŽ ũŽŝŶŝŶŐ D:Θ͕ ĂŶĂ ƐƉĞŶƚ
ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
ƐĞǀĞŶ ǇĞĂƌƐ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ƐƐŝƐƚĂŶƚ ŚŝĞĨ DĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞ KĨĨŝĐĞƌ ĨŽƌ
ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ Θ ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ Ăƚ Dd EĞǁ zŽƌŬ ŝƚǇ dƌĂŶƐŝƚΖƐ WƌŽũĞĐƚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƵƐĞƐ͘ /Ŷ ŚŝƐ ƌŽůĞ ǁŝƚŚ Ez dƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕ ĂŶĂ ǁĂƐ
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ ĨŽƌ ďŽƚŚ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĐůĞĂŶ ĨƵĞů ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͕ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ
ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ ĂŶĚ ǀĞŚŝĐůĞ ƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ͕ ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ĨůĞĞƚ ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ŵŽĚĞůŝŶŐ͕ ĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚͬǀĞŚŝĐůĞ
ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕ ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ͕ ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕
ďƵĚŐĞƚ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͕ ƉƌŽĐƵƌĞŵĞŶƚ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ͕ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͘ hŶĚĞƌ ŚŝƐ
ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ͕ Ez dƌĂŶƐŝƚ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ĂŶĚ ĞǆĞĐƵƚĞĚ ĂŶ ĂŐŐƌĞƐƐŝǀĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ƚŽ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚ ŶĞǁ
ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ĨůĞĞƚͲǁŝĚĞ͕ ƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ Ez dƌĂŶƐŝƚΖƐ ůĞĂŶ &ƵĞů ƵƐ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ ƚŽ ƌĞĚƵĐĞ
ĞǆŚĂƵƐƚĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĨůĞĞƚŽĨϰ͕ϱϬϬĨŝǆĞĚͲƌŽƵƚĞƚƌĂŶƐŝƚďƵƐĞƐ͘
 ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞĚ ĞůĞĐƚƌŝĐ ĚƌŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ ĐůĞĂŶ ĨƵĞů ĞǆƉĞƌƚ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕ ĂŶĂ ŚĂƐ ŵĂĚĞ ŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐ
ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ Ăƚ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƐ ƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚ ďǇ Wd͕ dZ͕ ^͕ h^ W͕ ƚŚĞ
ĂŶĂĚŝĂŶhƌďĂŶdƌĂŶƐŝƚƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕ƚŚĞůĞĐƚƌŝĐWŽǁĞƌZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ͕ƚŚĞEĂƚŝŽŶĂůWĂƌŬƐ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ
ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ tŽƌůĚ ĂŶŬ͘ ,Ğ ŚĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ƐĞƌǀĞĚ ŽŶ ĂĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ ĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ,ĂƌǀĂƌĚ ĞŶƚĞƌ ĨŽƌ ZŝƐŬ
ŶĂůǇƐŝƐĂŶĚƚŚĞh^WΖƐŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůdĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇsĞƌŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽŐƌĂŵ͘

ZĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝǀĞD:ΘWƌŽũĞĐƚƐ
x EĞǁzŽƌŬŝƚǇϯůĞĐƚƌŝĐdƌƵĐŬĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽũĞĐƚ
x EĞǁzŽƌŬsŚĂƌŐŝŶŐ/ŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞZŽĂĚŵĂƉ
x dƌĂŶƐ>ŝŶŬ>ŽǁĂƌďŽŶ&ůĞĞƚWůĂŶ
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x EZ^ƚĂƚĞͲ>ĞǀĞůWůƵŐͲŝŶůĞĐƚƌŝĐsĞŚŝĐůĞŽƐƚͲĞŶĞĨŝƚŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
x ĞƌĞƐWůƵŐͲŝŶsĞŚŝĐůĞŚĂƌŐŝŶŐ/ŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
x d/EŽƌƚŚĞĂƐƚŚĂƌŐŝŶŐ/ŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ'ĂƉŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
x ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĞĨĞŶƐĞWŝƉĞůŝŶĞůŽǁĚŽǁŶŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĂŶĚDŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶKƉƚŝŽŶƐ
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞŽƵŶƚǇdƌĂŶƐŝƚůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ&ƵĞůŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
dƌĂŶƐ>ŝŶŬʹůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ&ƵĞůdƌĂŶƐŝƚKƉƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚDŽĚĞůŝŶŐdŽŽů
ŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ>E'WĞĂŬ^ŚĂǀŝŶŐ&ĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐʹWƌŽŽĨŽĨŽŶĐĞƉƚ
ŝƚǇŽĨWŝƚƚƐďƵƌŐŚ&ůĞĞƚ^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
EĞǁzŽƌŬ^ƚĂƚĞŶĞƌŐǇZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚΘĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͕WƌŝĐŝŶŐ^ƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐƚŽZĞĚƵĐĞ'ƌŝĚ
/ŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨůĞĐƚƌŝĐsĞŚŝĐůĞƐŝŶEĞǁzŽƌŬ
EĞǁdƌĂŶƐŝƚsĞŚŝĐůĞdĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚ͕ĚǀĂŶĐĞĚdƌĂŶƐŝƚsĞŚŝĐůĞŽŶƐŽƌƚŝƵŵ͕>ŽƐŶŐĞůĞƐ
ŽƵŶƚǇDĞƚƌŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ
EĞǁzŽƌŬŝƚǇDĂƌŝŶĞ&ĞƌƌǇŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐdĞƐƚWƌŽŐƌĂŵ
EĞǁzŽƌŬWŽǁĞƌƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ&ůĞĞƚŶĂůǇƐŝƐʹKƉƚŝŽŶƐƚŽZĞĚƵĐĞ','ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ
^yE'>ŽĐŽŵŽƚŝǀĞ&ĞĂƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
&ͬĞƌĞƐ͕ĨĨĞĐƚŽĨWWŚĂƐĞϮ&ƵĞůĨĨŝĐŝĞŶĐǇZĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐŽŶ&ƌĞŝŐŚƚZĂƚĞƐ
ŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶŽĨ&ƵĞůĐŽŶŽŵǇΘŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĨƌŽŵDŽĚĞƌŶŝĞƐĞů͕E'͕ĂŶĚ,ǇďƌŝĚƵƐĞƐ
&ĞĚĞƌĂůDŽƚŽƌĂƌƌŝĞƌ^ĂĨĞƚǇĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕ZĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚhƉĚĂƚĞƐƚŽ^ĂĨĞƚǇZĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽ
ĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞůĞĐƚƌŝĐƌŝǀĞsĞŚŝĐůĞƐ
ZĞĨŝŶĞƌǇ'ĂƐŶŐŝŶĞdĞƐƚWƌŽŐƌĂŵ
&ĞĚĞƌĂůDŽƚŽƌĂƌƌŝĞƌ^ĂĨĞƚǇĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕dƌĂŝŶŝŶŐWƌŽŐƌĂŵĨŽƌŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂůsĞŚŝĐůĞ
/ŶƐƉĞĐƚŽƌƐŝŶĞƚĞĐƚŝŶŐ&ƵĞů>ĞĂŬƐĨƌŽŵE'͕>E'͕ĂŶĚ>W'sĞŚŝĐůĞƐ
WŽƌƚƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇŽĨůůĞŐŚĞŶǇŽƵŶƚǇƵƐ&ůĞĞƚŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
^ǇƐƚĞŵƐ͕,ǇďƌŝĚƵƐ&ƵĞůĐŽŶŽŵǇdĞƐƚŝŶŐ
EĞǁzŽƌŬŝƚǇƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ/ŶƚĞŐƌŝƚǇŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͕ŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨ͞ŐĞͲŽƵƚ͟WŽůŝĐǇKƉƚŝŽŶƐƚŽZĞĚƵĐĞ
ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĨƌŽŵŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂůZĞĨƵƐĞdƌƵĐŬƐŝŶEĞǁzŽƌŬŝƚǇ
ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĞĨĞŶƐĞ&ƵŶĚ͕WŽůŝĐǇKƉƚŝŽŶƐƚŽZĞĚƵĐĞ&ƵŐŝƚŝǀĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĨƌŽŵEĂƚƵƌĂů'ĂƐ
WƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ&ĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ
/d͕WŽůŝĐŝĞƐƚŽĚĚƌĞƐƐůĞĐƚƌŝĐsĞŚŝĐůĞͲ'ƌŝĚ/ŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ
/d͕ǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨDĞƚŚĂŶĞ>ĞĂŬĂŐĞĨƌŽŵ>E'DĂƌŝŶĞ&ƵĞůƵŶŬĞƌŝŶŐ
ůĞĂŶŝƌdĂƐŬ&ŽƌĐĞ͕ŝĞƐĞůŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶWŽůŝĐǇdŽŽůŬŝƚƐ
ůĞĂŶŝƌdĂƐŬ&ŽƌĐĞ͕ŝĞƐĞůůĂĐŬĂƌďŽŶůŝŵĂƚĞŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶƐ
EĞǁzŽƌŬWŽǁĞƌƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͕,ǇďƌŝĚ^ĐŚŽŽůƵƐ/ŶͲ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽŐƌĂŵ
&ĞĚĞƌĂůDŽƚŽƌĂƌƌŝĞƌ^ĂĨĞƚǇĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕ZĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚhƉĚĂƚĞƐƚŽ^ĂĨĞƚǇZĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽ
ĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞEĂƚƵƌĂů'ĂƐsĞŚŝĐůĞƐ
ZĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌǇ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŽ,ĞĂǀǇͲĚƵƚǇŝĞƐĞůŶŐŝŶĞDĂŶƵĨĂĐƚƵƌĞƌƐĨŽƌdƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŽŶĨƌŽŵWdŝĞƌϮ
ƚŽWdŝĞƌϯͬϰZĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ
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x ^ǇƐƚĞŵƐ͕dĞĐŚŶŝĐĂůDĂƌŬĞƚŝŶŐ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚĂŶĚŶĂůǇƐŝƐĨŽƌ^ĂůĞƐŽĨ,ǇďƌŝĚͲůĞĐƚƌŝĐdƌĂŶƐŝƚ
ƵƐĞƐ
x &ĞĚĞƌĂůDŽƚŽƌĂƌƌŝĞƌ^ĂĨĞƚǇĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐĨŽƌdŚĞhƐĞŽĨ,ǇĚƌŽŐĞŶ&ƵĞůŝŶ
ŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂůsĞŚŝĐůĞƐ
x /d͕ŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨdƌĂŝůĞƌdĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐǀĂŝůĂďůĞƚŽ/ŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ&ƌĞŝŐŚƚsĞŚŝĐůĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶĐǇ
x ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶůĞĂŶ^ŬŝĞƐ&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͕EĂƚƵƌĂů'ĂƐĨŽƌDĂƌŝŶĞsĞƐƐĞůƐ͕h͘^͘DĂƌŬĞƚKƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ
x ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƵƐƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶŽĨŽĂĐŚƵƐ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƚŽŵƚƌĂŬĂŶĚƚŽƚŚĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůŝƌ
^ĞƌǀŝĐĞWƌŽŐƌĂŵ
x /d͕WŽůŝĐǇKƉƚŝŽŶƐƚŽĚĚƌĞƐƐhƌďĂŶKĨĨͲǇĐůĞEKǆŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĨƌŽŵƵƌŽ/sͬsdƌƵĐŬƐ
x ŚĞůƐĞĂŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝǀĞ͕dZhůĞĐƚƌŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶĂƚEĞǁŶŐůĂŶĚWƌŽĚƵĐĞĞŶƚĞƌ
x sŽůƉĞdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶĞŶƚĞƌ͕&ƵĞůĞůůƵƐ>ŝĨĞǇĐůĞŽƐƚDŽĚĞů
x sŽůƉĞdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶĞŶƚĞƌ͕&ƵĞůĞůůƵƐDĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞDĂŶƵĂůΘdƌĂŝŶŝŶŐWƌŽŐƌĂŵ
x EĞǁzŽƌŬWŽǁĞƌƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͕'ƌĞĞŶ&ůĞĞƚKƉƚŝŽŶƐŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
x ůĞĂŶŝƌdĂƐŬ&ŽƌĐĞ͕dĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů^ƵƉƉŽƌƚĨŽƌŝĞƐĞůŵŝƐƐŝŽŶZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶWŽůŝĐǇĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ
x 'ƌĞĂƚ>ĂŬĞƐdŽǁŝŶŐ͕ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐdĞƐƚŝŶŐŽĨ^ZͲĞƋƵŝƉƉĞĚDĂƌŝŶĞWŽǁĞƌĂƌŐĞ
x ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ>Ăǁ&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͕ZĞǀŝĞǁŽĨDĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƚƚƐWŽůŝĐŝĞƐƚŽZĞĚƵĐĞ','ĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ
dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ^ĞĐƚŽƌ
x /d͕^ƵƉƉŽƌƚĨŽƌ,ĞĂǀǇͲƵƚǇsĞŚŝĐůĞ&ƵĞůĐŽŶŽŵǇͬ','ZĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ
x ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ>ƵŶŐƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕dĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů^ƵƉƉŽƌƚĨŽƌŶĞƌŐǇWŽůŝĐǇĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ
x ^y͕'ĞŶͲƐĞƚ>ŽĐŽŵŽƚŝǀĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐdĞƐƚŝŶŐ
x <ĞǇƐƉĂŶŶĞƌŐǇĞůŝǀĞƌǇ͕ƵƌƌĞŶƚĂŶĚWƌŽƉŽƐĞĚdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶdĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇZĞǀŝĞǁ
x ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂŶĂĚĂ͕Kŝů^ĂŶĚƐ^ĞĐƚŽƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ&ĞĂƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ^ƚƵĚǇ
x dƌĂŶƐůŝŶŬͬ'sd͕ƵƐdĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕WŚĂƐĞϭ͕Ϯ͕ϯΘϰ
x DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƚƚƐĂǇdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ;DdͿ͕/ŶͲƐĞƌǀŝĐĞE'ƵƐdĞƐƚWƌŽŐƌĂŵ
x Dd͕ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨĂŶŶŚĂŶĐĞĚƵƐŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐDŽŶŝƚŽƌŝŶŐĂŶĚŽŶƚƌŽůWƌŽŐƌĂŵ
x ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƵƐƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕dƌĂŶƐŝƚDŽĚĞƐΘ','KĨĨƐĞƚŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
x EŝĐŚŽůĂƐ/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ͕^dh^>ŝĨĞǇĐůĞŽƐƚĂŶĚŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐDŽĚĞů
x WEzE:͕ƌŽŽŬůǇŶƌƵŝƐĞdĞƌŵŝŶĂů^ŚŽƌĞWŽǁĞƌ&ĞĂƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ^ƚƵĚǇȱ
x DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƚƚƐĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůWƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ͕ŝĞƐĞůŶŐŝŶĞZĞƚƌŽĨŝƚƐŝŶƚŚĞ
ŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ/ŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ͗,ŽǁƚŽ'ƵŝĚĞ
x ^dWWͬ>WK͕'ƵŝĚĂŶĐĞĨŽƌƚŚĞŽŶƚƌŽůŽĨ&ŝŶĞWĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞDĂƚƚĞƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĨƌŽŵ/ŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ
^ĞĐƚŽƌƐ
x ^W͕h͘^ͬ͘DĞǆŝĐĂŶŽƌĚĞƌZĞŵŽƚĞ^ĞŶƐŝŶŐŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐdĞƐƚŝŶŐWƌŽũĞĐƚ
x ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĞĨĞŶƐĞ͕EĞǁzŽƌŬŝƚǇ/ĚůŝŶŐŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĂůĐƵůĂƚŽƌ
x EZ͕DdEĞǁzŽƌŬŝƚǇdƌĂŶƐŝƚƵƐ&ůĞĞƚŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
x E^hD͕ZĞŐŝŽŶϭĂŶĚZĞŐŝŽŶϮDĂƌŝŶĞŶŐŝŶĞZĞƉŽǁĞƌWƌŽũĞĐƚ
x EŽƌƚŚĞĂƐƚhƚŝůŝƚǇdƌƵĐŬZĞƚƌŽĨŝƚWƌŽŐƌĂŵ
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WƌŝŽƌtŽƌŬǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ
:ƵůǇϭϵϵϲʹDĂǇϮϬϬϰ

DdEĞǁzŽƌŬŝƚǇdƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨƵƐĞƐ
ƐƐŝƐƚĂŶƚŚŝĞĨDĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞKĨĨŝĐĞƌ͕ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚΘ
ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ

DĂƌĐŚϭϵϵϯʹ:ƵŶĞϭϵϵϲ

DdEĞǁzŽƌŬŝƚǇdƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕ĞƉƚ͘ŽĨĂƉŝƚĂůWƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ
DĂŶĂŐĞƌŽĨĂƉŝƚĂů/ŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚŶĂůǇƐŝƐ

&ĞďϭϵϵϬͲ&Ğďϭϵϵϯ

ŝƚǇŽĨEĞǁzŽƌŬ͕KĨĨŝĐĞŽĨDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƵĚŐĞƚ
^ƵƉĞƌǀŝƐŝŶŐWƌŽũĞĐƚDĂŶĂŐĞƌ͕sĂůƵĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐ

^ĞƉƚϭϵϴϱʹ^ĞƉƚϭϵϴϵ

hŶŝƚĞĚ^ƚĂƚĞƐƌŵǇ͕ϮϵϵƚŚŶŐŝŶĞĞƌĂƚƚĂůŝŽŶ
ĂƚƚĂůŝŽŶĚũƵƚĂŶƚ͖ŽŵďĂƚŶŐŝŶĞĞƌWůĂƚŽŽŶ>ĞĂĚĞƌ


ĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ
>ĞŽŶĂƌĚE͘^ƚĞƌŶ^ĐŚŽŽůŽĨƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ͕EĞǁzŽƌŬhŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ͕EĞǁzŽƌŬ͕Ez
DĂƐƚĞƌƐ ŽĨ ƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͖ ĐŽͲŵĂũŽƌ ŝŶ DĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ KƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ DĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͕
ϭϵϵϱ
DĂǇŽƌΖƐ'ƌĂĚƵĂƚĞ^ĐŚŽůĂƌƐŚŝƉ͖ĞĂŶ͛ƐǁĂƌĚĨŽƌĐĂĚĞŵŝĐǆĐĞůůĞŶĐĞ
WƌŝŶĐĞƚŽŶhŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ͕WƌŝŶĐĞƚŽŶ͕E:
ĂĐŚĞůŽƌŽĨ^ĐŝĞŶĐĞŝŶDĞĐŚĂŶŝĐĂůŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐ͕ϭϵϴϱ
^ƵŵŵĂƵŵ>ĂƵĚĞ͖WŚŝĞƚĂ<ĂƉƉĂ͖dĂƵĞƚĂWŝ
&ŽƵƌͲǇĞĂƌZ͘K͘d͘͘ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐŚŝƉ͖ŝƐƚŝŶŐƵŝƐŚĞĚDŝůŝƚĂƌǇ'ƌĂĚƵĂƚĞ

WƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ
x E^hDͬDĂƐƐWƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐŽŶƐŚŽƌƚͲůŝǀĞĚĐůŝŵĂƚĞĨŽƌĐĞƌƐ͕ϮϬϭϬ
x DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƚƚƐ ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů WƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ D^^ ,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ ĚŝĞƐĞů ƌĞƚƌŽĨŝƚ
ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ͕ϮϬϬϴ
x ŚĂŝƌ ŽĨ ,ǇďƌŝĚ ƵƐ tŽƌŬŝŶŐ 'ƌŽƵƉ͕ ůĞĐƚƌŝĐ ƵƐ ^ƵďĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞ͖ ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ WƵďůŝĐ dƌĂŶƐŝƚ
ƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌϭϵϵϵʹDĂǇϮϬϬϯ
x DĞŵďĞƌ͕ dĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů ĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ WĂŶĞů ĨŽƌ WƌŽũĞĐƚ ͲϭϬ Ͳ dƌĂŶƐŝƚ ƵƐ dĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ ZĞůĂƚĞĚ
ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ͖dƌĂŶƐŝƚŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚWƌŽŐƌĂŵ
x DĞŵďĞƌ͕ dĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů ŽƵŶĐŝů͖ dƌĂŶƐŝƚ ^ƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐ ŽŶƐŽƌƚŝƵŵ͕ EŽǀĞŵďĞƌ ϮϬϬϬ ʹ ĞĐĞŵďĞƌ
ϮϬϬϮ
x DĞŵďĞƌ͕ dĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů ^ĐƌĞĞŶŝŶŐ ŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞ͕ &z ϮϬϬϬ ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ͖ dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ
ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŽĂƌĚ
x KƌŐĂŶŝǌĞƌ ĂŶĚ ^ĞƐƐŝŽŶ ŚĂŝƌ͕ ^ dKWd͗ ,ǇďƌŝĚ ůĞĐƚƌŝĐ sĞŚŝĐůĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƵƐ Θ dƌƵĐŬ
DĂƌŬĞƚƐ͖^/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů͕EĞǁzŽƌŬ͕Ez͕DĂǇϮϬϬϬ
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x WĂŶĞůŝƐƚ͕ ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ &ƵĞůƐ hdZĐĂƐƚ ǁĞďͲƉĂŶĞů ƐĞƐƐŝŽŶ͖ ĞŶƚĞƌ ĨŽƌ hƌďĂŶ dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ
ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ͕:ƵůǇϮϬϬϬ͖ǁǁǁ͘ŶĐƚƌ͘ƵƐĨ͘ĞĚƵͬŶĞƚĐĂƐƚͬĂůƚĨƵĞůƐ͘Śƚŵ
x DĞŵďĞƌ͕ dĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů ZĞǀŝĞǁ WĂŶĞů͖ h͘^͘ ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů WƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŐĞŶĐǇ ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
dĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇsĞƌŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕EŽǀĞŵďĞƌϮϬϬϬ
x DĞŵďĞƌ͕ ĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ WĂŶĞů ŽŶ ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ WƌŽƉƵůƐŝŽŶ dĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐ͖ ,ĂƌǀĂƌĚ ĞŶƚĞƌ ĨŽƌ ZŝƐŬ
ŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕KĐƚŽďĞƌϭϵϵϵ
x dƌĂŝŶĞƌ ŽŶ ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ĨƵĞů ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐ͖ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů WĂƌŬ ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ dƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ ^ĞƐƐŝŽŶ ŽŶ
ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ^ǇƐƚĞŵƐ͕WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ͕W͕EŽǀĞŵďĞƌϭϵϵϵ
x DĞŵďĞƌ͕ WĞĞƌ ZĞǀŝĞǁ WĂŶĞů͕ ^ŽƵƚŚ ŽƐƚŽŶ WŝĞƌƐ ƌĞĂ dƌĂŶƐŝƚ tĂǇ͕ DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƚƚƐ ĂǇ
dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͕ŽƐƚŽŶ͕D
x DĞŵďĞƌ͕ ůĞĂŶ WƌŽƉƵůƐŝŽŶ Θ ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚ dĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ ŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞ͕ ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ WƵďůŝĐ
dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ

ŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞWƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ
x /ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶŽĨWŽƌƚƐĂŶĚ,ĂƌďŽƌƐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͕/W,ϮϬϭϯ
x /d/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůtŽƌŬƐŚŽƉŽŶZĞĚƵĐŝŶŐŝƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĨƌŽŵ^ŚŝƉƉŝŶŐ͕^ŚĂŶŐŚĂŝ͕ŚŝŶĂ͕
ϮϬϭϮ
x /hWW͕tŽƌůĚůĞĂŶŝƌŽŶŐƌĞƐƐ͕ϮϬϭϬ
x dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŽĂƌĚŶŶƵĂůDĞĞƚŝŶŐ͕ϮϬϬϲ
x tŽƌůĚZĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞͬh^/tŽƌŬƐŚŽƉŽŶŽƵƉůŝŶŐ','ZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐǁŝƚŚdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚΘ
>ŽĐĂůŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͕ϮϬϬϱ
x tŽƌůĚĂŶŬdƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ^ĞƐƐŝŽŶŽŶŝĞƐĞůWŽůůƵƚŝŽŶ͕ϮϬϬϰ
x tŽƌůĚĂŶŬůĞĂŶŝƌ/ŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞʹŝĞƐĞůĂǇƐ͕tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕:ĂŶƵĂƌǇϮϬϬϯ
x WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂŝĞƐĞůŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͕WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ͕W͕DĂǇϮϬϬϯ
x ŝĞƐĞůŶŐŝŶĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ;ZͿŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͕h^ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨŶĞƌŐǇ͕EĞǁƉŽƌƚ͕
Z/͕ƵŐƵƐƚϮϬϬϯ
x WͲE^hDŝĞƐĞůZĞƚƌŽĨŝƚtŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ͕EĞǁzŽƌŬ͕Ez͕KĐƚŽďĞƌϮϬϬϯ
x ^dƌƵĐŬĂŶĚƵƐDĞĞƚŝŶŐ͕EŽǀĞŵďĞƌ͕ϮϬϬϯ
x ĞƚƚĞƌŝƌYƵĂůŝƚǇĨŽƌƐŝĂtŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ;YϮϬϬϯͿ͕tŽƌůĚĂŶŬ͕DĂŶŝůĂ͕WŚŝůŝƉƉŝŶĞƐ͕ĞĐĞŵďĞƌ
ϮϬϬϯʹǀŝĚĞŽƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ
x dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŽĂƌĚ͕ϮϬϬϮŶŶƵĂůŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ͕:ĂŶƵĂƌǇϮϬϬϮ
x WdϮϬϬϮƵƐΘWĂƌĂdƌĂŶƐŝƚŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͕ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶWƵďůŝĐdƌĂŶƐŝƚƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕DĂǇϮϬϬϮ
x ^/ͬE^ŽŶŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůƌŝĞĨŝŶŐŽŶůĞĂŶĞƌdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶdĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐ͕tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕͕
DĂǇϮϬϬϮ
x WdϮϬϬϭƵƐΘWĂƌĂdƌĂŶƐŝƚŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͕ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶWƵďůŝĐdƌĂŶƐŝƚƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕DĂǇϮϬϬϭ
x hdŶŶƵĂůŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͕ĂŶĂĚŝĂŶhƌďĂŶdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕:ƵŶĞϮϬϬϭ

D. Lowell resume



A129

USCA Case #18-1190

Document #1740848

Filed: 07/17/2018

Page 135 of 321

x tŽƌůĚĂŶŬůĞĂŶŝƌ/ŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞtŽƌŬƐŚŽƉĨŽƌ>ŝŵĂĂŶĚĂůůĂŽ͕>ŝŵĂ͕WĞƌƵ͕:ƵůǇϮϬϬϭ
x tŽƌůĚƵƐĂŶĚůĞĂŶ&ƵĞůǆƉŽϮϬϬϭ͕ƵŐƵƐƚϮϬϬϭ
x EŽƌƚŚĂƐƚ^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞŶĞƌŐǇƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ;E^Ϳ͕ŶĞƌŐŝǌŝŶŐ^ĐŚŽŽůƐϮϬϬϭŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͕
KĐƚŽďĞƌϮϬϬϭ
x ^dƌƵĐŬĂŶĚƵƐDĞĞƚŝŶŐ͕EŽǀĞŵďĞƌ͕ϮϬϬϭ
x dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŽĂƌĚ͕ϮϬϬϬŶŶƵĂůŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ͕:ĂŶƵĂƌǇϮϬϬϬ
x WdϮϬϬϬƵƐΘWĂƌĂdƌĂŶƐŝƚŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͕ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶWƵďůŝĐdƌĂŶƐŝƚƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕DĂǇϮϬϬϬ
x ůĞĐƚƌŝĐƵƐhƐĞƌƐ'ƌŽƵƉtŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ͕ůĞĐƚƌŝĐWŽǁĞƌZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ͕DĂƌĐŚϮϬϬϬ
x ŝĞƐĞůŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐŽŶƚƌŽůZĞƚƌŽĨŝƚtŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ͕ŽƌŶŝŶŐ/ŶĐ͕͘DĂƌĐŚϮϬϬϬ
x ŽĂƌĚŽĨŝƌĞĐƚŽƌƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ&ƵĞůƐtŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ͕tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶDĞƚƌŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶƌĞĂdƌĂŶƐŝƚ
ƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͕:ƵůǇϮϬϬϬ
x ^,ǇďƌŝĚůĞĐƚƌŝĐsĞŚŝĐůĞƐdKWd͕DĂǇϭϵϵϵ
x ƵƐdĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇΘDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͕ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶWƵďůŝĐdƌĂŶƐŝƚƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕DĂǇϭϵϵϴ
x Es/ϵϴ͕EŽƌƚŚŵĞƌŝĐĂŶsΘ/ŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞĂŶĚǆƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ͕ĞĐĞŵďĞƌϭϵϵϴ

WƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ
x DŽǇŶŝŚĂŶ͕W͕ĂŶŽƐ͕d͕^ĞĂŵŽŶĚƐ͕ĂŶĚ>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͞ǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨǆŚĂƵƐƚŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĨƌŽŵdǁŽ
ZĞƉŽǁĞƌĞĚWĂƐƐĞŶŐĞƌ&ĞƌƌŝĞƐƋƵŝƉƉĞĚǁŝƚŚKǆŝĚĂƚŝŽŶĂƚĂůǇƐƚĨƚĞƌͲdƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚ͟ƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚƚŽ
ZŽůůƐͲZŽǇĐĞDĂƌŝŶĞEŽƌƚŚŵĞƌŝĐĂ͕/ŶĐ͘ĨŽƌƚŚĞEz^ZEzWƌŝǀĂƚĞ&ĞƌƌǇ&ůĞĞƚŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ
ZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶWƌŽŐƌĂŵʹWŚĂƐĞs͕ĞĐĞŵďĞƌϮϬϭϰ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͞ůĞĐƚƌŝĐƌŝǀĞsĞŚŝĐůĞ^ǇƐƚĞŵƐ͕ƌĂĨƚ&ŝŶĂůZĞƉŽƌƚ͟&ĞĚĞƌĂůDŽƚŽƌĂƌƌŝĞƌ^ĂĨĞƚǇ
ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕:ƵůǇϮϬϭϰ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘^ĞĂŵŽŶĚƐ͕͕͘͞ŽŵŝŶŐ^ŽŽŶdŽĂ&ůĞĞƚEĞĂƌzŽƵ͗WͬE,d^&ƵĞůĨĨŝĐŝĞŶĐǇĂŶĚ
','^ƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐ&ŽƌDĞĚŝƵŵͲĂŶĚ,ĞĂǀǇͲƵƚǇdƌƵĐŬƐ͕͟ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŶĞƌŐǇ/ŶƐŝŐŚƚƐ͕DĂǇ
ϮϬϭϰ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘͞^ŚŽƌƚͲƚĞƌŵůŝŵĂƚĞ/ŵƉĂĐƚŽĨŝĞƐĞůŵŝƐƐŝŽŶZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶWƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͕͟ůĞĂŶŝƌdĂƐŬ
&ŽƌĐĞ͕ĞĐĞŵďĞƌϮϬϭϯ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘͞ŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶŽĨDŽĚĞƌŶE'͕ŝĞƐĞůĂŶĚŝĞƐĞů,ǇďƌŝĚͲůĞĐƚƌŝĐdƌĂŶƐŝƚƵƐĞƐ͗
ĨĨŝĐŝĞŶĐǇΘŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůWĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ͕͟EŽǀĞŵďĞƌϮϬϭϯ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘͞WŽƌƚƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇŽĨůůĞŐŚĞŶǇŽƵŶƚǇƵƐ&ůĞĞƚŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐϮϬϬϱʹϮϬϭϵ͕͟WŝƚƚƐďƵƌŐŚ
&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͕KĐƚŽďĞƌϮϬϭϯ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘^ĞĂŵŽŶĚƐ͕͕͘͞EĞǁzŽƌŬŝƚǇŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂůZĞĨƵƐĞdƌƵĐŬŐĞͲŽƵƚŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕͟
ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĞĨĞŶƐĞ&ƵŶĚĂŶĚEĞǁzŽƌŬŝƚǇƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ/ŶƚĞŐƌŝƚǇŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͕^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ
ϮϬϭϯ
x tĂŶŐ͕,͕͘>ƵƚƐĞǇ͕E͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘͞ŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ>ŝĨĞĐǇĐůĞ'ƌĞĞŶŚŽƵƐĞ'ĂƐĞŶĞĨŝƚĨƌŽŵ
>ŝƋƵĞĨŝĞĚEĂƚƵƌĂů'ĂƐĂƐĂŶůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞDĂƌŝŶĞ&ƵĞů͕͟ƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚƚŽ/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůDĂƌŝƚŝŵĞ
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KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ͕^ƵďͲĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞŽŶƵůŬ>ŝƋƵŝĚƐĂŶĚ'ĂƐďǇ/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞŽĨDĂƌŝŶĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐ͕
^ĐŝĞŶĐĞĂŶĚdĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ;/DĂƌ^dͿ͕KĐƚŽďĞƌϮϬϭϯ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘͞EzW,ǇďƌŝĚůĞĐƚƌŝĐ^ĐŚŽŽůƵƐǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽũĞĐƚ͕WŚĂƐĞϮ&/E>ZWKZd͕͟EĞǁ
zŽƌŬWŽǁĞƌƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͕^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌϮϬϭϯ
x tŚŝƚŵĂŶ͕͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ĂůŽŶ͕d͕͘͞ůĞĐƚƌŝĐsĞŚŝĐůĞ'ƌŝĚ/ŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞh͘^͕͘ƵƌŽƉĞ͕ĂŶĚ
ŚŝŶĂ͗ŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐĂŶĚŚŽŝĐĞƐĨŽƌůĞĐƚƌŝĐŝƚǇĂŶĚdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶWŽůŝĐǇ͕͟/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůŽƵŶĐŝů
ŽŶůĞĂŶdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚZĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌǇƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͕:ƵůǇϮϬϭϯ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͘ĂŶĚ^ĞĂŵŽŶĚƐ͕͕͘͞^ƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐWĂƐƐĞŶŐĞƌDŽďŝůŝƚǇĂŶĚŚŽŝĐĞďǇƌĞĂŬŝŶŐDŽĚĂů
^ƚŽǀĞƉŝƉĞƐ͗ŽŵƉĂƌŝŶŐŵƚƌĂŬĂŶĚDŽƚŽƌŽĂĐŚ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ͕͟:ƵůǇϮϬϭϯ͕ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƵƐƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ
&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ
x ^ŚĂƌƉĞ͕͕͘ůĂƌŬ͕E͘ĂŶĚ>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘͞dƌĂŝůĞƌdĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐĨŽƌŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚŚĞĂǀǇͲĚƵƚǇǀĞŚŝĐůĞ
ĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶĐǇ͗ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů͕ŵĂƌŬĞƚ͕ĂŶĚƉŽůŝĐǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕͟tŚŝƚĞWĂƉĞƌ͕/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůŽƵŶĐŝůŽŶ
ůĞĂŶdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕:ƵŶĞϮϬϭϯ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘&D^ͲZZdͲϭϯͲϬϰϰ͕͞EĂƚƵƌĂů'ĂƐ^ǇƐƚĞŵƐ͗^ƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŽdƌƵĐŬĂŶĚDŽƚŽƌ
ŽĂĐŚZĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚ/ŶƐƉĞĐƚŝŽŶWƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐ͕͟&ĞĚĞƌĂůDŽƚŽƌĂƌƌŝĞƌ^ĂĨĞƚǇĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕
DĂƌĐŚϮϬϭϯ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ĂůŽŶ͕d͕͘sĂŶƚƚĞŶ͕͕͘ƵƌƌǇ͕d͕͘,ŽĨĨŵĂŶͲŶĚƌĞǁƐ͕>͕͘͞EĂƚƵƌĂů'ĂƐĨŽƌDĂƌŝŶĞ
sĞƐƐĞůƐ͗h͘^͘DĂƌŬĞƚKƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͕͟ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶůĞĂŶ^ŬŝĞƐ&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͕ϮϬϭϮ
x ^ŚĂƌƉĞ͕͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘͞ĞƌƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐĨŽƌĚǀĂŶĐĞĚdĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ,ĞĂǀǇͲƵƚǇsĞŚŝĐůĞƐ͗
ǀĂůƵĂƚŝŶŐdĞƐƚDĞƚŚŽĚƐĂŶĚKƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĨŽƌ'ůŽďĂůůŝŐŶŵĞŶƚ͕͟^/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů͕^ϮϬϭϮͲ
ϬϭͲϭϵϴϲ͕ϮϬϭϮ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘͞ůĞĂŶĚŝĞƐĞůǀĞƌƐƵƐE'ďƵƐĞƐ͗ŽƐƚ͕ĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ΘĐůŝŵĂƚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͕͟ůĞĂŶŝƌdĂƐŬ
&ŽƌĐĞŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ĐĂƚĨ͘ƵƐͬƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐͬƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐͬĨŝůĞƐͬϮϬϭϮϬϮϮϳͲ
ŝĞƐĞůͺǀƐͺEŐͺ&/E>ͺD:͘ƉĚĨ͕ϮϬϭϮ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͘ĂŶĚ<ĂŵĂŬĞƚĠ͕&͕͘͞hƌďĂŶŽĨĨͲĐǇĐůĞEKyĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĨƌŽŵƵƌŽ/sͬsƚƌƵĐŬƐĂŶĚďƵƐĞƐ͗
WƌŽďůĞŵƐĂŶĚƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌƵƌŽƉĞĂŶĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͕͟tŚŝƚĞWĂƉĞƌEŽ͘ϭϴ͕
/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůŽƵŶĐŝůŽŶůĞĂŶdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŵĂƌĐŚϮϬϭϮ͕ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ƚŚĞŝĐĐƚ͘ŽƌŐͬƵƌďĂŶͲ
ĐǇĐůĞͲŶŽǆͲĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐͲĞƵƌŽͲŝǀǀͲƚƌƵĐŬƐͲĂŶĚͲďƵƐĞƐ
x DŽǇŶŝŚĂŶ͕W͕͘ĂůŽŶ͕͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘͞E^hDZĞŐŝŽŶϮDĂƌŝŶĞ&ĞƌƌǇĂŶĚdƵŐZĞƉŽǁĞƌWƌŽũĞĐƚ
&/E>ZWKZd͕͟E^hD͕ϮϬϭϭ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ŽŶŐŝŽǀĂŶŶŝ͕Z͕͘͞ŚĞůƐĞĂŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝǀĞEĞǁŶŐůĂŶĚWƌŽĚƵĐĞĞŶƚĞƌdZh
ůĞĐƚƌŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ&/E>ZWKZd͕͟ŚĞůƐĞĂŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝǀĞ͕ϮϬϭϭ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘^ĞĂŵŽŶĚƐ͕͕͘͞ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ&ƵĞůĞĚ&ůĞĞƚsĞŚŝĐůĞŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕͟ůĞĐƚƌŝĐWŽǁĞƌZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ
ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ͕WZ/ϭϬϮϯϬϰϱ͕ϮϬϭϭ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ƵƌƌǇ͕d͕͘,ŽĨĨŵĂŶͲŶĚƌĞǁƐ͕>͕͘ZĞǇŶŽůĚƐ͕>͕͘͞ŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶŽĨƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůŝƌ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ
WƌŽŐƌĂŵƚŽůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞŽĂĐŚƵƐ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ͗<ĞĞƉŝŶŐZƵƌĂůŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ͕͟ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ
ƵƐƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͕^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌϮϬϭϭ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ĂůŽŶ͕d͕͘ĂŶŽƐ͕d͕͘͞ƵƐdĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇΘůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ&ƵĞůƐĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽũĞĐƚ
WŚĂƐĞϰ&ŝŶĂůZĞƉŽƌƚ͕͟'ƌĞĂƚĞƌsĂŶĐŽƵǀĞƌdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͕ϮϬϭϭ
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x ĂůŽŶ͕d͕͘ůĂƌŬ͕E͕͘DŽǇŶŝŚĂŶ͕W͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘͞ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨĂŽŵďŝŶĞĚKǆŝĚĂƚŝŽŶ^ǇƐƚĞŵ
ĂŶĚ^ĞĂǁĂƚĞƌ^ĐƌƵďďĞƌƚŽZĞĚƵĐĞŝĞƐĞůEKǆŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĨƌŽŵDĂƌŝŶĞŶŐŝŶĞƐ&ŝŶĂůZĞƉŽƌƚ͕͟
,ŽƵƐƚŽŶĚǀĂŶĐĞĚZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞŶƚĞƌ͕EĞǁdĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚΘĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚWƌŽŐƌĂŵEͲϰϬ͕
ϮϬϭϭ
x ĂůŽŶ͕d͕͘DŽǇŶŝŚĂŶ͕W͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ĂŶŽƐ͕d͕͘^ĞĂŵŽŶĚƐ͕͕͘͞^y'ĞŶƐĞƚ^ǁŝƚĐŚĞƌηϭϯϭϳ
>ŽĐŽŵŽƚŝǀĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶdĞƐƚŝŶŐ&/E>ZWKZd͕͟E^hD͕ϮϬϭϬ
x WĂƌŬ͕͕ƵƌƌǇ͕d͕>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ĂůŽŶ͕d͘,͕͘WŝƉĞƌ͕^͕͞/ŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨ/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐ,ǇĚƌŽŐĞŶ
ŶƌŝĐŚĞĚEĂƚƵƌĂů'ĂƐŝŶ'ĂƐdƵƌďŝŶĞƐ͕͟ƚůĂŶƚŝĐ,ǇĚƌŽŐĞŶ͕/ŶĐ͕:ĂŶƵĂƌǇϮϬϭϬ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ĂůŽŶ͕d͕͘^ĞĂŵŽŶĚƐ͕͕͘>ĞŝŐŚ͕Z͕͘^ŝůǀĞƌŵĂŶ͕/͕͘͞dŚĞŽƚƚŽŵŽĨƚŚĞĂƌƌĞů͗,ŽǁƚŚĞ
ŝƌƚŝĞƐƚ,ĞĂƚŝŶŐKŝůWŽůůƵƚĞƐKƵƌŝƌĂŶĚ,ĂƌŵƐKƵƌ,ĞĂůƚŚ͕͟ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĞĨĞŶƐĞ&ƵŶĚ͕ϮϬϬϵ
x WŽƐĂĚĂ͕&͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͘;ĞĚŝƚŽƌͿ͕͞E'ƵƐŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐZŽĂĚŵĂƉ͗ĨƌŽŵƵƌŽ///ƚŽƵƌŽs/͕͟
ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůŽƵŶĐŝůŽŶůĞĂŶdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕ϮϬϬϵ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘͞>ŽǁĞƌDĂŶŚĂƚƚĂŶŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ͕ŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚZĞƚƌŽĨŝƚĂƐĞ^ƚƵĚǇ͕͟
ůĞĂŶŝƌdĂƐŬ&ŽƌĐĞ͕ϮϬϬϵ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘^ĞĂŵŽŶĚƐ͕͘'͕͘͞ǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨsĞŚŝĐůĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶKƉƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌƚŚĞKŝů
^ĂŶĚƐ&ůĞĞƚ͕͟ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂŶĂĚĂ͕DĂƌĐŚϮϬϬϴ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ĂůŽŶ͕d͘,͕͘͞^ĞƚƚŝŶŐƚŚĞ^ƚĂŐĞĨŽƌZĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ,ĞĂǀǇͲƵƚǇsĞŚŝĐůĞ&ƵĞůĐŽŶŽŵǇΘ
','ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ͗/ƐƐƵĞƐĂŶĚKƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͕͟/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůŽƵŶĐŝůŽŶůĞĂŶdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕
DĂƌĐŚϮϬϬϴ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ĂůŽŶ͕d͘,͕͘ĂŶŽƐ͕d͘:͕͘DŽǇŶŝŚĂŶ͕W͘:͕͘͞ŝĞƐĞůŶŐŝŶĞZĞƚƌŽĨŝƚƐŝŶƚŚĞŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ
/ŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ͗  ,Žǁ dŽ 'ƵŝĚĞ͕͟ DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƚƚƐ ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů WƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ͕ :ĂŶƵĂƌǇ
ϮϬϬϴ͘
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ĂůŽŶ͕d͕͘͞ƌŽŽŬůǇŶƌƵŝƐĞdĞƌŵŝŶĂů^ŚŽƌĞWŽǁĞƌ&ĞĂƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕͟WŽƌƚƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ
ŽĨEĞǁzŽƌŬĂŶĚEĞǁ:ĞƌƐĞǇ͕ϮϬϬϴ
x :ŽŚŶƐŽŶ͕W͕͘'ƌĂŚĂŵ͕:͕͘ŵĂƌ͕W͕͘ŽŽƉĞƌ͕͕͘^ŬĞůƚŽŶ͕͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘sĂŶƚƚĞŶ͕͕͘ĞƌǁŝĐŬ͕͕͘
͞ƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĂƌďŽŶĂĐĞŽƵƐ WDϮ͘ϱ ĨŽƌ EĞǁ zŽƌŬ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ZĞŐŝŽŶ͕͟ EĞǁ zŽƌŬ ^ƚĂƚĞ ŶĞƌŐǇ
ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚΘĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͕Ez^ZZĞƉŽƌƚϬϴͲϬϭ͕ϮϬϬϴ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕ ͕͘ ͞'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ ĨŽƌ hƐĞ ŽĨ ,ǇĚƌŽŐĞŶ &ƵĞů ŝŶ ŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů sĞŚŝĐůĞƐ͗ &ŝŶĂů ZĞƉŽƌƚ͕͟ h^
ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕EŽǀĞŵďĞƌϮϬϬϳ͘
x >ŽǁĞůů͕ ͕͘ ͞ŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ ŽĨŶĞƌŐǇ hƐĞ Θ KϮ ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ĨƌŽŵŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶDŽĚĞƐ͕͟
ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƵƐƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕DĂǇϮϬϬϳ͘
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ŚĞƌŶŝĐŽĨĨ͕t͕͘>ŝĂŶ͕&͕͘͞&ƵĞůĞůůƵƐ>ŝĨĞǇĐůĞŽƐƚDŽĚĞů͗ĂƐĞĂƐĞΘ&ƵƚƵƌĞ
^ĐĞŶĂƌŝŽŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕͟h͘^͘ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕KdͲdͲϬϳͲϬϭ͕:ƵŶĞϮϬϬϳ
x ĂůŽŶ͕d͘,͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘DŽǇŶŝŚĂŶ͕W͘:͕͘tŝůĞŶƐŬǇ͕>͘^͕͘WŝƉĞƌ͕^͘'͕͘ĂŶŽƐ͕d͘:͕͘,ĂŵĞů͕͘:͕͘͞^ƚĂƚĞŶ
/ƐůĂŶĚ&ĞƌƌǇůŝĐĞƵƐƚĞŶsĞƐƐĞů^ZĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽũĞĐƚ&ŝŶĂůZĞƉŽƌƚ͕͟WŽƌƚƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇŽĨEĞǁ
zŽƌŬĂŶĚEĞǁ:ĞƌƐĞǇ͕ƵŐƵƐƚϮϬϬϲ͘
x ĞƌǁŝĐŬ͕ ͕͘ ƌĂĚůĞǇ͕ D͕͘ sĂŶ ƚƚĞŶ ͕͘ >ŽǁĞůů͕ ͕͘ ƵƌƌǇ͕ d͕͘ ƵƌďŝŶ͕ ͕͘ ͞ŽŶƚƌŽůůŝŶŐ &ŝŶĞ
WĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞDĂƚƚĞƌƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞůĞĂŶŝƌĐƚ͗DĞŶƵŽĨKƉƚŝŽŶƐ͕͟^dWWͬ>WK͕ϮϬϬϲ
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x >ŽǁĞůů͕ ͕͘ ͞>ŝĨĞ ǇĐůĞ ŽƐƚ Θ ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ DŽĚĞů ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ƵƐ dĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐ͖ &ŝŶĂů ZĞƉŽƌƚ͕͟
EŝĐŚŽůĂƐ/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞĨŽƌŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůWŽůŝĐǇ^ŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐ͕ϮϬϬϲ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ĂůŽŶ͕d͕͘'ƌƵŵĞƚ͕^͕͘sĞƐĐŝŽ͕E͕͘&Ƶůů͕'͕͘&ƌĂƐĞƌ͕:͕͘DĐůŝŶƚŽĐŬ͕W͕͘͞ƌŽƐƐŽƌĚĞƌ/ŶͲ
hƐĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ^ƚƵĚǇĨŽƌ,ĞĂǀǇƵƚǇsĞŚŝĐůĞƐ͕EŽŐĂůĞƐ͕&/E>ZWKZd͕͟ƌŝǌŽŶĂĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ
ŽĨŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůYƵĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚh^ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůWƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶŐĞŶĐǇ͕ϮϬϬϲ
x ĂƵĞƌͲĂƌƌ͕>͕͘ƵĐŚĂŶŽŶ͕͕͘:ĂĐŬ͕:͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘^ŚŝƚƌĞƐ͕͕͘͞ŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂůƵƐŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐΘ&ƵĞů
hƐĞ͗/ĚůŝŶŐǀĞƌƐƵƐhƌďĂŶŝƌĐƵůĂƚŽƌ͕͟dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŽĂƌĚ͕ϮϬϬϲ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ĂůŽŶd͕͘͞EĂƚƵƌĂů'ĂƐĂƐĂdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ&ƵĞů͗ĞƐƚWƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐĨŽƌĐŚŝĞǀŝŶŐKƉƚŝŵĂů
ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕͟/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůŽƵŶĐŝůŽŶůĞĂŶdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƉĂƉĞƌ͕ϮϬϬϱ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ĂůŽŶ͕d͘,͕͘tŝůĞŶƐŬǇ͕>͘^͕͘DŽǇŶŝŚĂŶ͕W͘:͕͘ƌĞǁ͕^͘:͕͘<Ğƌƌ͕>͕͞>ŽĐĂů>Ăǁϳϳ͗hůƚƌĂͲ
>Žǁ^ƵůĨƵƌŝĞƐĞůDĂŶƵĂů͕͟ŝƚǇŽĨEĞǁzŽƌŬĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨĞƐŝŐŶĂŶĚŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ͕:ƵŶĞϮϬϬϰ͘
x ĞƌĞŐƐǌĂƐŬǇ͕͕͘ƵƐŚ͕͕͘ŚĂƚƚĞƌũĞĞ͕^͕͘ŽŶǁĂǇ͕Z͕͘ǀĂŶƐ͕:͕͘&ƌĂŶŬ͕͕͘>ĂŶŶŝ͕d͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘
DĞǇĞƌ͕E͕͘ZŝĚĞŽƵƚ͕'͕͘dĂŶŐ͕^͕͘tŝŶĚĂǁŝ͕,͕͘͞^ϮϬϬϰͲϬϭͲϭϬϴϱ͕ƐƚƵĚǇŽĨƚŚĞĨĨĞĐƚƐŽĨ&ƵĞů
dǇƉĞĂŶĚŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐŽŶƚƌŽů^ǇƐƚĞŵŽŶZĞŐƵůĂƚĞĚ'ĂƐĞŽƵƐŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĨƌŽŵ,ĞĂǀǇƵƚǇŝĞƐĞů
ŶŐŝŶĞƐ͕͟^ŽĐŝĞƚǇŽĨƵƚŽŵŽƚŝǀĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌƐ͕ϮϬϬϰ
x &ƌĂŶŬ͕͕͘>ĂŶŶŝ͕d͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘ZŽƐĞŶďůĂƚƚ͕͕͘dĂŶŐ͕^͕͘͞^ϮϬϬϯͲϬϭͲϬϯϬϬ͕ǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ŽŵƉƌĞƐƐĞĚEĂƚƵƌĂů'ĂƐĂŶĚůĞĂŶŝĞƐĞůƵƐĞƐĂƚEĞǁzŽƌŬŝƚǇ͛ƐDĞƚƌŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶ
dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͕͟^ŽĐŝĞƚǇŽĨƵƚŽŵŽƚŝǀĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌƐ͕ϮϬϬϯ
x ƵƐŚ͕͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘WĂƌƐůĞǇ͕t͕͘ƵƉŽ͕͕͘͞ŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶŽĨůĞĂŶŝĞƐĞůƵƐĞƐƚŽE'ƵƐĞƐ͕͟
ŝĞƐĞůŶŐŝŶĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ;ZͿŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͕h^ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨŶĞƌŐǇ͕EĞǁƉŽƌƚ͕Z/͕
ƵŐƵƐƚϮϬϬϯ
x ƵƐŚ͕͕͘ŚĂƚƚĞƌũĞĞ͕^͕͘ŽŶǁĂǇ͕Z͕͘ǀĂŶƐ͕:͕͘&ƌĂŶŬ͕͕͘>ĂŶŶŝ͕d͕͘>ĞǀǇ͕^͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘DĐůĞĂŶ͕Z͕͘
ZŽƐĞŶďůĂƚƚ͕͕͘dĂŶŐ͕^͕͘͞^ϮϬϬϮͲϬϭͲϬϰϯϬ͕WĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĂŶĚƵƌĂďŝůŝƚǇǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ŽŶƚŝŶƵŽƵƐůǇZĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŶŐWĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞ&ŝůƚĞƌƐŽŶŝĞƐĞůWŽǁĞƌĞĚhƌďĂŶƵƐĞƐĂƚEzŝƚǇdƌĂŶƐŝƚ
ʹWĂƌƚ//͕͟^ŽĐŝĞƚǇŽĨƵƚŽŵŽƚŝǀĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌƐ͕ϮϬϬϮ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͘͞ůĞĂŶŝĞƐĞů͗&ĂĐƚŽƌ&ŝĐƚŝŽŶ͕͟ƵƐdĞĐŚDĂŐĂǌŝŶĞ͕^ƵŵŵĞƌϮϬϬϭ
x ƵƐŚ͕͕͘ŚĂƚƚĞƌũĞĞ͕^͕͘ŽŶǁĂǇ͕Z͕͘ǀĂŶƐ͕:͕͘>ĂŶŶŝ͕d͕͘>ŽǁĞůů͕͕͘DĐůĞĂŶ͕Z͕͘ZŽƐĞŶďůĂƚƚ͕͕͘
tŝŶĚĂǁŝ͕,͕͞^ϮϬϬϭͲϬϭͲϬϱϭϭ͕WĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĂŶĚƵƌĂďŝůŝƚǇǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŽŶƚŝŶƵŽƵƐůǇ
ZĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŶŐWĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞ&ŝůƚĞƌƐŽŶŝĞƐĞůWŽǁĞƌĞĚhƌďĂŶƵƐĞƐĂƚEzŝƚǇdƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕͟^ŽĐŝĞƚǇŽĨ
ƵƚŽŵŽƚŝǀĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌƐ͕ϮϬϬϭ
x >ŽǁĞůů͕͘͞EzdƌĂŶƐŝƚ^ŚĂƌĞƐdƌŝĐŬƐŽĨDĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ,ǇďƌŝĚƐ͕͟ƵƐdĞĐŚDĂŐĂǌŝŶĞ͕^ƵŵŵĞƌϮϬϬϬ
ȱ
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DECLARATION OF DENNIS LYNCH
I, Dennis Lynch, declare as follows:
1.

I am a member of the Sierra Club, the Transportation Chair at the Sierra
Club Tennessee Chapter, and the Chair of the Sierra Club Chickasaw Group
since 2012. I am also a member of the volunteer committee of the Sierra
Club National Clean Transportation for All Campaign.

2.

As Transportation Chair, I represent the Sierra Club Tennessee Chapter in
several committees focused on local transportation issues, including the
Memphis Transit Coalition (of which I am a founding member), the
Pedestrian Advisory Council, and the Memphis Area Coalition for Citizens
with Disabilities. As Chair of the Chickasaw Group, which is the West
Tennessee section of the Chapter, I help further our efforts to expand clean
energy and demand-side energy efficiency, electric vehicles, parks, and
other public spaces. I contribute ideas and coordinate the Chapter’s policy
positions, and often participate in public hearings and submit comments on
local transportation-related development proposals.

3.

I have a strong background on transportation issues. I hold a Bachelor of
Science in Mechanical Engineering and a Master of Science in Civil
Engineering, both from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. After I
completed my graduate education, I worked on transportation planning
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issues at a regional planning agency in Boston, Massachusetts for several
years.
4.

Since 1978, I live in Memphis, where I relocated to work for Federal
Express (now FedEx) for more than two decades. Currently, as a full-time
volunteer with the Sierra Club, I get to apply my deep expertise on
transportation issues while focusing on the needs of the community.

5.

I have been concerned about diesel pollution for many years. Dieselpowered vehicles and engines are the principal source of nitrogen oxides
(NOx) and particulate matter (PM) emissions from the U.S. transportation
sector. PM pollution causes respiratory and heart disease, and even
premature death. NOx contributes to the formation of ground level ozone,
which causes asthma and other respiratory conditions.

6.

I believe that the Sierra Club’s work to clean up our vehicle fleet is critical
to improve air quality. In this respect, I have led the Sierra Club’s advocacy
efforts in Tennessee regarding the use of Volkswagen (VW) Environmental
Mitigation Trust funds for the purpose of reducing NOx emissions in the
state. Volkswagen admitted to the installation of defeat devices on their
diesel cars sold in the U.S., which resulted in misleading NOx emissions
statistics that tested much lower than the cars’ actual emissions in normal
operation. Volkswagen is required to pay multiple types of penalties as a
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result. One of those penalties is to provide $2.9 billion to the Environmental
Mitigation Trust, $45.8 million of which is allocated to Tennessee. I assisted
the Sierra Club in developing its recommendation that the state of Tennessee
should allocate these funds specifically to the expansion of electric vehicle
charging infrastructure as well as to electric buses (transit, school, and
shuttle) and garbage trucks in the state.
7.

Heavy-duty trucks are an even larger contributor to NOx pollution in the
state than passenger cars, and glider vehicles are the worst emitters among
heavy-duty trucks. I understand that gliders sell for about $20,000 less than
heavy-duty trucks with brand-new engines, and that they have quickly
proliferated in recent years. In EPA’s heavy-duty truck regulation, the
agency documented, based on public comments, that glider production
reached 10,000 vehicles per year in 2015.

8.

Gliders are driving on the I-40 highway, which is a large freight pathway
and an important east-west route in the United States. I drive the I-40 from
Memphis to Nashville about twice a month and see numerous heavy-duty
trucks driving these roads at all times. Many of these trucks must be gliders
given that Fitzgerald Glider Kits, the largest manufacturer of these vehicles
with over 40 percent market share nationally, is located in the state.
Fitzgerald’s Crossville Plant is in fact adjacent to the I-40. Gliders are also
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driving on other Interstates which pass through TN- I-24, I-75, I-65, I-55,
and I-81. I also drive on these highways, and I am constantly exposed to the
high levels of pollution emitted from these vehicles.
9.

The amount of pollution emitted by these vehicles is enormous. In the
heavy-duty truck standard, EPA explained that NOx and PM emissions of
any glider vehicles using pre-2007 engines are at least ten times higher than
emissions from equivalent vehicles being produced with brand new engines.
Worse still, engines manufactured before 2002—which according to the
EPA are the majority of engines in today’s gliders—emit 20 to 40 times
more NOx and PM than brand new engines. Experts estimated that the
resulting emissions from one year of glider sales is 13 times what the impact
of the VW fraud would have been if EPA and the California Air Resources
Board had not stopped this practice and all 482,000 VW diesel cars with
defeat devices sold in the country were driving the roads. The rollback of
glider requirements would provide incentives for increased production,
affecting public health and offsetting the benefits of the VW settlement fund
and other regulatory efforts to reduce NOx emissions in the state.

10.

In the heavy-duty truck regulation EPA estimated that, in 2017, the amount
of PM from 10,000 gliders sold per year could cause as much as 1,600
premature deaths over the lifetime of those trucks. The agency also
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estimated that three additional model years of uncontrolled glider production
would result in up to 6,400 premature deaths, incremental to the 2017
premature mortalities. These estimates are conservative for two reasons.
First, it is possible to assume that glider sales in fact exceed 10,000 per year,
as documented by heavy-duty truck manufacturers (including glider
manufacturers) in comments to the proposed heavy-duty truck standard.
Second, EPA considered only fine particulate exposures and did not include
additional cancers and mortalities resulting from exposure to diesel exhaust
and ground level ozone.
11.

I have been paying close attention to the EPA’s effort to rollback existing
standards for glider vehicles, which require gliders to meet modern pollution
control regulations for trucks with newer engines (with some exceptions, as I
explain below). The news that Tennessee Technological University
published a study that concluded that gliders performed equally as well or
even better than heavy-duty trucks with newer engines created a great
controversy in the state and inside the university itself. The study was
sponsored by Fitzgerald, and it provided a basis for the EPA’s proposal to
repeal the glider standard last year. The University subsequently disavowed
the study after concerns about its methodology and accuracy.
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Glider manufacturers like Fitzgerald claim that modern pollution control
requirements on their vehicles will cripple their business. Over the years, I
have seen similar claims from automobile manufacturers when facing
regulatory requirements, such as the bumper standard or airbag regulations.
When faced with these requirements, industry complained that those
regulations would result in massive compliance costs and increases in car
prices, but at the end automakers implemented these requirements at
reasonable cost. Glider requirements are similar—to enable mass
production, glider manufacturers will have to install new engines in glider
kits. Environmental requirements will not cripple the glider industry.
Unfortunately, small glider manufacturers can produce a maximum of 300
gliders that do not meet the heavy-duty truck standards each year. Just like
with bumpers and airbags, the industry must and will find a way to meet
environmental requirements cost-effectively.

13.

I know that, on July 6, the EPA issued a decision to stop enforcement of the
300-glider cap on glider manufacturers and their suppliers. I became
extremely concerned about the implications of this decision and have
conferred with my colleagues at the Chapter and at Sierra Club National
about the need for immediate action. I support Sierra Club’s filing of a
petition for review and a motion to vacate or stay the agency’s decision. If
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Sierra Club is successful, gliders will continue to be required to meet
modern emission standards for heavy-duty trucks and manufacturers will not
be able to exceed the 300-limit cap, in turn avoiding irreparable injury on
myself, our members, Tennessee’s residents, and the public at large from
additional pollution on our highways.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States
of America that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in Memphis,
Tennessee, on July 16, 2018.
______________________________
Dennis M. Lynch
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'(&/$5$7,212)-,00$''2;


,-LP0DGGR[GHFODUHDVIROORZV


,DPWKH3UHVLGHQWRI7UL6WDWH7UXFN&HQWHUDQHZDQGXVHGKHDY\

GXW\WUXFNGHDOHUVKLSKHDGTXDUWHUHGLQ0HPSKLV7HQQHVVHHZLWKQLQHORFDWLRQV
DFURVV$UNDQVDV0LVVLVVLSSL0LVVRXULDQG7HQQHVVHH


0\JUDQGIDWKHUIRXQGHGWKHFRPSDQ\LQDQG,KDYHEHHQ

ZRUNLQJDWWKHFRPSDQ\VLQFH0\FKLOGUHQZRUNDWWKHEXVLQHVVDVZHOOVR
ZHDUHQRZDIRXUJHQHUDWLRQIDPLO\RIWUXFNGHDOHUV


,DPDILYHWLPH0DFN7UXFN1RUWK$PHULFDQ'HDOHURIWKH<HDU

7KURXJKRXUORFDOGHDOHUVKLSV7UL6WDWH7UXFN&HQWHULVDPHPEHURIWKH
7HQQHVVHH$UNDQVDV0LVVLVVLSSLDQG0LVVRXULVWDWHWUXFNLQJDVVRFLDWLRQV


7UL6WDWH7UXFN&HQWHUSULPDULO\VHOOVOHDVHVDQGVHUYLFHV&ODVV

GLHVHOWUXFNV:HVHOOKHDY\GXW\0DFNDQG9ROYRGD\FDEDQGVOHHSHUWUDFWRUXQLWV
IRUXVHZLWKER[YDQVDVZHOODVFRQFUHWHDQGGXPSWUXFNV$FURVVDOORXU
ORFDWLRQV7UL6WDWHVHOOVDERXWQHZIUHLJKWWUXFNVDQQXDOO\IRUDURXQG
HDFK,QDGGLWLRQWRVDOHVSURYLGLQJPDLQWHQDQFHDQGUHSDLUVHUYLFHVWR
IOHHWVDQGGULYHUVLVDELJSDUWRIRXUEXVLQHVV2XUFXVWRPHUVUHSUHVHQWDOOW\SHVRI
WUXFNXVHUV:HVHOOWRVPDOOIOHHWVZLWKILYHWUXFNVODUJHFXVWRPHUVZLWKIOHHWVRI
WUXFNVDQGHYHU\RQHLQEHWZHHQ
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:HKDYHDERXWHPSOR\HHVDQGURXJKO\RIWKHPZRUNRQ

GLUHFWPDLQWHQDQFHHLWKHULQSDUWVRULQVHUYLFH2XUGHDOHUVKLSVFUHDWHORQJWHUP
MRERSSRUWXQLWLHVLQUXUDODUHDVDQGRXUHPSOR\HHVW\SLFDOO\HDUQDVDODU\RI
EHWZHHQDQGD\HDU2XUVWDIIW\SLFDOO\OLYHZLWKLQWR
PLOHVRIWKHGHDOHUVKLSZKHUHWKH\ZRUN:HNQRZWKDWRXUFRPSDQ\LVRQO\DV
JRRGDVRXUHPSOR\HHVDQGZH¶UHYHU\SURXGWRKDYHQXPHURXVHPSOR\HHVZKR
KDYHEHHQZLWKWKHFRPSDQ\IRURUHYHQ\HDUV


2YHUP\GHFDGHVLQWKHKHDY\GXW\GLHVHOWUXFNEXVLQHVV,KDYHVHHQ

YHKLFOHVLPSURYHGUDPDWLFDOO\DVDGYDQFLQJWHFKQRORJ\KDVDOORZHGIRUEHWWHU
SROOXWLRQFRQWUROV%DFNZKHQ,VWDUWHGZRUNLQJLQWKHKHDY\GXW\YHKLFOHLQGXVWU\
,UHPHPEHUWLPHVZRUNLQJLQWKHUHSDLUVKRSLQWKHZLQWHUZKHQWKHJDUDJHGRRU
ZDVFORVHGDQG\RXFRXOGQ¶WVHHIURPRQHVLGHRIWKHVKRSWRWKHRWKHUEHFDXVHRI
DOOWKHGLHVHOH[KDXVW7KHRWKHUPHFKDQLFVDQG,ZRXOGEHZRUNLQJLQWKHVKRS
UXQQLQJWKHHQJLQHVDQGLQKDOLQJWKHGLHVHOH[KDXVW:KHQ,JRWKRPHVRPHWLPHV
,ZRXOGFRXJKXSEODFNPDWWHU


7RGD\RXUUHSDLUVKRSVDUHDVFOHDQDVDSLQDQGWKHFHLOLQJVDUH

ZKLWH7KHH[KDXVWFRPLQJRXWRIRXUWUXFNVLVPXFKFOHDQHUWKDQWKHHPLVVLRQV
IURPIUHLJKWWUXFNVPDQXIDFWXUHGHYHQ\HDUVDJR+HDY\GXW\GLHVHOHQJLQHV
DQGSRZHUWUDLQVKDYHEHHQFRQVWDQWO\LPSURYLQJDVWKH(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ
$JHQF\ (3$ SROOXWLRQOLPLWVJHWWRXJKHUDQGWHFKQRORJ\LPSURYHVZLWKHQJLQH
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DQGYHKLFOHPDQXIDFWXUHUVIUHTXHQWO\XSGDWLQJWKHLUHQJLQHVZLWKQHZIXHOV\VWHPV
DQGRWKHUHPLVVLRQFRQWUROWHFKQRORJLHV


)UHLJKWWUXFNERGLHVGRQ¶WFKDQJHDVRIWHQDVWKH\GRLQWKHOLJKWGXW\

FDUPDUNHW²LWLVQRWXQXVXDOIRUDWUXFNPRGHOWRODVW\HDUV²EXWWKHHQJLQH
DQGSRZHUWUDLQLPSURYHHYHU\\HDUDVWHFKQRORJ\DGYDQFHV0DQXIDFWXUHUVKDYH
LPSOHPHQWHGPDQ\DGYDQFHPHQWVLQKHDY\GXW\GLHVHOHQJLQHVRYHUWKHODVWWHQ
\HDUV,QSDUWLFXODUDIWHU(3$KHDY\GXW\WUXFNSROOXWLRQVWDQGDUGVJRW
VLJQLILFDQWO\WRXJKHULQHQJLQHPDQXIDFWXUHUVKDYHKDGHLJKW\HDUVWRZRUN
ZLWKDQGUHILQHQHZHPLVVLRQFRQWUROWHFKQRORJLHVVXFKWKDWWKHVHQHZPXFK
FOHDQHUHQJLQHVZRUNJUHDWDQGDUHYHU\UHOLDEOH


,XQGHUVWDQGWKDW(3$¶VGreenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel

Efficiency Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles—Phase
2)HG5HJ 2FW UHTXLUHVWKDWQHZKHDY\GXW\³JOLGHU´
YHKLFOHVFRPSO\ZLWKHPLVVLRQVVWDQGDUGVIRUQHZKHDY\GXW\WUXFNVZLWK
IOH[LELOLWLHVIRUVPDOOEXVLQHVVHV,XQGHUVWDQGWKDW(3$¶VUHFHQWPHPRUDQGXP
Conditional No Action Assurance Regarding Small Manufacturers of Glider
Vehicles -XO\ DVVXUHVJOLGHUPDQXIDFWXUHUVDQGVXSSOLHUVWKDW(3$ZLOO
QRWHQIRUFHWKHVHH[LVWLQJSROOXWLRQVWDQGDUGVIRUJOLGHUWUXFNV


%HFDXVH(3$¶VQRQHQIRUFHPHQWRIWKHJOLGHUYHKLFOHUHJXODWLRQV

PHDQVWKDWWKHUHLVQRORQJHUDOHYHOSOD\LQJILHOGDFURVVWKHKHDY\GXW\YHKLFOHV
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PDUNHW,DPFRQFHUQHGWKDW(3$¶VDFWLRQZLOOKDUPP\EXVLQHVVDQGWKH
HPSOR\HHVZHVXSSRUW


*OLGHUYHKLFOHVDUHKHDY\GXW\GLHVHOWUXFNVPDQXIDFWXUHGE\

LQVWDOOLQJDQROGUHPDQXIDFWXUHGHQJLQHDQGSRZHUWUDLQLQWRDQHZWUXFNERG\
7KHSUDFWLFHRIEXLOGLQJJOLGHUYHKLFOHVRULJLQDWHGDVDPHDQVRIVDOYDJLQJXVDEOH
HQJLQHVIURPRWKHUZLVHXQUHFRYHUDEOHWUXFNV7KLVZDVKLVWRULFDOO\GRQHRQDVPDOO
VFDOH+RZHYHUDV(3$¶VPRUHSURWHFWLYHKHDY\GXW\HPLVVLRQVWDQGDUGVFDPH
LQWRHIIHFWGXULQJWKHJOLGHUYHKLFOHPDUNHWEHJDQDUDSLGH[SDQVLRQ
*OLGHUPDQXIDFWXUHUVILJXUHGRXWWKDWWKHUHZDVD³ORRSKROH´WRWKHHPLVVLRQ
VWDQGDUGV²E\UHPDQXIDFWXULQJROGHQJLQHVDQGLQVWDOOLQJWKHPLQQHZWUXFN
ERGLHVWKH\FRXOGEXLOGDQGVHOOQHZWUXFNVWKDWGLGQ¶WXVHPRGHUQSROOXWLRQ
FRQWUROV


*OLGHUYHKLFOHVHQDEOHEX\HUVWRDYRLGHPLVVLRQVVWDQGDUGVQXPHURXV

VDIHW\IHDWXUHVDQGLQVRPHFDVHVWKH)HGHUDO([FLVH7D[XVHGWRPDLQWDLQ
RXUQDWLRQ¶VKLJKZD\V


,QSDUWLFXODUIURPQXPHURXVFRQYHUVDWLRQVZLWKP\FXVWRPHUVDQG

RWKHUVLQWKHLQGXVWU\,XQGHUVWDQGWKDWVRPHFXVWRPHUVKDYHUHFHQWO\SXUFKDVHG
JOLGHUWUXFNVEHFDXVHWKH\GRQRWFUHDWHDQHOHFWURQLFUHFRUG ³HORJ´ RIWKHLU
KRXUVRIRSHUDWLRQ:LWKRXWWKHVHHORJVLWLVGLIILFXOWWRHQVXUHFRPSOLDQFHDQHZ
VDIHW\UHTXLUHPHQWWKDWFDSVWKHQXPEHURIKRXUVWKDWDWUXFNHUPD\GULYHEHIRUH
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WDNLQJDEUHDN7KH)HGHUDO0RWRU&DUULHU6DIHW\$GPLQLVWUDWLRQSURMHFWHGWKDW
WKLVUXOHZKLFKZHQWLQWRHIIHFWRQ-DQXDU\ZRXOGDYRLGDWOHDVW
FUDVKHVHDFK\HDU*OLGHUYHKLFOHV²EHFDXVHWKH\XVHUHPDQXIDFWXUHGROG
HQJLQHV²DUHQRWDEOHWRFUHDWHHORJVDQGWKHUHIRUHXQGHUWKHUHJXODWLRQDUH
H[HPSWIURPWKHUHTXLUHPHQWWRFRPSO\XVLQJHORJV,QVWHDGWKH\DUHDOORZHGWR
FRPSO\WKURXJKSDSHUORJVRIWKHWUXFN¶VKRXUVRIRSHUDWLRQZKLFKDUHOHVV
UHOLDEOH,QFRQWUDVWWKHDGGLWLRQRISROOXWLRQFRQWUROVWRPRGHUQHQJLQHV DPRQJ
RWKHUGHYHORSPHQWV PDGHWKHVHHQJLQHVIDUPRUHVRSKLVWLFDWHGDQGFRPSOH[VXFK
WKDWWKH\LQFOXGHVPDOOFRPSXWHUVFDOOHGHOHFWURQLFFRQWUROPRGXOHV7KHVH
PRGXOHVPDNHLWSRVVLEOHWRFDSWXUHHQJLQHXVHGDWD8QGHUWKHQHZUXOHWUXFN
RZQHUVLQVWDOODWKLUGSDUW\GHYLFHWKDWFUHDWHVHORJVRISUHFLVHO\ZKHQDQHQJLQH
KDVEHHQUXQQLQJWKDWFDQQRWEHDOWHUHG$FFRUGLQJO\EHFDXVHWKH\VXSSRUWWKHXVH
RIHORJVPRGHUQHQJLQHVHQVXUHFRPSOLDQFHZLWKWKHVHIHGHUDOVDIHW\VWDQGDUGV²
ZKHUHDVJOLGHUWUXFNVZLWKROGHUHQJLQHVGRQRW


6DOHVRIJOLGHUWUXFNVKDUPIUHLJKWWUXFNGHDOHUVOLNHP\VHOIZKR

FKRRVHWRVHOOPRGHUQWUXFNVWKDWDUHHTXLSSHGZLWKFXUUHQWVDIHW\DQGSROOXWLRQ



'HSDUWPHQWRI7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ)HGHUDO0RWRU&DUULHU6DIHW\$GPLQLVWUDWLRQElectronic Logging Devices and
Hours of Service Supporting Documents)HG5HJ 'HF 

Id.DW

See0DWW&ROHFMCSA: Pre-2000 ELD exemption applies to engine model year, not chassis2YHUGULYH-XO\
KWWSVZZZRYHUGULYHRQOLQHFRPIPFVDSUHHOGH[HPSWLRQDSSOLHVWRHQJLQHPRGHO\HDUQRWFKDVVLV
H[SODLQLQJWKDWDFFRUGLQJWR)0&6$JXLGDQFH³>R@ZQHURSHUDWRUVZLWKWUXFNVHTXLSSHGZLWKPRGHO\HDU
HQJLQHVDQGROGHUZLOOQRWEHQRWVXEMHFWWRWKHHOHFWURQLFORJJLQJGHYLFHPDQGDWHUHJDUGOHVVRIWKHPRGHO\HDURI
WKHWUXFN´ %ULDQ6WUDLJKWELD “clarification” will hold down costs for some truckers)UHLJKW:DYHV$XJ
KWWSVZZZIUHLJKWZDYHVFRPQHZVHOGFODULILFDWLRQZLOOKROGGRZQFRVWVIRUVRPHWUXFNHUV
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FRQWUROWHFKQRORJ\0\EXVLQHVVFDUHIXOO\WUDFNVVDOHVGDWDIRUWKHUHJLRQZKHUH
7UL6WDWH7UXFN&HQWHURSHUDWHV$FFRUGLQJWRVDOHVGDWDLQ-DQXDU\JOLGHU
YHKLFOHVPDGHXSDERXWRIWKHKHDY\GXW\GLHVHOWUXFNVVROGLQWKHUHJLRQ
ZKHUH7UL6WDWHRSHUDWHV2XWRIPRUHWKDQWUXFNVWKDWZHUHVROGLQWKDWUHJLRQ
LQ-DQXDU\RIWKHPZHUHJOLGHUV$FFRUGLQJWRRXUVDOHVGDWDVDOHVRIJOLGHUV
LQWKHUHJLRQZKHUH7UL6WDWHRSHUDWHVLQ)HEUXDU\UHWXUQHGWRDERXWRI
WRWDOVDOHVZKLFKLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKJOLGHUVDOHVLQUHFHQW\HDUVLQRXUUHJLRQ


(3$¶VDFWLRQZLOODOORZFRQWLQXHGKLJKOHYHOVRIJOLGHUWUXFNVDOHVLQ

WKHUHJLRQZKHUH7UL6WDWHRSHUDWHV,IJOLGHUVDOHVFRQVLVWHQWO\EHFRPHRI
VDOHVLQRXURSHUDWLQJUHJLRQLWZRXOGVHYHUHO\WKUHDWHQP\EXVLQHVV²EXWHYHQ
VPDOOHUOHYHOVRIJOLGHUVDOHVHDWLQWRWKHHFRQRPLFKHDOWKRIRXUGHDOHUVKLS


,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHVDOHVGDWDZHWUDFN,DPDOVRDZDUHRIFRPSHWLWLRQ

IURPJOLGHUVDOHVWKURXJKP\FRQYHUVDWLRQVZLWKSRWHQWLDOFXVWRPHUV)RUH[DPSOH
,KDYHDORQJWLPHFXVWRPHULQ0LVVLVVLSSLWKDWEX\VWZRWRWKUHHWUXFNVIURPP\
GHDOHUVKLSHDFK\HDU+HUHFHQWO\WROGPHWKDWVHYHUDORIKLVFRPSHWLWRUVERXJKW
JOLGHUWUXFNVLQRUGHUWRDYRLGWKHQHZHOHFWURQLFORJJLQJUHTXLUHPHQW%HFDXVHKLV
FRPSHWLWRUVDUHXVLQJSDSHUORJVWRWUDFNWKHLUGULYLQJWLPHWKH\FDQRSHUDWHIRU
PRUHKRXUVDQGFRPSOHWHPRUHUXQVLQDJLYHQGD\JLYLQJWKHPDFRPSHWLWLYH
DGYDQWDJHRYHUKLVIOHHW+HLVQRZFRQVLGHULQJVZLWFKLQJWRSXUFKDVLQJJOLGHU
YHKLFOHV6LPLODUO\,KDYHDFXVWRPHULQ$UNDQVDVWKDWSUHYLRXVO\ERXJKWDERXW
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QHZIUHLJKWWUXFNVIURPPHD\HDU+HUHFHQWO\SXUFKDVHGWKUHHQHZJOLGHUV
WUXFNVIURPDJOLGHUGHDOHUVKLS²QRWP\GHDOHUVKLS²VRWKDWKLVWUXFNHUVFDQ
FRPSOHWHWKHLUKDXOVZLWKRXWWDNLQJDUHTXLUHGEUHDNJLYLQJKLPDVLJQLILFDQW
DGYDQWDJHRYHUKLVFRPSHWLWLRQ7KHVHVLWXDWLRQVLOOXVWUDWHWKHHFRQRPLFSUHVVXUH
PDQ\IOHHWVPD\IHHOLI(3$DOORZVWKHFRQWLQXHGVDOHRIXQUHJXODWHGJOLGHUWUXFNV
ZKLFKHYDGHVDIHW\DQGHPLVVLRQUHTXLUHPHQWV²SUHVVXUHWKDW,DPFRQFHUQHGZLOO
GULYHHYHQPRUHIOHHWVWRSXUFKDVHJOLGHUYHKLFOHVLQVWHDGRISXUFKDVLQJDPRGHUQ
IUHLJKWWUXFNIURPP\GHDOHUVKLS


$Q\WUXFNVDOHVWKDWP\GHDOHUVKLSORVHVWRXQIDLUXQUHJXODWHG

FRPSHWLWLRQIURPJOLGHUYHKLFOHVDPRXQWWRPRUHWKDQMXVWWKHDYHUDJHRI
LQVDOHVUHYHQXHWKDWLVORVWRQWKHXSIURQWSXUFKDVH+HDY\GXW\YHKLFOH
PDLQWHQDQFHLVDPDMRUVRXUFHRIUHYHQXHIRU7UL6WDWH7UXFN&HQWHU,QWKHKHDY\
GXW\YHKLFOHLQGXVWU\WKHUHLVDJHQHUDOO\DFFHSWHGDYHUDJHRIWKHUHYHQXHWKDWD
GHDOHUVKLSZLOOHDUQLQSDUWVDQGVHUYLFHRYHUWKHOLIHWLPHRIDQ\QHZWUXFNVROG²
WRSHU\HDUSHUWUXFN$FFRUGLQJO\LIDFXVWRPHUHOHFWVWRSXUFKDVH
DJOLGHUYHKLFOHUDWKHUWKDQDWUXFNIURPP\GHDOHUVKLSZHORVHDQDYHUDJHRI
LQVDOHVUHYHQXHEXWDOVRWHQVRIWKRXVDQGVRIGROODUVRYHUWKHOLIHWLPHRI
WKHWUXFNIURPWKHORVWPDLQWHQDQFHUHYHQXH


2XUSDUWVDQGVHUYLFLQJEXVLQHVVVXSSRUWVPDQ\RIRXUMREV²DVQRWHG

DERYHDERXWRIRXUHPSOR\HHVZRUNLQSDUWVDQGVHUYLFLQJ7KHVHDUHZHOO
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SD\LQJKLJKO\VNLOOHGMREVRXUHPSOR\HHVXQGHUJRH[WHQVLYHWUDLQLQJWRPDLQWDLQD
FXUUHQWWKRURXJKXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIHQJLQHDQGSRZHUWUDLQWHFKQRORJ\LQFOXGLQJ
HPLVVLRQFRQWUROWHFKQRORJ\:HKDYHDIXOOWLPHHPSOR\HHZKRZRUNVDVDQLQ
KRXVHWUDLQHUDWWHQGLQJ0DFNDQG9ROYRFRXUVHVDQGWKHQUXQQLQJWUDLQLQJ
VHVVLRQVIRURXUHPSOR\HHVDWWKHGHDOHUVKLSV


,DPFRQFHUQHGWKDWDVORQJDV(3$¶VQRQHQIRUFHPHQWSROLF\

UHPDLQVLQHIIHFWJOLGHUWUXFNVDOHVZLOOFRQWLQXHDQGLQFUHDVHLQP\UHJLRQDQG,
ZLOOORVHPRUHIUHLJKWWUXFNVDOHVUHYHQXHDQGIXWXUHLQFRPHIURPSDUWVDQG
VHUYLFLQJ²KDUPLQJP\EXVLQHVVDQGRXUDELOLW\WRFRQWLQXHWRKLUHDQGVXSSRUWRXU
HPSOR\HHV

([HFXWHGRQ-XO\
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DECLARATION OF ROBERT NUSS

I, Robert Nuss, declare as follows:
1.

I am the President of Nuss Truck & Equipment (Nuss Truck), a new

and used truck dealership based in Rochester, Minnesota with eight locations,
seven in Minnesota, and one in Wisconsin. I have been in the trucking industry for
close to 50 years, managing a Minnesota-based dealership for six years (19731979) before purchasing Nuss Truck in 1979. During my time as President, Nuss
Truck has grown from fewer than 20 employees to the over 320 we have today.
This success was recently recognized when I was named American Truck Dealers
(ATD) 2017 Truck Dealer of the Year.
2.

I served as a Mack Dealer Council Chairman from 1985-1990 and

have been active in Volvo and Isuzu National Dealer Advisory Committees. I have
also been active in Minnesota's Auto, Truck Dealers, and Trucking Associations.
3.

The majority of my business is selling, servicing, and repairing Class

8 diesel trucks. We primarily sell new heavy-duty Mack and Volvo tractor units for
use with freight trailers, as well as construction trailer and commercial flat-bed
trucks. We have inventories of Mack trucks at seven of our locations, and Volvo
trucks at four. Nuss Truck consistently sells over 1,000 new diesel trucks per year.

1
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Nuss Truck employs over 320 people, suppmiing over 200 well-

payingjobs in rural communities. The vast majority ofNuss Truck employees
work in permanent positions and earn a competitive wage between $40,000 and
$80,000 annually. Nuss Truck prioritizes creating and maintaining jobs in the
United States, pmiicularly those jobs in rural areas. We employ a wide variety of
professionals, including maintenance and repair technicians, truck parts experts,
commercial salespeople, and truck drivers. A significant pmiion of our business is
in parts sales and maintenance.
5.

Nuss Truck has autonomy in determining which Volvo and Mack

trucks to sell. We supply trucks to private carriers, government agencies, and large
and small fleets. Our customers are regional and over-the-road fleets that travel
across the lower 48 and into Canada. Nuss Truck prioritizes supplying our
customers with the most popular products to meet demand, and complying with
impmiant emissions and safety regulations.
6.

I have seen first-hand a phasing-in of cleaner trucks following a series

of health-protecting environmental regulations beginning in the 1990s. I remember
the smoke-filled repair shops of the 1970s and how unsafe those working
conditions could be. Today, the exhaust coming out of our trucks is significantly
cleaner than the trucks manufactured 15 or 20 years ago. These changes are

2
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directly linked to ongoing innovations in emissions technologies driven by
regulations.
7.

We choose to sell the safest and cleanest trucks possible and refuse to

sell glider vehicles with outdated noncompliant engines because they emit more
harmful pollution, are less safe for truck drivers and others on the road, and I have
concerns that they avoid taxes that fund our highways.
8.

Glider vehicles are diesel freight trucks manufactured by adding a

donor engine and powertrain to a new truck chassis. A glider kit consists of the
chassis, front axle, and body of the truck, before the engine and drivetrain are
I

installed. The practice of building glider vehicles originated as a means of
salvaging usable engines from otherwise unusable vehicles.
9.

I understand that EPA's recent non-enforcement decision states that it

will not enforce the cunent regulatory limit that prevents glider manufacturers and
suppliers from producing more than 300 uncontrolled gliders per year. I further
understand that this decision applies to all production of non-compliant glider
vehicles through 2019.
10.

I am very concerned that EPA' s decision not to enforce these glider

vehicle regulations will have serious human health and safety implications. In
avoiding emissions requirements for other new heavy-duty trucks, glider vehicles
emit significantly higher levels of fine paiiicles (PM2.5), and ozone-forming
3
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oxides of nitrogen (NOx). I understand that PM2.5 and other diesel exhaust
pollutants are linked to respiratory illness, increased risk of cancer, and premature
death. If EPA allows dramatically increased production of glider vehicles, these
harmful emissions will drastically increase, and more people will become sick.
11.

Glider vehicles also lack many of the safety features that prevent

accidents and keep our nation's highways safe. Glider vehicles that rely on older
engines lack essential safety mechanisms like roll stability control and collision
1
avoidance, which require a computerized engine. Significantly, those glider

vehicles that contain pre-2000 engines also avoid compliance with electronic
logging regulations that require monitoring of hours traveled by drivers.2 Not
enforcing these regulations threatens important progress made in reducing
emissions and improving safety on our nation's highways.
12.

Approximately 200,000 heavy-duty trucks are sold annually in Nmih

America, 3 with Mack and Volvo holding roughly 20% of the Class 8 market
share. 4 Though gliders were a marginal component of the market until the past
decade, the glider truck market is rapidly expanding, as EPA estimated that 10,000
1

See NHTSA, Electronic Stability Control Systems on Heavy Vehicles at III-I (May 2012) (explaining that an ESC
system "utilizes computers to control individual wheel brake torque and assists the driver in maintaining control of
the vehicle"), https://www.nhtsa.gov/sites/nhtsa.dot.gov/files/136 esc hvy veh pria.pdf.
2
See Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration, FAQs on ELD Rule (last updated Dec. 18, 2017),
https://www.fmcsa.dot.gov/fag/if-vehicle-registration-commercial-motor-vehicle-reflects-model-year-2000ornewer-b-O
3
Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Vehicle Technologies Market Rep01i: Class 8 Truck Sales by Manufacturer,
2012-2016, m1ailable at https://cta.ornl.gov/vtmarketreport/heavy trucks.shtml (Figure based on five year average).
4
Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Vehicle Technologies Market Report: Class 8 Truck Sales by Manufacturer,
2012-2016, available at https://cta.ornl.gov/vtmarketreport/heavy trucks.shtml (Figure based on average market
share from 2012-2016. Mack's average market share was 8.66% and Volvo's was 11.41%).

4
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5
glider vehicles were produced in 2016. Currently, glider vehicles occupy an

estimated 5% of the new truck market and glider manufacturers are actively
seeking to expand sales. It is my understanding that some glider manufacturer
inventories far exceed the production limit of 300 uncontrolled glider trucks per
year imposed by federal standards.
13.

To grow their customer base, major glider manufacturers aggressively

compete with other new heavy-duty truck dealers by advertising their glider
vehicles in locations near well-established dealerships.
14.

Without these imp01iant regulations, I believe glider vehicles could

soon occupy 10-15% of the new truck market. As glider trucks become more
prevalent in the new truck market, they will also enter the used truck market at
growing rates.
15.

I have observed a sharp uptick in glider vehicle sales within the new

heavy-duty truck market over the last 5-6 years, both within my own customer
base, in discussing the trend with industry colleagues, and as covered in the trade
press. Glider vehicles have become more popular nationwide, including in the
region where my dealerships are located. This increase in sales coincides with the
advent of more protective EPA standards for heavy-duty diesel engines and the

5

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and VehiclesPhase 2, 81 Fed. Reg. at 73,943 (Oct. 25, 2016).

5
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implementation of Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) requirements to reduce

. . 6
Nox em1ss10ns.
16.

Glider vehicles have grown in popularity as a mechanism for

bypassing government regulations. Glider vehicles enable buyers to avoid
emissions regulations, electronic logging requirements, and in some cases the 12%
7
Federal Excise Tax used to maintain our nation's highways. Significantly, leading

glider retailers intentionally market and feature the absence of emissions control
technologies as a selling point.
17.

8

EPA's decision not to enforce these standards will also have a

significant economic impact on the freight truck industry. Nuss Truck has already
lost business to glider manufacturers and will face greater economic consequences
if EPA ceases to enforce its emissions standards applicable to glider vehicles. In
the past year, former customers of Nuss Truck, such as Yaggy Trucking, Inc. based
in Rochester, Minnesota, and Gold Country Trucking, based in St. Cloud,
Minnesota have taken their business to glider manufacturers instead of purchasing
our emissions-compliant vehicles. Other new truck dealers will continue to lose
6

Control of Air Pollution From New Motor Vehicles: Heavy-Duty Engine and Vehicle Standards and Highway
Diesel Fuel Sulfur Control Requirements; Final Rule, 66 Fed. Reg. 5001, 5002 (Jan. 18, 2001).
7
See Tom Berg, The Return of the Glider, Truckinginfo (Apr. 30, 2013), https://www.trucldnginfo.com/152784/thereturn-of-the-glider (explaining that the "IRS closely watches glider transactions," but glider truck sales picked up
when the IRS did not appear to significantly changes its rules in 2013, and that according to a representative of
Fitzgerald Glider Kits, a glider truck "is generally exempt from the 12% federal excise tax"); Amye Anderson,
Fitzgerald slashes dozens ofjobs, Upper Cumberland Business Journal (June 14, 2018),
https://www.ucbjournal.com/breaking-fitzgerald-slashes-dozens-of-jobs (explaining that Fitzgerald has been the
subject of six IRS examinations over the last two decades, and successfully appealed five of the cases).
8
Fitzgerald Glider Kits, What is a Glider Kit?, https://www.fitzgeraldgliderkits.com/what-is-a-glider-kit (last
accessed July 13, 2018).

6
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business to glider manufacturers because EPA is not enforcing emissions standards
applicable to glider vehicles.
18.

Loss of new truck sales has a significant impact on dealers like Nuss

Truck that stock and service trucks in compliance with federal emissions standards.
Dealers invest millions of dollars in new truck inventories, replacement parts, and
service training to keep our customers profitable while running trucks with the
most advanced powertrain engines and transmissions. Widespread sale of glider
trucks without modern emission controls hurt the impmiant investments that
conscientious trucking companies have made in modern technology and safety
features.
19.

When competing with glider vehicles, Nuss Truck loses $125,000-

130,000 in gross sales for each lost truck sale, with additional annual losses in
palis and service profits. If my customers choose to purchase 50 glider vehicles
over the emissions-compliant trucks that I sell, my business could lose more than
$6,000,000 in new truck sales. In addition, my business could lose thousands of
dollars per truck annually in paiis and service profits. Loss in sales threatens the
job security of all of Nuss Truck's employees, but paiiicularly those in sales and
maintenance.
20.

EPA's decision not to enforce standards applicable to glider vehicles

will cause my business to continue to suffer from increased competition from the
7
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glider market. This increased competition will threaten the job security of the
over 100 technicians employed by Nuss Truck, who are trained to diagnose and
repair modern engines. Loss of sales to glider vehicle manufacturers results in lost
opportunity to sell engine warranties that secure years of sales and maintenance
work for our technicians. Our technicians are greatly concerned that glider vehicles
will result in a loss of customers and business.
21.

For the reasons I outline above, I am very concerned that as a result of

EPA's decision not to enforce emissions requirements for glider vehicles, human
health, safety, and the American economy will suffer.

I declare under penalty of pe1jury that the foregoing is true and correct.

I

Robe1i Nuss

Dated: July 13, 2018

8
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'(&/$5$7,212)6+$1$5(,'<

,6KDQD5HLG\XQGHUSHQDOWLHVRISHUMXU\GHFODUHDVIROORZV
 ,KDYHEHHQDPHPEHURIWKH(QYLURQPHQWDO'HIHQVH)XQG (') VLQFH
$SULO
 ,FXUUHQWO\UHVLGHLQ6HDWWOH:DVKLQJWRQ¶V%DOODUGQHLJKERUKRRGZLWKP\
KXVEDQGDQGWZRVRQVZKRDUHDJHGILYHDQGVHYHQ:HKDYHOLYHGLQRXUFXUUHQW
ORFDWLRQVLQFH
 0\\RXQJHUVRQVXIIHUVIURP&RUQHOLDGH/DQJH6\QGURPHDJHQHWLF
GLVRUGHUWKDWFDXVHVDUDQJHRIVHYHUHPHGLFDOFRQGLWLRQV,QSDUWLFXODUKHKDVEHHQ
IRUPDOO\GLDJQRVHGZLWKFKURQLFOXQJGLVHDVHZKLFKPDNHVKLPDFXWHO\VHQVLWLYH
WRFRQJHVWLRQDQGUHVSLUDWRU\LQIHFWLRQV)RUKLPDQ\UHVSLUDWRU\LQIHFWLRQKDVWKH
SRWHQWLDOWREHOLIHWKUHDWHQLQJDQGHYHQVLPSOHFRQJHVWLRQGLVUXSWVKLVKHDOWKDQG
RXUIDPLO\¶VGDLO\OLIH
 $LUSROOXWLRQLVRQHRIWKHIDFWRUVWKDWFDQDIIHFWP\\RXQJHUVRQ¶VOXQJ
IXQFWLRQLQJ
 ,SHUVRQDOO\QRWLFHDSK\VLFDOFKDQJHLQP\\RXQJHUVRQ¶VKHDOWKRQGD\V
ZKHQWKHUHLVSRRUDLUTXDOLW\VXFKDVZKHQWKHDLULVVPRJJ\)RUH[DPSOH,
QRWLFHWKDWP\\RXQJHUVRQLVPRUHOLNHO\WRH[SHULHQFHFRQJHVWLRQRQWKHVHGD\V
 :KHQP\\RXQJHUVRQJHWVFRQJHVWHGLWGLVUXSWVRXUDELOLW\WRFDUHIRUKLV
XQGHUO\LQJKHDOWKFRQGLWLRQV,QSDUWLFXODUP\\RXQJHUVRQVXIIHUVIURPVHYHUH
ϭ
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VOHHSDSQHD,QKLVHDUO\OLIHKHZRXOGVRPHWLPHVWXUQEOXHZKLOHVOHHSLQJIURP
ODFNRIR[\JHQ7RKHOSDGGUHVVKLVVOHHSDSQHDKHXVXDOO\WDNHVR[\JHQZKHQKH
VOHHSV%XWZKHQKHLVFRQJHVWHGP\KXVEDQGDQG,IDFHWZREDGRSWLRQV,IZH
NHHSKLPRQR[\JHQLWFDXVHVRXU\RXQJHUVRQDJUHDWGHDORIGLVFRPIRUWWRKDYH
WKHR[\JHQEORZLQJRQKLVLUULWDWHGFRQJHVWHGWKURDW²DQGDVDUHVXOWKHJHWV
H[WUHPHO\IXVV\DQGFDQQRWVOHHSDQGHLWKHUP\KXVEDQGRU,DPDZDNHDOOQLJKW
,IZHWDNHWKHR[\JHQRIIKLVDSQHDZRUVHQVOHDGLQJKLPWRH[SHULHQFHORQJ
SDXVHVLQKLVEUHDWKLQJWKDWFDXVHKLVR[\JHQVDWXUDWLRQOHYHOVWRGURS²ZKLFK
DIIHFWVKLVDELOLW\WRFRQFHQWUDWHDQGKLVVOHHSLQHVVGXULQJWKHGD\0RUHRYHU,DP
DZDUHIURPVFLHQWLILFOLWHUDWXUHWKDWRYHUWKHORQJWHUPWKHVHLPSDFWVDUHOLQNHGWR
SXOPRQDU\K\SHUWHQVLRQV\PSWRPVRI$WWHQWLRQ'HILFLW'LVRUGHUDQG$WWHQWLRQ
'HILFLW+\SHUDFWLYLW\'LVRUGHUDQGDOLPLWHGDELOLW\WRFRQFHQWUDWHIRFXVDQGEH
DOHUWGXULQJWKHGD\
 0\\RXQJHUVRQDOVRLVSURQHWRVHULRXVUHVSLUDWRU\LQIHFWLRQVH[SHULHQFLQJ
WKHPWKUHHWRILYHWLPHVSHU\HDU:KHQKHZDV\RXQJHUWKHVHUHVSLUDWRU\
LQIHFWLRQVZRXOGW\SLFDOO\UHVXOWLQDVWD\LQWKHKRVSLWDO2YHUWKH\HDUVZHKDYH
OHDUQHGKRZWRPDQDJHKLVWUHDWPHQWEHWWHUVXFKWKDWQRZZKHQKHJHWVD
UHVSLUDWRU\LQIHFWLRQZHW\SLFDOO\NHHSKLPDWKRPH:HHVVHQWLDOO\UHSOLFDWH
KRVSLWDOFDUHLQRXURZQKRPHPDLQWDLQLQJDKRVSLWDOOLNHVHWWLQJZLWKPHGLFDO
SUHVFULSWLRQVDQGLQWHQVLYHFDUH7KLVWUHDWPHQWFRPHVDWJUHDWGLVUXSWLRQWRRXU
Ϯ
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OLYHV(LWKHUP\KXVEDQGRU,ZLOOVWD\XSDOOQLJKWZLWKP\VRQPDQDJLQJKLVFDUH
ZKLFKFDQEHDJUHDWGLVWXUEDQFHDVZHERWKZRUN
 %HFDXVHWKHVHUHVSLUDWRU\LQIHFWLRQVDUHSRWHQWLDOO\OLIHWKUHDWHQLQJDQGDW
PLQLPXPYHU\GLVUXSWLYHWRRXUIDPLO\¶VGD\WRGD\OLIHP\IDPLO\DQG,ZRUN
YHU\KDUGWRUHGXFHP\\RXQJHUVRQ¶VH[SRVXUHWRIDFWRUVWKDWLQFUHDVHKLV
OLNHOLKRRGRIUHVSLUDWRU\LQIHFWLRQV
 ,KDYHEHHQWROGE\P\VRQ¶VGRFWRUWKDWH[SRVXUHWRDLUSROOXWLRQLVRQH
IDFWRUWKDWZLOOH[DFHUEDWHKLVXQGHUO\LQJKHDOWKFRQGLWLRQV,QSDUWLFXODU,DP
FRQFHUQHGWKDWDLUSROOXWLRQH[SRVXUHFDQLQFUHDVHP\\RXQJHUVRQ¶VOLNHOLKRRGRI
GHYHORSLQJDUHVSLUDWRU\LQIHFWLRQ
2QGD\VZKHQDLUTXDOLW\LVSRRUP\IDPLO\DQG,FKDQJHRXUOLIHVW\OHWR
UHGXFHP\\RXQJHUVRQ¶VH[SRVXUHWRDLUSROOXWLRQ,FDQDVFHUWDLQZKHQWKHDLU
TXDOLW\LVSRRUEHFDXVH,FDQIHHOP\RZQDELOLW\WRWDNHLQDGHHSEUHDWKLQKLELWHG
E\KLJKHUWKDQQRUPDOSROOXWLRQOHYHOV,DOVRFRQILUPP\RZQVHQVHE\FKHFNLQJ
SXEOLFO\DYDLODEOHDLUTXDOLW\LQIRUPDWLRQ
%HFDXVHDLUSROOXWLRQFDXVHVP\VRQWRKDYHKDUPIXOHSLVRGHVRIFRQJHVWLRQ
DQGLQFUHDVHVKLVULVNRIDUHVSLUDWRU\LQIHFWLRQP\IDPLO\DQG,WDNHH[WHQVLYH
PHDVXUHVWRPLQLPL]HDQGSURWHFWKLPIURPH[SRVXUHWRDLUSROOXWLRQ7KHVHHIIRUWV
DIIHFWRXUZKROHIDPLO\:KHQDLUTXDOLW\LVSRRUZHNHHSP\\RXQJHUVRQLQVLGH
DVPXFKDVSRVVLEOHZLWKWKHZLQGRZVDQGGRRUVVKXW:HDYRLGJRLQJRXWVLGHWR
ϯ
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WKHSDUNRUWRWKHEHDFKWRQDPHDIHZRIWKHDFWLYLWLHVZHKDYHWRIRUHJR0\
ROGHUVHYHQ\HDUROGVRQLQSDUWLFXODURIWHQZDQWVWRHQJDJHLQWKHVHDFWLYLWLHV
(LWKHUKHPXVWDEVWDLQRUP\KXVEDQGDQG,DUHIRUFHGWRVSOLWXS)RUH[DPSOHLI
P\ROGHUVRQKDVDVSRUWVJDPHRQHRIXVZLOODFFRPSDQ\KLPDQGRQHRIXVZLOO
VWD\DWKRPHZLWKP\\RXQJHUVRQ$VDUHVXOWZKHQDLUTXDOLW\LVSRRUZHDUHOHVV
DEOHWRVSHQGWLPHSDUWDNLQJLQWKHDFWLYLWLHVZHZRXOGRWKHUZLVHHQMR\DQGOHVV
DEOHWRVSHQGWLPHWRJHWKHUDVDIDPLO\0DQ\SHRSOHPD\EHOHVVDZDUHRIWKHGD\
WRGD\DLUTXDOLW\FRQGLWLRQVZKHUHWKH\OLYHEXWDLUTXDOLW\DQGDLUSROOXWLRQKDYH
DQLPPHGLDWHLPSDFWRQP\IDPLO\¶VGDLO\DFWLYLWLHV
0\KXVEDQGDQG,RZQDZHHNHQGKRPHPRUHWKDQWZRKRXUVHDVWRI6HDWWOH
%HFDXVHWKHDUHDKDVEHWWHUDLUTXDOLW\DVFRPSDUHGWRZKHUHZHOLYHLQ6HDWWOH
XQOHVVLW¶VIRUHVWILUHVHDVRQ ZHNQRZWKHDLULVVDIHUIRURXU\RXQJHUVRQWR
EUHDWKH:H¶UHDEOHWRUHOD[DQGVSHQGPRUHWLPHRXWGRRUVGRLQJDFWLYLWLHVDVD
IDPLO\ZLWKRXWFRQVWDQWO\KDYLQJWRZRUU\DERXWNHHSLQJP\\RXQJHUVRQ
SURWHFWHGIURPDLUSROOXWLRQ
8QIRUWXQDWHO\ZHFDQQRWSURWHFWRXUVRQIURPDOODLUSROOXWLRQH[SRVXUH,Q
SDUWLFXODUZHOLYHLQ6HDWWOHZKHUHZHIDFHVRPHRIWKHZRUVWWUDIILFFRQGLWLRQVLQ
WKHFRXQWU\:HOLYHOHVVWKDQWZRPLOHV NLORPHWHUV IURPWKH,KLJKZD\D
URDGZD\ZLWKVLJQLILFDQWIUHLJKWWUXFNWUDIILF,GULYHRQRUQHDUWKLVKLJKZD\
QHDUO\HYHU\GD\HLWKHUWRWDNHP\FKLOGUHQWRVFKRROJRWRZRUNRUJRDERXWP\
ϰ
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GDLO\DFWLYLWLHV6SHFLILFDOO\,WUDYHOZLWKP\FKLOGUHQRQ,VHYHUDOWLPHVSHU
ZHHNWRJHWJURFHULHVRURWKHUHVVHQWLDOVDWWKHORFDO7DUJHWRURWKHUVWRUHVDW
1RUWKJDWH0DOODERXWILIWHHQPLQXWHVDZD\IURPP\KRPH$WOHDVWRQFHDZHHN,
WUDYHOZLWKP\FKLOGUHQRQ,IRUDERXWPLQXWHVHDFKZD\WRYLVLWP\SDUHQWVLQ
7DFRPD
$ERXWWZRZHHNHQGVHDFKPRQWKP\IDPLO\DQG,GULYHWZRDQGDKDOIWR
WKUHHKRXUVWRRXUFDELQLQHDVWHUQ:DVKLQJWRQ2XUURXWHWDNHVXVRQ,DVZHOODV
86+LJKZD\DWZRODQHKLJKZD\WKDWLVKHDYLO\WUDIILFNHGE\KHDY\GXW\
ORJJLQJWUXFNV
0\KXVEDQGDQG,WU\RXUEHVWWRPLQLPL]HRXU\RXQJHUVRQ¶VH[SRVXUHWR
SROOXWLRQRQWKHKLJKZD\IRUH[DPSOHE\DYRLGLQJGULYLQJGXULQJKLJKWUDIILF
SHULRGV,QSDUWLFXODUEHFDXVH+LJKZD\LVDWZRODQHORJJLQJKLJKZD\ZHWU\
RXUEHVWWRDYRLGWUDYHOLQJRQLWGXULQJSHDNWUDIILFWRSUHYHQWRXUVHOYHVIURPEHLQJ
WUDSSHGEHKLQGDKHDY\GXW\WUXFNDQGH[SRVHGWRDLUSROOXWLRQ%XWZHDUHQRWDEOH
WRDYRLGDOOH[SRVXUHERWKEHFDXVHWUDIILFLVXQSUHGLFWDEOHDQGEHFDXVHZHFDQ¶W
DYRLGDOOWUDYHOGXULQJKLJKWUDIILFSHULRGVZKLFKDUHIDLUO\FRPPRQ
:KHQZHDUHRQWKHURDGZHFDQJHWVWXFNLQWUDIILFHLWKHUQH[WWRRUEHKLQG
DIUHLJKWWUXFN6RPHWLPHVP\\RXQJHUVRQZLOOEHLQWKHFDUDVZHDUHLQFORVH
SUR[LPLW\WRRUWUDSSHGEHKLQGDKHDY\GXW\WUXFNZLWKSDUWLFXODUO\KLJKGLHVHO
H[KDXVWHPLVVLRQV,FDQVPHOOWKLVH[KDXVWDVLWSHUPHDWHVRXUFDU$WWLPHVOLNH
ϱ
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WKHVH,DPWHUULILHGIRUKLVKHDOWK,WDNHLPPHGLDWHVWHSVWRJHWRXWRIWKHWUDIILFDV
TXLFNO\DVSRVVLEOHPRYHDZD\IURPWKHWUXFNJHWRIIWKHURDGDQGJHWIUHVKDLU
LQWRWKHFDU
0\\RXQJHUVRQFXUUHQWO\DWWHQGVSUHVFKRROIRXUGD\VDZHHNDW*UHHQ
/DNH(OHPHQWDU\6FKRRO$WVFKRROKHVSHQGVWLPHRXWGRRUVDQGLQWHUDFWLQJZLWK
WKHHQYLURQPHQWZKHQHYHUWKHZHDWKHUDOORZVDVDQLPSRUWDQWSDUWRIKLV
HGXFDWLRQDOH[SHULHQFH6WDUWLQJQH[W\HDUKHZLOODWWHQGVFKRROWKHUHILYHGD\VD
ZHHN8QIRUWXQDWHO\ZHDUHQRWDEOHWRFRQWUROWKHLQGRRURURXWGRRUDLUTXDOLW\KH
LVH[SRVHGWRZKLOHDWVFKRROZKLFKLVSDUWLFXODUO\FRQFHUQLQJEHFDXVH*UHHQ/DNH
LVOHVVWKDQIHHW PHWHUV IURP,
,XQGHUVWDQGWKDWWKH86(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\UHFHQWO\PDGHD
GHFLVLRQVWDWLQJWKDWLWZLOOQRWHQIRUFHDJDLQVWDQ\PDQXIDFWXUHURUVXSSOLHUWKH
FXUUHQWUHJXODWLRQVHVWDEOLVKLQJDSHU\HDUSURGXFWLRQOLPLWIRUSROOXWLRQ
VWDQGDUGH[HPSW³JOLGHU´WUXFNV,IXUWKHUXQGHUVWDQGWKDWWKLVGHFLVLRQDSSOLHVWR
DOOSURGXFWLRQRIJOLGHUYHKLFOHVWKURXJK,DPDZDUHWKDWXQFRQWUROOHGJOLGHU
WUXFNVHPLWPDQ\WLPHVPRUHVRRWDQGVPRJFDXVLQJSROOXWLRQDVFRPSDUHGWR
IUHLJKWWUXFNVZLWKPRGHUQSROOXWLRQFRQWUROVDQGWKLVDFWLRQZLOODOORZWKHVDOHRI
DPXFKKLJKHUQXPEHURIWKHVHKLJKO\SROOXWLQJYHKLFOHV
,DPGHHSO\FRQFHUQHGWKDW(3$¶VDFWLRQZLOOZRUVHQWKHOHYHOVRISROOXWLRQ
WKDWP\IDPLO\DQG,IDFHLQFUHDVHWKHIUHTXHQF\RISRRUDLUTXDOLW\GD\VZKHQZH
ϲ
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QHHGWRUHVWULFWRXUIDPLO\DFWLYLWLHVDQGFUHDWHDJUHDWHUULVNWKDWP\\RXQJHUVRQ
ZLOOVXIIHUIURPKDUPIXODQGSRWHQWLDOO\OLIHWKUHDWHQLQJUHVSLUDWRU\FRQGLWLRQV
0RUHJOLGHUYHKLFOHVRQWKHURDGZLOOLQFUHDVHDLUSROOXWLRQLQFUHDVLQJWKH
QXPEHURIGD\VWKDWP\IDPLO\QHHGWRUHVWULFWRXUDFWLYLWLHVWRSURWHFWP\\RXQJHU
VRQIURPDLUSROOXWLRQH[SRVXUHLQFUHDVLQJWKHIUHTXHQF\RIKLVFRQJHVWLRQ
HSLVRGHVDQGLQFUHDVLQJWKHULVNWKDWKHZLOOVXIIHUDVHULRXVUHVSLUDWRU\LQIHFWLRQ
0RUHJOLGHUYHKLFOHVRQWKHURDGZLOOLQFUHDVHWKHOLNHOLKRRGRISRRUDLU
TXDOLW\QHDUP\VRQ¶VVFKRROZKHUHZHDUHOHVVDEOHWRFRQWUROKLVHQYLURQPHQW
DQGSURWHFWKLPIURPDLUSROOXWLRQ7KLVZLOOLQFUHDVHWKHOLNHOLKRRGWKDWKHVXIIHUV
IURPFRQJHVWLRQRUDVHULRXVUHVSLUDWRU\LQIHFWLRQ
0RUHJOLGHUYHKLFOHVRQWKHURDGZLOOLQFUHDVHWKHOLNHOLKRRGWKDWP\IDPLO\
ZLOOJHWWUDSSHGQHDUDKLJKSROOXWLQJIUHLJKWWUXFNLQWUDIILFLQVLWXDWLRQVZKHUHP\
\RXQJHUVRQPD\EHH[SRVHGWRYHU\KLJKOHYHOVRIDLUSROOXWLRQLQFUHDVLQJWKH
OLNHOLKRRGWKDWKHVXIIHUVIURPFRQJHVWLRQRUDVHULRXVUHVSLUDWRU\LQIHFWLRQ
(3$¶VDFWLRQPHDQVWKHUHZLOOEHPRUHKHDY\GXW\³JOLGHU´YHKLFOHVRQWKH
URDGWKDWGRQRWPHHWPRGHUQSROOXWLRQVWDQGDUGV7KHVHKLJKO\SROOXWLQJWUXFNV
ZLOOUHOHDVHPRUHSROOXWLRQLQWRWKHDLUWKDWP\IDPLO\EUHDWKHV$VDGLUHFWUHVXOW
P\IDPLO\DQG,ZLOOKDYHWRWDNHHYHQPRUHVWHSVWRSURWHFWP\\RXQJHUVRQIURP
DLUSROOXWLRQDQGKLVIUDJLOHKHDOWKZLOOEHSXWDWULVN,DPWKXVGHHSO\FRQFHUQHG
DERXW(3$¶VDFWLRQDQGWKHKDUPLWZLOOFDXVHPHDQGP\IDPLO\
ϳ
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XII.
Declarations
11. Dr. Ananya Roy, health scientist and epidemiologist at Environmental Defense
Fund
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DECLARATION OF DR. ANANYA ROY
I, Dr. Ananya Roy, declare:
1.

I am a Health Scientist and a trained epidemiologist at Environmental

Defense Fund ("EDF"), a non-profit organization focused on protecting human
health and the environment from airborne contaminants by using sound science. I
received a doctorate in Environmental Health from Harvard University, after which
I have served as a Research Associate at the Environmental and Occupational
Health Sciences Institute at University of Medicine and Dentistry in New Jersey
(now merged with Rutgers University) and then as a researcher at the Yale School
of Public Health. I also have a Master of Science degree in pharmacology from the
All India Institute of Medical Sciences (AIIMS) in New Delhi, India.
2.

As a Health Scientist for EDF based in Washington, DC, I carry out

research and provide scientific evidence to inform policies to protect children,
disadvantaged communities, and other vulnerable populations from pollutant
exposures that are harmful to their health and wellbeing. I currently lead research
on the health effects of ambient air pollution within neighborhoods.
3.

I have over nine years of experience studying the effects of air

pollution on children's lung development and cardiovascular disease among adults.
Most recently my work has focused on traffic-related air pollution and heart
1
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disease and mortality in low income, environmental justice populations living in
proximity to high volumes of truck traffic. I have co-authored several peerreviewed articles evaluating the human health impacts associated with air pollution
including, but not limited to "Ambient Particulate Matter and Lung Function
1
Growth in Children Living in Four Chinese Cities" published in 2012, "The

Cardiopulmonary Effects ofAmbient Air Pollution and Mechanistic Pathways "
published in 20 14,2 and "High-Resolution Mapping of Traffic Related Air Pollution

with Google Street View Cars and Incidence ofCardiovascular Events within
3
Neighborhoods in Oakland, CA" published in 2018 . I have lectured on various

environmental and human health topics at the Ernest Mario School of Pharmacy at
Rutgers University (2010-2011 ), and Yale University (2010). I was also a member
of the teaching faculty at the Sri Ramachandra University in India (2011).

Emission Requirements for Glider V,ehicles, Glider Engines, and Glider Kits

4.

Diesel engine exhaust is one of the most dangerous and pervasive

forms of air pollution. Diesel exhaust is composed of a complex mixture of

1 Roy A, Hi W, Wei F, Korn L, Chapman RS, Zhang J. Ambient particulate matter and lung function growth in
children living in four Chinese cities. Epidemiology, 2012; 23(3):464-472.
2 Roy A, Gong J, Zhang J, K.ipen HM, Rich DQ, Zhu T, Huang W, Hu M, Wang G, Wang Y, Ping Zhu, Lu S,
Ohman-Strickland P, Diehl SR, Thomas D, Eckel SP. The cardiopulmonary effects of ambient air pollution and
mechanistic pathways: A comparative hierarchical pathway analysis. PLOS One 2014 Dec 12;9(12):el 14913.
3
Alexeeff, S.E., Roy, A., Shan, J., Liu, X., Messier, K., Apte, J.S., Ponier, C., Sidney, S. and Van Den Eeden, S.K.,
20 18. High-resolution mapping of traffic related air pollution with Google street view cars and incidence of
cardiovascular events within neighborhood s in Oakland, CA. Environmental Health, 17(1), p.38.

2
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gaseous and solid materials emitting harmful concentrations of oxides of nitrogen
(NOx), fine particles (PM2.s), hydrocarbons (HC), carbon monoxide (CO), and
sulfur dioxide (S02).

5.

A long-standing body of scientific research demonstrates that

4
exposure to diesel exhaust harms human health. Epidemiological and

toxicological studies over the past several decades report associations between
short-term and long-term diesel exhaust exposures and a range of chronic and
acute adverse health impacts. 5

6.

I understand that glider vehicles are heavy-duty freight trucks that

typically use older engines that lack modern pollution controls.

7.

l am aware that EPA' s Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel

Efficiency Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engi,nes and Vehicles- Phase
2, 81 Fed. Reg. 73478 (Oct. 25, 2016), required that glider vehicles comply with
emissions standards for new heavy-duty trucks, with flexibilities for small
businesses. I understand that EPA's recent non-enforcement action allows
manufacturers and suppliers to exceed limits under current regulations that cap
production at 300 uncontrolled gliders per year. I further understand that this EPA

Health Effects Institute, Special Report 19, Diesel Emissions and Lung Cancer: An Evaluation of Recent
Epidemiologi cal Evidence for Quantitative Risk Assessment, at 1 (Nov. 201 5), available at
h!!n.~;//www.hcal n "ects.org -.stem/filt<.:iSR 19-01esel-l•p1Ctemio nJll 2.Q.1..il.Pcl [hereinafter HEl Special Report
19).
s HEI Special Report 19, at 1.
4

3
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action immediately increases allowable production of non-compliant glider
vehicles through 2019, imminently harming human health and the environment.

Numerous Studies Have Found that Proximity to Roadways is Associated with
Increased Exposure to Diesel Exhaust Pollutants

8.

Persons located in vehicles traveling in traffic are generally exposed

to higher concentrations of vehicle-related pollutants. 6 Tests measuring pollutant
concentrations inside or immediately outside vehicles traveling on roadways
indicate that in-vehicle concentrations are higher than ambient concentrations for
most pollutants.7 Studies also show that individuals receive up to 50% of their
daily exposure to traffic-related pollutants while traveling in or near vehicles.8
Average in-vehjcle concentrations of PM2.s have been shown to be 2.5 times
higher than concentrations measured at regional sites.9 Significantly, studies show
that exhaust from diesel-powered vehicles "could double short-term PM
concentrations inside a closely trailing vehicle." 10

6

Health Effects Institute, Special Report 17, Traffic Related Air Pollution: A Critical Review of the Literature on
Emissions, Exposure, and Health Effects, at 3-7 (Jan. 2010), available at
hups://www.healtheffects.org svs1em/files/SRI 7Traffic%20Revie'h:'..J.!M [hereinafter, HEI Special Report 17].
7 HEI Special Report 17, at 3-6.
8 HEI Special Report l 7, 3-1 0
9 REI Special Report I 7, at 3-7.
10
HEI, Sp ecial Report 17, at 3-8.

4
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People located within close proximity to roadways are also exposed to

higher concentrations of vehicle-related pollutants. 11 Experts assessed studies
measuring near roadside exposure to diesel exhaust pollutants including PM2.s,
NOx, and CO as well as other traffic-related pollutants, 12 and determined that
individuals within 300 to 500 meters from a highway or major roadway are at
increased risk of exposure, with greatest risk of exposure experienced within 200
meters. 13 One study showed an average elevated PM2.s level of 15.4 (µg/m 3) near
roadside compared to 12.0 (µg/m3 ) at background levels. 14 Significantly, EPA
concluded that pollutant concentrations "emitted from cars, trucks, and other motor
vehicles" are generally higher closer to the roadway, with the highest levels found
within the first 150 meters of a roadway and reaching background levels within
600 meters. 15

IO.

Concentrations of diesel exhaust pollutants decline at different rates

with increased distance from a major roadway. Various factors influence the

11 HEI Special Report 17, at 3-6. ("Roadway concentrations [are] higb compared with ambient concentrations" and
are highly variable.).
12 See International Agency for Research on Cancer, IARC: Diesel Engine Exhaust Carcinogenic, at 124, Figure
1.21 (Jun. 12, 2012), available at hup://monographs,jarc,fr/ENG{Monographs/vol 105/mono I05.pdf [hereinafter
IRAC Monograph] (Other measured pollutants included benzene, metals, elemental carbon, ultrafine particles,
PM10, and VOCs.).
13 HEI Special Report 17, at xv.
14 !RAC Monograph, at 126 (referencing Phuleria HC, Sheesley RJ, Schauer JJ et al. (2007). Roadside
measurements of size-segregated particulate organic compounds near gasoline and diesel-dominated free-ways in
Los Angeles, CA. Atmos Environ, 41: 4653-4671 ).
15 Environmental Protection Agency, Best Practices for Reducing Near-Road Pollution Exposure at Schools, at 2
(2015), available at bltps://www.epa.gov/sites/productton/files/201510/documents/ochp 20 I 5 near road pollution booklet v 1-6.2Q~ (citing Karner, et al, Near-Roadway Air
Quality: Synthesizing the Findings from Real-World Data. 44 Environmental Science & 5334--5344 (2010)).

5
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gradual decline of pollutant concentrations with increased distance from a major
roadway, including the type of"pollutant, time of day, and surrounding terrain." 16
11.

Significantly, PM2.s and most other pollutants show either a moderate

decline or no decline until 300 meters from a major roadway.17 In one study,
PM2.s, VOCs, and fine particle concentrations remained elevated at approximately
the same level within 500 meters.18 NOx levels likewise remain elevated within
500 meters and decline gradually at greater distances from a roadway. 19
12.

It is estimated that about 19% of the U.S. population lives within 500

meters of high volume roads20 and the CDC estimates that 11 million people live
within 500 feet (152.4 meters) of a highway.21 Significantly, 4.4 million children
study in the nearly 8,000 U.S. public schools located "within 500 feet [152.4
meters] of highways, truck routes and other roads with significant traffic." 22

Diesel Exhaust Emits PM2.s that Harms Human Health

16

Environmental Protection Agency, Best Practices for Reducing Near-Road Pollution Exposure at Schools, at 2
(2015), available at https:l/www.epa.gov/sites/productjon/files/2015~uments/ocbP 2015 near road Rrul!.!tion booklet vl6 508.pdf (citing Karner, et al, Near-Roadway Air
Quality: Synthesizing the Findings from Real-World Data. 44 Environmental Science & 5334-5344 (2010)).
17 IRAC Monograh, at 125.
18
IRAC Monograph at 124, Figure 1.21 (referencing Kamer, et al, Near-Roadway Air Quality: Synthesizing the
Findings from Real-World Data. 44 Environmental Science & 5334-5344 (2010)).
19 IRAC Monograph at 124, Figure 1.21.
20
Rowangould, G.M., 2013. A census of the US near-roadway population: Public health and environmental justice
considerations. Transportation Research Part D: Transpo•r t and Environment, 25, pp.59-67, https://ac.elscdn.com/S 1361920913001107/ 1-s2.0-S 1361920913001107-main.pdf?_ tid=e2383e68-59c3-4a18-bb89300e0bd403ca&acdnat= 1531406005 dd8297c23923c47adafde4d290alab82
21 Woghiren-Akinnifesi, E.L., 2013. Residential proximity to major highways-United States, 2010. CDC Health
Disparities and Inequalities Report- United States, 2013, 62(3), p.46.
22 Jaime Smith Hopkins. The invisible hazard afflicting thousands of schools. February 17, 2017. Center for Public
Integrity. http;../1wvvw publicintegnt\.org '2017/02/l 7 /20716/invisibl~-hazard-affiiclinl!-thousands-schooL~
(Ac.c essed 07/1 1/2018)

6
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Diesel exhaust is a major source of PM2.s, which aggravates respiratory illness,
cardiac conditions, and can lead to premature mortality. EPA has concluded that a
causal relationship exists between long-term and short-term ambient PM2.s
exposures and premature mortality.23 Long-term PM2.s exposure is linked to
cardiovascular effects including heart attacks, stroke, and congestive heart
failure. 24 Long-term exposure to PM2.s is also associated with increased rates of
developmental and reproductive effects, lung cancer, and increased mortality.25
Short-term and long-term exposure to PM2.s is also associated with adverse
respiratory effects including increased respiratory symptoms, asthma development,
and respiratory infections.26 The strongest evidence that has been observed in
short-tenn PM2.s exposure studies is "increased respiratory-related emergency
department visits and hospital admissions for chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease (COPD) and respiratory infections."27

23Environmental Protection Agency, Control of Air Pollution from Motor Vehicles: Tier 3 Motor Vehicle Emission
and Fuel Standards Final Rule; Regulatory Impact Analysis, at 6-2 (Aug. 2014), available at
hups://nepjs.cpa.gov/Exe/ZvPDF,cgj/P IDOISWM,PDF?Docke~=P I0OISWM.PDF [hereinafter, EPA 2014 RIA].
24 EPA2014 RIA, at6-2.
25 EPA 2014 RIA, at 6-2.
26
EPA 2014 RIA, at 6-2.
2 7 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter, 78 Fed.
Reg. 3104 (Jan. 15, 2013).

7
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Diesel Exhaust Emits High Levels of NOx, a Major Precursor for Health
Harming Ozone and Linked to Early Onset Childhood Asthma
13.

Diesel exhaust also emits high levels of NOx, a major precursor for

ozone,28 which is a contributor to respiratory illness, cardiovascular disease, and
premature death. In 2015, EPA affirmed that short-term exposure to ozone has a
causal association with decreased lung function, pulmonary inflammation,
exacerbated asthma, respiratory-related hospital admissions, and mortality. 29 Shortterm exposure may also cause cardiac effects including decreased cardiac function,
and increased incidence of cardiovascular disease.30 Additionally, long-term ozone
exposure is likely to cause new-onset asthma, cardiovascular impacts, reproductive
and developmental effects, central nervous system effects, and mortality. 31
14.

Exposure to nitrogen dioxide (N02), a form ofNOx, may also cause

respiratory symptoms among adults and children.32 Close proximity to roadways
with elevated concentrations ofNOx and N02 contributes to the onset of childhood
asthma,33 and may exacerbate asthma symptoms in adults.34 A 2004 study found
increased exposure to NOx and NO was positively associated with prevalence of

28 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Emission Sources, Jun. 2, 20 I 7, !mps://wv. w.epa.govlair-

emissjonsjnventories/au:-emjssions-sources.
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Ozone, 80 Fed. Reg. 65303 (Oct. 26, 2015); see also EPA 2014
RIA, at 6-4.
30 EPA 2014 RIA, at 6-5.
31 EPA 2014 RIA, at 6-5.
32 EPA 2014 RIA, at 6-6.
33 HEI Special Report 17, at 4-25.
34 HEI Special Report I 7, at 4-41 .
29 See

8
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doctor-dia gnosed asthma. 35 Another study in 2008 demonstra ted a positive
36
correlation between N02 and new-onset asthma among children aged 10-18.

Studies spanning decades also demonstrate a causal relationsh ip between close
proximity to elevated concentrations ofN02 and other respiratory effects among
children including bronchitis, dry cough, morning cough, breathing difficulty, and
conjunctivitis.37
15.

Furthermo re NOx emissions from the transportation sector, including

heavy duty diesel trucks, also contribute to secondary PM2.5 formation

38

•

Children are Particularly Vulnerable to the Health Hazards Associated with
Diesel Exhaust

16.

Children within close proximity to high-traff ic roadways have an

39
increased risk of early on-set asthma and are at greater risk of experienci ng
40
decreased lung function and lung development. They are also at increased risk for

experienc ing ozone-rela ted health effects, as children absorb higher doses of

HEI Special Report 17, at 4-25; (referencing Kim JJ, Smorodinsky S, Lipsett M, Singer BC, Hodgson AT,
Ostro B. 2004. Traffic-related air pollution near busy roads: The East Bay Children's Respiratory Health Study. Am J

35

Respir Crit Care Med J 70:520-526.).

HEI Special Report 17, at 4-22; (referencing Jerrett M, Shankardass K. Berhane K. Gaudennan WJ, Kiinzli N,
Avol E, Gilliland F, Lurmann F, Molitor JN, Molitor IT, Thomas DC, Peters J, McConnell R. 2008. Traffic-related
air pollution and asthma onset in children: A prospective cohort study with individual exposure measurement.
Environ Health Perspect 116: 1433---1438.).
37 HEI Special Report 17, at 4-3 1, Figure 4.8b.
38 Environmenta l Protection Agency. Integrated Science Assessment for Particulate Matter. December 2009
36

EPA/600/R-08/139F.
39 HEI Special Report 17, at xii.
• 0 HEI 20 l 7 Report, at 4-49.

9
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ambient ozone and "have a higher asthma prevalence" compared to adults. 41 Both
short-term and long-term N02 exposure studies demonstrate that children are at
greater risk of experiencing N02-related respiratory impacts.42 Significantly,
studies have shown that adolescents and young adults with long-term exposure to
traffic-related pollution are more likely to experience a decrease in lung function.43
Studies also demonstrate a positive correlation between elevated concentrations of
N02, ozone, and PM2.5 and increased incidence of decreased lung function among
children.44 Long-term exposure to PM2.s is also associated with "increased
respiratory symptoms, and asthma development."45
Glider Vehicles Emit Diesel Particulate Matter, a Known Human
Carcinogen

17.

The scientific community has recognized diesel particulate matter as a

known human carcinogen. The National Institute for Occupational Safety and
Health, International Agency for Research on Cancer, Health Effects Institute, U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services National Toxicology Program, U.S.

41

EPA 2014 RIA, at 6-5.
RIA, at 6-7.
43 HEI 2017 Report, at 4-49.
44 Gilliland F, Avol E, Berhane K, Gaudennan W, Lurmann F. Urman R, Chang R, Rappaport E, Howland S. The
Effects of Policy-Driven Air Quality Improvements on Children's Respiratory Health, Health Effects Institute,
Research Report 190, at 32 (2017), available at hllps://www.healtheffects.org/system/files/GillilandRR.l.2_Q_..Qdf; see
also Gaudennan WJ, Avol E, Gilliland F, et al. The effect of air pollution on lung development from IO to 18 years
ofage. N Engl J Med 2004;35 l :1057-1067, available at https://www.nejm.orl!J'doi/10.J0561NI,;JMoa040610.
45 EPA 2014 RIA, at 6-2.
42 EPA 2014

10
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Environmental Protection Agency, and the California Air Resources Board have all
determined that diesel exhaust is a known or likely human carcinogen.46
18.

Studies of long-term exposure to diesel particulate matter also provide

evidence supportive of diesel particulate matter's carcinogenic effects.
Occupational studies among individuals with routine exposure to diesel exhaust
link diesel exhaust exposure to urinary bladder cancer, and show an increased
incidence of urinary bladder cancer among bus drivers. 47 These occupational
studies also show a positive association between diesel exhaust exposure and
increased risk of lung cancer,48 with one study indicating an increased risk for lung
cancer of 20-40% among U.S. transport industry workers.49 Data also indicates that
diesel exhaust induces lung cancer through genotoxic mechanisms including, but
not limited to DNA damage, gene and chromosomal mutation, and inflammatory
responses.50
19.

Many of the individual components of diesel exhaust have also been

linked to cancer: for example, diesel constituents benzene and 1,3- butadiene are
well-characterized human carcinogens, associated with increased risk ofleukemia

46 U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency. 2002. Health Assessment Document for Diesel Engine Exhaust. May
2002. National Center for Environmental Assessment - Office of Research and Development. Washington, DC.
EPA/600/8-90/057F (citing sources).
47 IRAC Report, at 456.
48 IRAC Report, at 455.
49 IRAC Report, at 454.
50 IR.AC Report, at 464.
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and Jymphoma.51 Several chemicals present in diesel exhaust are also known or
suspected to increase breast cancer risk, particularly polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs).52

Conclusion
20.

EPA's decision not to enforce pollution requirements for glider

vehicles and kits wilJ greatly increase the amount of diesel exhaust, releasing high
concentrations ofNOx and PM2.s emissions on and near major roadways.
Individuals exposed to these emissions experience greater risk of adverse health
effects including acute and chronic respiratory and cardiac illness, cancer, and
premature mortality.

I declare that the foregoing is true and correct.

A™Y~ •7t=
Dated: July 13, 2018

Melnick RL, Huff JE. 1993. 1,3-Butadiene induces cancer in experimental animals at all concentrations from 6.25
to 8000 parts per million. IARC Sci. Publ. 309-322; National Toxicology Program (NTP). 1993. NTP Toxfoology
and Carcinogenesis Studies of 1,3-Butadiene (CAS No. 106-99-0) in B6C3Fl Mice (Inhalation Studies). 434: 1-3 89;
Snyder R. 2002. Benzene and leukemia. Crit. Rev. Toxicol. 32:155-210; Smith MT, Jones RM, Smith AH. 2007.
Benzene exposure and risk of non-Hodgkin lymphoma. Cancer Epidem. Biomark. Prev. 16:385-391.
52 Brody JG, Moysich KB, Humblet 0, Attfield KR, Beehler GP, Rudel RA. 2007. Environmental pollutants and
breast cancer: epidemiologic studies. Cancer. 109:2667-2771.
51

12

A181

USCA Case #18-1190

Document #1740848

Filed: 07/17/2018

Page 187 of 321

XII.
Declarations
12. Kassia Siegel, Director of Climate Law Institute at Center for Biological
Diversity
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DECLARATION OF KASSIA R. SIEGEL

1
2
3

I, Kassia R. Siegel, declare as follows:

4

1.

5

I am the director of the Center for Biological Diversity’s Climate Law

6

Institute. I have personal knowledge of the facts and statements contained herein

7

and, if called as a witness, could and would competently testify to them.
2.

8

The Center for Biological Diversity (the “Center”) is a non-profit

9

corporation with offices in California and throughout the United States. The Center

10

works to protect wild places and their inhabitants. The Center believes that the

11

health and vigor of human societies and the integrity and wildness of the natural

12

environment are closely linked. Combining conservation biology with litigation,

13

policy advocacy, and strategic vision, the Center is working to secure a future for

14

animals and plants hovering on the brink of extinction, for the wilderness they need

15

to survive, and by extension, for the spiritual welfare of generations to come. In my

16

role as director of the Center’s Climate Law Institute, I oversee all aspects of the

17

Center’s climate and air quality work.
3.

18

The Center works on behalf of its members, who rely upon the

19

organization to advocate for their interests in front of state, local and federal entities,

20

including EPA and the courts. The Center has approximately 63,000 members.
4.

21

The Center has developed several different practice areas and

22

programs, including the Climate Law Institute, an internal institution with the

23

primary mission of curbing global warming and other air pollution, and sharply

24

limiting its damaging effects on endangered species, their habitats, and human

25

health for all of us who depend on clean air, a safe climate, and a healthy web of

26

life.

27
28

5.

Global warming represents the most significant and pervasive threat to

biodiversity worldwide, affecting both terrestrial and marine species from the
Declaration of Kassia R. Siegel
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1

tropics to the poles. Absent major reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, by the

2

middle of this century upwards of 35 percent of the earth’s species could be extinct

3

or committed to extinction as a result of global warming. With even moderate

4

warming scenarios producing sufficient sea level rise to largely inundate otherwise

5

“protected” areas like the Everglades and the Northwest Hawaiian Islands, climate

6

change threatens to render many other biodiversity conservation efforts futile. To

7

prevent extinctions from occurring at levels unprecedented in the last 65 million

8

years, emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases must be reduced

9

deeply and rapidly. Given the lag time in the climate system and the likelihood that

10

positive feedback loops will accelerate global warming, leading scientists have

11

warned that we have only a few decades, at most, to significantly reduce greenhouse

12

gas emissions if we are to avoid catastrophic effects.

13

greenhouse gas reductions are required if we are to save many species which the

14

Center is currently working to protect, including but not limited to the polar bear,

15

Pacific walrus, bearded seal, ringed seal, ribbon seal, Kittlitz’s murrelet, American

16

pika, Emperor penguin, and many species of corals. Leading scientists have also

17

stated that levels of carbon dioxide, the most important greenhouse gas, must be

18

reduced to no more than 350 parts per million (ppm) and likely less than that, “to

19

preserve a planet similar to that on which civilization developed and to which life on

20

Earth is adapted” (J. Hansen et al., Target Atmospheric CO2: Where Should

21

Humanity Aim?, 2 Open Atmospheric Sci. J. 217, 218 (2008)). In May of this year,

22

greenhouse gases exceeded 411 ppm for the first time in recorded history. CO2

23

Levels Break Another Record, Exceeding 411 Parts Per Million, YaleEnvironment

24

360 (June 7, 2018), available at https://e360.yale.edu/digest/co2-levels-break-

25

another-record-exceeding-411-parts-per-million.

26

6.

Deep and immediate

One of the Climate Law Institute’s top priorities is the full and

27

immediate use of the Clean Air Act to rein in greenhouse gases and other pollutants.

28

The Clean Air Act is our strongest and best existing tool for doing so, and we have
Declaration of Kassia R. Siegel
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1

long worked through advocacy and litigation to enforce the Clean Air Act’s

2

mandates to accomplish this goal. For example, the Center was a Plaintiff in

3

Massachusetts vs. EPA, which resulted in the landmark Supreme Court decision

4

finding that greenhouse gases are pollutants under the Clean Air Act, which

5

ultimately led to EPA’s first-ever rulemaking to reduce greenhouse gas emissions

6

from passenger cars and light trucks under section 202. That rulemaking is

7

comprised of the Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse

8

Gases Under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act, 74 Fed. Reg. 66,496 (Dec. 15,

9

2009) (“Endangerment Finding”), and the Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas

10

Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards, 75 Fed. Reg.

11

25,324, 25,397 (May 7, 2010), updated twice since then, the last time by EPA and

12

the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration through 2025. 2017 and Later

13

Model year Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Corporate Average

14

Fuel Economy Standards, Final Rule, 77 Fed. Reg. 62624 (Oct. 15, 2012). EPA

15

affirmed these latest light-duty vehicle standards in the Final Determination on the

16

Appropriateness of the Model Year 2022-2025 Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas

17

Emissions Standards under the Midterm Evaluation (Jan. 2017), available at

18

https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P100QQ91.pdf.

19

submitted comments to each of those successor light duty vehicle rules, as well as to

20

the first medium duty/heavy duty vehicle rule and its proposed successor, the

21

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and Heavy-

22

Duty Engines and Vehicles, Phase 2; Proposed Rule, 80 Fed. Reg. 40138 (July 13,

23

2015). The Center has been an active commenter and participant in other vehicle-

24

related greenhouse gas and fuel efficiency rulemakings. For example, as noted

25

below, the Center commented on a proposed rule proposing the repeal of emission

26

regulations for glider trucks, Repeal of Emission Requirements for Glider Vehicles,

27

Glider Engines, and Glider Kits, 82 Fed. Reg. 53,442, and it is an intervenor in

28

Truck Trailer Manufacturers Association, Inc. v. EPA, No. 16-1430 (D.C. Cir., filed
Declaration of Kassia R. Siegel

A185

The

Page 3

Center

USCA Case #18-1190

Document #1740848

Filed: 07/17/2018

Page 191 of 321

1

Oct. 12, 2017), a case involving emission limits for tractor trailers, and a petitioner

2

in NRDC et al. v. NHTSA, No. 17-2780 (2nd Cir., filed Sept. 7, 2017), in which the

3

Second Circuit reversed NHTSA’s indefinite suspension of inflation adjustments of

4

civil penalties applicable to non-compliance with NHTSA’s corporate average fuel

5

efficiency standards for light duty vehicles.

6

7.

EPA’s rulemaking to reduce greenhouse gases from passenger vehicles

7

preceded significant additional regulatory activity for greenhouse gases under other

8

Clean Air Act programs, including rulemakings that enforce the Clean Air Act’s

9

PSD permitting program and best available control technology (“BACT”)

10

requirements

11

implementation of New Source Performance Standards for various industrial

12

facilities. E.g., Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Title V Greenhouse Gas

13

Tailoring Rule, 75 Fed. Reg. 31,514 (2010). EPA’s rulemakings were upheld in

14

2012 in Coalition for Responsible Regulation v. EPA (D.C. Cir. 2012) 684 F.3d 102,

15

a matter in which the Center submitted an amicus brief.

16

affirmed Coalition for Responsible Regulation in part, upholding EPA’s authority to

17

require BACT for greenhouse gas emissions from facilities that must obtain PSD

18

permits due to their potential to emit non-greenhouse gas pollutants. See Util. Air

19

Reg. Group v. EPA, 573 U.S. __, 134 S. Ct. 2427, 2449 (2014).

20

8.

for

greenhouse

gases

emitted

by

stationary

sources

and

The Supreme Court

We have also worked to obtain an endangerment finding and emission

21

standards for greenhouse gases from aircraft for more than a decade. In 2007, we

22

and others petitioned EPA to issue an endangerment finding and greenhouse gas

23

standards for aircraft under Clean Air Act section 231. When EPA failed to respond,

24

we and others sued EPA for unreasonable delay in 2010, and obtained a court order

25

requiring EPA to undertake an endangerment finding for aircraft in 2011. Center for

26

Biological Diversity v. EPA, 794 F. Supp. 2d 151 (D.D.C. 2011). When EPA failed

27

to act, we notified it of our intent to sue for unreasonable delay in 2014. In 2015,

28

EPA released a proposed endangerment finding and an advance notice of proposed
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1

rulemaking for aircraft greenhouse gases, Proposed Finding That Greenhouse Gas

2

Emissions from Aircraft Cause or Contribute to Air Pollution That May Reasonably

3

Be Anticipated To Endanger Public Health and Welfare and Advance Notice of

4

Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Rule, 80 Fed. Reg. 37758 (July 1, 2015). When

5

EPA failed to finalize the endangerment finding, we filed a second lawsuit in April

6

2016 to compel EPA to act. Center for Biological Diversity v. EPA, No. 1:16-CV-

7

00681. On August 15, 2016, EPA issued the Aircraft Endangerment Finding.

8

9.

We also commented on EPA’s proposed rulemakings to set standards

9

and guidelines for greenhouse gas emissions from new, modified/reconstructed, and

10

existing power plants under Clean Air Act sections 111(b) and 111(d). (Center

11

comments, EPA- EPA-HQ-OAR-2011-0660-10171 [June 22, 2012]; HQ-OAR-

12

2013-0495-10119 [May 9, 2014]; EPA-HQ-OAR-2013-0602-25292 [Dec. 1, 2014].)

13

We sought leave from this Court to intervene on behalf of EPA in the ongoing

14

litigation over both the existing and the new, modified/reconstructed final power

15

plant greenhouse gas rulemakings, and were granted that leave. West Virginia v.

16

EPA, No. 15-1363 (D.C. Cir. filed October 23, 2015); North Dakota v. EPA, No. 15-

17

1381 (D.C. Cir. Oct. 23, 2015). We have since actively participated in that litigation

18

in the D.C. Circuit and the United States Supreme Court, and have commented on

19

EPA’s proposal to rescind power plant greenhouse gas regulations, Proposed Rule:

20

Repeal of Carbon Pollution Emission Guidelines for Existing Stationary Sources:

21

Electric Utility Generating Units¸82 Fed. Reg. 48,035 (Oct. 16, 2017). We have also

22

been involved in many other Clean Air Act administrative proceedings and legal

23

actions seeking to enforce the Act’s provisions for greenhouse gases. For example,

24

the Center and others filed a lawsuit challenging an EPA rule exempting large-scale

25

biomass-burning facilities from carbon dioxide limits under the Clean Air Act. See

26

Center for Biological Diversity v. EPA, 722 F.3d 401 (D.C. Cir 2013). On July 12,

27

2013, this Court overturned EPA’s exemption for “biogenic carbon dioxide,”

28

confirming that Clean Air Act limits on carbon dioxide pollution apply to industrial
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1

facilities that burn biomass, including tree-burning power plants. Id. We have

2

participated in numerous other legal actions, including but not limited to Sierra Club

3

v. EPA, 762 F.3d 971 (9th Cir. 2014) (challenging EPA’s decision to exempt the

4

Avenal power plant from Clean Air Act requirements applicable at the time of

5

permit issuance), and Resisting Environmental Destruction on Indigenous Lands v.

6

EPA, 716 F.3d 1155 (9th Cir. 2013) (challenging errors in air permits that would

7

allow Shell to conduct exploratory drilling in the Arctic ocean). In September, 2010,

8

we petitioned EPA to issue greenhouse gas standards for locomotive engines

9

pursuant to Clean Air Act section 213(a)(5). Petition for Rulemaking Under the

10

Clean Air Act to Reduce Greenhouse Gas and Black Carbon Emissions from

11

Locomotives (Sept. 21, 2010). In December 2009, we petitioned EPA to designate

12

greenhouse gases as criteria air pollutants under Clean Air Act section 108 and to

13

issue National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) sufficient to protect public

14

health and welfare. Petition to Establish National Pollution Limits for Greenhouse

15

Gases Pursuant to the Clean Air Act (Dec. 2, 2009). These examples are illustrative

16

of our advocacy in this area, not exhaustive.

17

10.

In addition to our work on greenhouse pollution, the Center has worked

18

through the Clean Air Act to address other pollutants that adversely impact

19

biodiversity and human health. For example, we filed suit against EPA for failing to

20

review and revise the air quality criteria for oxides of nitrogen and sulfur oxides and

21

the NAAQS for nitrogen dioxide and sulfur dioxide. This case resulted in a court-

22

ordered settlement agreement setting forth deadlines for EPA to update these

23

critically important standards. On February 9, 2010, EPA issued updated primary

24

NAAQS for nitrogen dioxide. Primary National Ambient Air Quality Standards for

25

Nitrogen Dioxide; Final Rule, 75 Fed. Reg. 6474 (February 9, 2010). On June 22,

26

2010, EPA issued updated primary NAAQS for sulfur dioxide. Primary National

27

Ambient Air Quality Standard for Sulfur Dioxide; Final Rule, 75 Fed. Reg. 35520

28

(June 22, 2010). On April 3, 2012, EPA decided not to revise the 40-year-old
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1

secondary NAAQS for sulfur and nitrogen oxides, despite acknowledging ongoing

2

harm to terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems from acid rain and other depositional

3

pollution.

4

Nitrogen and Sulfur, 77 Fed. Reg. 20218 (April 3, 2012). We challenged the latter

5

decision as contrary to the Clean Air Act. See Ctr. for Biological Diversity v. EPA,

6

749 F.3d 1079 (D.C. Cir. 2014). We also filed suit in 2010 against EPA for failing

7

to meet numerous deadlines for limiting dangerous particle pollution, including

8

deadlines for: (a) determining whether areas in five western states are complying

9

with existing air pollution standards, and (b) ensuring that states are implementing

10

legally required plans to meet the standards. Ctr. for Biological Diversity v. Jackson,

11

N.D. Cal. No. CV 10-1846 MMC (filed April 29, 2010). This case resulted in

12

another settlement establishing deadlines for EPA to carry out these important

13

duties.

14

10.

Secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Oxides of

In October 2016, EPA promulgated a final rule entitled Greenhouse Gas

15

Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and

16

Vehicles – Phase 2, 81 Fed. Reg. 73478 (October 25, 2016) (the “2016 Truck Rule”)

17

that tightened emission standards for the nation’s fleet of medium- and heavy-duty

18

engines and vehicles, including so-called glider trucks. Glider trucks use rebuilt

19

engines within newly-built truck bodies, a practice originally employed only in the

20

few instances when trucks suffered catastrophic accidents and owners salvaged their

21

engines, rebuilt them and used them in newly built truck bodies; that practice had

22

recently expanded to thousands of glider truck sales by a small number of

23

manufacturers, greatly increasing the associated unregulated pollution. In the 2016

24

Truck Rule, EPA exempted small glider truck manufacturers from the new pollution

25

limits, but restricted the exemption to 300 trucks per year, per manufacturer,

26

beginning in 2018.

27
28

11.

On November 16, 2017, EPA issued a proposed rule entitled Repeal of

Emission Requirements for Glider Vehicles, Glider Engines, and Glider Kits, 82 Fed.
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1

Reg. 53,442, which proposed a repeal of the 2016 Truck Rule as applicable to glider

2

trucks. The proposal would have resulted in permanently striking down all emission

3

limits for all pollutants emitted from glider trucks. Because glider truck engines do

4

not comply with the latest emission control standards and are sometimes decades old,

5

they emit enormous amounts of the pollutants that are injurious to human health and

6

the environment. These emissions can be more than 40 times as much as those from

7

all other heavy-duty trucks that comply with current emission limits. Because the

8

engines are clad in new body trucks, glider trucks appear indistinguishable from

9

trucks that comply with the 2016 Truck Rule. EPA’s decision not to enforce the

10

2016 Truck Rule for glider trucks will allow the sale of many more of these

11

massively polluting vehicles.

12

12.

On January 8, 2018, the Center and allies commented on the proposed

13

repeal rule, pointing out its numerous legal, scientific, and factual flaws. Many other

14

organizations, including competitors to glider truck manufactures that do comply with

15

the 2016 Truck Rule, also submitted comments, raising fundamental objections. EPA

16

has failed to follow up its proposed repeal rule with a final rulemaking.

17

13.

On July 6, 2018, without any notice and comment, EPA issued a decision

18

stating that it will not enforce the 2016 Truck Rule emission limits against any glider

19

truck manufacturer or any of their part suppliers nationwide, through July 6, 2019 or

20

until EPA issues a final rule extending the deadline for compliance with the 2016

21

Truck Rule through December 31, 2019, whichever occurs first.

22

14.

EPA’s non-enforcement decision asserts that glider truck manufacturers

23

have already reached the applicable 300 trucks per-annum and per-manufacturer cap

24

and would have to stop their ongoing operations and production but for the non-

25

enforcement decision. That decision will thus result in the immediate further

26

production and sale of many hundreds and thousands of entirely pollutant-unregulated

27

glider trucks. The pollutants created by glider trucks include oxides of nitrogen,

28

particulate matter, ground-level ozone, and greenhouse gases, all of which endanger
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1

human health and welfare and cause serious adverse health effects to the public,

2

including members of the Center. These pollutants particularly affect persons living

3

next to busy highways and freeways. Short-term exposure to emissions of nitrogen

4

dioxide “can aggravate respiratory diseases, particularly asthma, leading to respiratory

5

symptoms (such as coughing, wheezing, or difficulty breathing), hospital admissions

6

and visits to emergency rooms”; longer-term exposure “may contribute to the

7

development of asthma and potentially increase susceptibility to respiratory

8

infections.”1 Emissions of nitrogen oxides also contribute to the formation of

9

tropospheric ozone. Ozone can reduce lung function, harm lung tissue, and trigger a

10

variety of respiratory health problems in humans, and can damage “sensitive

11

vegetation and ecosystems, including forests, parks, wildlife refuges and wilderness

12

areas.”2 Exposure to particulate matter can affect both the lungs and heart and cause

13

premature death in people with heart or lung disease, nonfatal heart attacks,

14

aggravated asthma, decreased lung function, and increased respiratory symptoms,

15

such as irritation of the airways, coughing or difficulty breathing.3 Members of the

16

Center suffer severely from this pollution. Because EPA’s non-enforcement decision

17

will immediately result in the continuing manufacture and sale of additional hundreds

18

and thousands of pollution-unregulated glider trucks, emissions of this pollution on

19

the nation’s highways and streets will increase, and will directly affect the health and

20

well-being of our members. Conversely, the reversal of the non-enforcement decision

21

will stop the production and sale of these additional glider trucks, prevent the

22

additional dangerous pollution, improve air quality and increase our members’ health

23

and well-being.

24
25
26
27
28

1

EPA, Basic Information about NO2, available at https://www.epa.gov/no2-pollution/basicinformation-about-no2#Effects.
2
EPA, Ozone Basics, available at https://www.epa.gov/ozone-pollution/ozone-basics#effects.
3
EPA, Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter (PM), available at
https://www.epa.gov/pm-pollution/health-and-environmental-effects-particulate-matter-pm.
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The Center’s members rely on the organization to support efforts to

2

increase fuel efficiency and thereby reduce harmful pollution from vehicles, to

3

enforce the provisions of the Clean Air Act and other laws, and to compel glider

4

trucks to meet the stringency levels of the 2016 Truck Rule.
16.

5

The Center’s members also rely on the organization to protect their

6

procedural and informational rights. As shown above, the Center, on behalf of its

7

members, frequently comments on agency rulemakings, including many of the

8

regulations affecting motor vehicles, and the Center disseminates the information it

9

obtains, advocates on behalf of more stringent and effective standards, and seeks to

10

enforce applicable laws and regulations to protect its members’ health and well-

11

being from the negative effects of vehicle pollution. Because the non-enforcement

12

decision has been implemented without any notice or opportunity to comment, the

13

Center and its members were deprived of the opportunity to weigh in and be heard

14

concerning the ill effects of this decision, to disseminate information about EPA’s

15

intended actions to its members, and to seek to change the outcome. The lack of

16

notice and comment directly injured the Center’s and its members’ procedural and

17

informational rights.
17.

18

Conversely, a reversal of the non-enforcement decision would require

19

EPA to provide notice and comment to the public and follow the applicable

20

procedural rules if it determined to extend the 2016 Truck Rule compliance deadline

21

for glider trucks. Providing notice and the opportunity to comment would allow the

22

Center, on behalf of its members, and those members themselves to submit

23

comments that may influence the agency’s ultimate decision and lead it to retain the

24

2016 Truck Rule and its compliance deadlines and limits for glider trucks. Those

25
26

///

27

///

28

///
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1

actions would address both the substantive and the procedural harm caused by the

2

non-enforcement decision.

3
4

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of

5

America that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on July 12, 2018, at Joshua

6

Tree, California.

7
8

Kassia R. Siegel

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
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13. John Stith, Director of Database Marketing & Analytics, Environmental
Defense Fund
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DECLARATION OF JOHN STITH

I, John Stith, declare as follows:
1.

I am Director of Database Marketing-and Analytics at the

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF). I have had this position for more than ten
years.
2.

My duties include maintaining an accurate list of members. My

colleagues and I provide information to members, acknowledge gifts and volunteer
actions, and manage the organization's member databases. My work requires me to
be familiar with EDF's purposes, staffing, activities, and membership.

-3.

EDF is a membership organization incorporated under the laws of the

State of New York. It is recognized as a not-for-profit corporation under section
501(c)(3) of the United States Internal Revenue Code.
4.

EDF relies on science, economics and law to protect and restore the

quality of our air, water and other natural resources. EDF employs more than 150
scientists, economists, engineers, business school graduates, and lawyers to help
solve challenging environmental problems in a scientifically sound and costeffective way.
5.

It is my understanding that EPA's Greenhouse Gas Emissions and

Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and VehiclesI
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Phase 2, 81 Fed. Reg. 73478 (Oct. 25, 2016) ("Phase 2 Heavy-Duty Standards"),
are crucial in limiting emissions of particul;:1te matter (PM) and nitrogen oxides
(NOx) from glider vehicles.
6.

I understand that glider vehicles are diesel freight trucks manufactured

by adding a donor engine and powertrain to a new truck body.
7.

I am aware that EPA's recent non-enforcement decision states that it

will not enforce the current regulatory limit that prevents glider manufacturers and
suppliers from producing more than 300 uncontrolled gliders per year. I further
understand that this decision applies to all production of non-compliant glider
vehicles through 2019, imminently harming human health and the environment.
8.

EDF has a strong organizational interest, and a strong interest that is

based in its members' recreational, aesthetic, professional, educational, public
health, environmental, and economic interests, in reducing harmful air pollution
from the sources addressed by the Phase 2 Heavy-Duty Standards.
9.

Through its programs aimed at protecting human health, EDF has

long pursued initiatives at the state and national levels designed to reduce
emissions of health-harming and climate-altering air pollutants from all major
sources, including sources in the transportation sector. This work has addressed
emissions of PM and NOx, as well as other harmful pollutants.
10.

When an individual becomes a member of EDF, his or her current

residential address is recorded in our membership database. The database entry
2
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reflecting the member's residential address is verified or updated as needed. The
database is maintained in the regular course of business and each entry reflecting a
member's residential address and membership status is promptly updated to reflect
changes. I obtained the information about our membership discussed below from
our membership database.
11.

EDF currently has 452,474 members in the United States. We have

members in all 50 states and the District of Columbia.
12.

EDF economists with expertise in geographic information systems

(GIS) prepared georeferenced EDF membership data, and used traffic data already
collected and maintained by the federal government to assess the number of EDF
members who live in close proximity to roadways with significant heavy-duty
traffic. Using GIS software, the Euclidean (straight line) distance between each
member's home and the nearest roadway with significant heavy-duty traffic was
calculated. Our economists used the most recent available data from the U.S.
Department of Transportation's Highway Performance Monitoring System
(HPMS) to identify roadways with annual average daily traffic (AADT) (annual
traffic volume divided by 365 days) of at least 40 Class 8 combination vehicles and
the proximity of those roadways to the homes of EDF members. 1

1

I understand EDF's consultants have estimated that a roadway with AADT of 40
Class 8 combination vehicles could have more than 50 of the excess gliders built in
2018 -2019 due to EPA's proposed non-enforcement action traveling on it per
3
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EDF's analysis has yielded the estimates contained in paragraphs 14

through 19 below.
14.

Throughout the United States, 214,830 EDF members live within

2,000 feet (609.60 meters) and 124,284 members live within 1,000 feet (304.80
meters) of a roadway with an AADT of at least 40 combination trucks.
15.

62,862 EDF members live within 500 feet (152.4 meters) of a

roadway with an AADT of at least 40 combination trucks, and experience the
greatest risk of exposure to health-harming diesel exhaust pollution.
16.

EDF member Elizabeth Brandt, from Maryland's Silver Spring

neighborhood, lives within 1,100 feet (335.28 meters) of Maryland Route 410,
which has an AADT of 115 combination trucks. The segment of Interstate 495 in
Elizabeth Brandt's neighborhood has an AADT of 5,369.
17.

EDF members Shana Reidy and Dorothy Brandt both live in the

Seattle-Tacoma region with three freight corridors along Interstate-5 and Interstate90 in the nation's top 100 "truck bottlenecks" with the heaviest truck traffic
congestion in the country: Interstate-5 at Interstate-90, Interstate-90 at Interstate405, and Interstate-5 at Interstate-705/State Route 16. 2
18.

Shana Reidy, whose home is in the Ballard neighborhood, lives within

2,100 feet (640 meters) from 15 th Avenue Northwest, which has an AADT of

year, increasing the health risks to individuals living within the range of exposure
from these roads.
2
American Transportation Research Institute, The Nation's Top Truck Bottlenecks
of 2018 (Jan. 2018), http://atri-online.org/wp -content/uploads/2018/01/ATRIBottleneck-Brochure-2018-01-18. pdf.
4
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1,371. Interstate-5; which runs through Shana Reidy's neighborhood, has an
AADTof 4,585.
19.

Dorothy Brandt, whose home is in the North Admiral neighborhood,

lives within 800 feet (243.84 meters) of Southwest Admiral Way, which has an
AADTof448.
20.

EDF members living in these areas and elsewhere have a strong

interest in protecting their health, their family's health, and the environment from
the air pollution impacts of glider vehicles and in ensuring that pollution limits for
these health-harming vehicles are enforced.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

~

Stith

Dated: July 16, 2018

5
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XII.
Declarations
14. Dr. John Wall, engineer and former Chief Technical Officer of Cummins, Inc.
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DECLARATION OF DR. JOHN C. WALL
I, Dr. John C. Wall, declare as follows,
1.

I am an engineer and was formerly Vice President and Chief

Technical Officer of Cummins, Inc., the world’s largest independent manufacturer
of heavy-duty diesel engines and related technologies, including emission control
systems. I worked at Cummins for nearly 30 years in research and product
engineering with a focus on diesel engine emissions and fuel economy. Prior to
that, I worked for Chevron Research Company, where I also researched engine
lubricants, diesel fuels, and diesel fuel composition effects on emissions, including
detailed chemical characterization of diesel engine particulate emissions.
2.

I hold a bachelor’s and master’s degree in mechanical engineering

from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, where I also earned a doctorate of
science. My doctoral research was in the area of internal combustion engine
efficiency and emissions.
3.

I have been recognized as a national expert in diesel engine design

with awards including the Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE) Franz
Pischinger Award for outstanding innovation and lifetime achievement in the field
of powertrain research, design and development, SAE Horning Memorial Award
and Arch T. Colwell Merit Award for research in the area of diesel fuel effects on
emissions, and the American Society of Mechanical Engineers Soichiro Honda
1
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Medal for outstanding achievement in the field of personal transportation. In 2010,
I was elected as a member of the National Academy of Engineering for leadership
in the research and development of low-emission, fuel-efficient commercial
engines and I have been elected Fellow of the Society of Automotive Engineers.
4.

I am active on a number of boards and committees, including the

board of Achates Power, Inc.; the National Research Council Board on Energy and
Environmental Systems; serving as a technical advisor for the Joint BioEnergy
Institute, a Department of Energy “Energy Hub”; and advising Cyclotron Road, an
energy technology incubator at Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. I am also
active on various committees of the National Academy of Engineering.
5.

Throughout my career, I have conducted research on and designed

heavy-duty diesel engines for mass production. This work requires a close
understanding of the interactions of all engine components and subsystems during
all phases of engine operation as well as knowledge of manufacturing processes for
such engines, including the specific component parts, their durability, maintenance
pathways to keep engines running, and end-user customer expectations for value:
performance, efficiency, durability and reliability.

Background on Heavy-Duty Engine Technology and Emissions Control
Technology

2
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Engine Design: Diesel freight truck engines are complex systems.

Hundreds of principal mechanical components – including cylinder blocks,
cylinder heads, pistons, connecting rods, crankshafts, bearings, intake and exhaust
valves, turbochargers, fuel systems, cooling systems, gear drive systems,
lubrication systems, fuel, air and oil filtration systems, and others – must be
designed in an integrated way with all other components and in view of
manufacturing requirements. In addition to the core components needed to
construct a working engine, modern engines also include multiple control
technologies which allow the engine to deliver power and performance reliably and
efficiently while restricting emissions of harmful pollutants such as oxides of
nitrogen (NOx) and particulate matter (PM). Heavy-duty diesel engines are
manufactured to rigorous quality specifications and extremely tight tolerances. For
example, fuel systems have component manufacturing machining tolerances for
some components to fit together specified in microns (millionths of a meter).
Engine manufacturers and their supply chain partners have invested heavily in the
manufacturing technologies required to produce modern technology engines that
meet the demands of customers for performance, fuel efficiency, reliability and
durability—and that meet public demands for cleaner exhaust emissions.
7.

Emissions Technology: In addition to base engine components,

emission control technologies are integral to engine design and construction. This
3
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is absolutely necessary to protect public health and deliver transportation
technologies to the market in a responsible way. These controls have grown more
effective over time – as emission standards have driven innovation and as
innovation in emission controls has enabled lower emission standards. This
interactive dynamic of innovation in emission control technologies and more
effective emission standards has been the result of more than three decades of
positive collaboration among the heavy-duty diesel engine industry, including its
key suppliers, and regulators – notably the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
8.

Engine Life Cycle: In the heavy-duty vehicle industry, it is typical for

a diesel engine to be rebuilt three times over the life of the vehicle.1 Larger fleets
might have their own maintenance facilities, while smaller fleets rely on
maintenance services at truck dealerships. New freight trucks typically come with
an extensive warranty, so that when an engine overhaul is required, the driver can
bring the truck into the dealership that sold the truck for service. An engine
rebuild can sometimes be conducted in-frame, meaning it stays in the truck, or it is
done out-of-frame, meaning the engine is removed for a more extensive overhaul.
Often when an engine is removed for rebuilding, the dealer will install a
comparable remanufactured engine into the vehicle, so that the truck is not out of

Tom Stricker & Karl Simon, Heavy-Duty Engine Rebuilding Practices at 1, 53, U.S. EPA Manufacturers
Operations Division (Mar. 21, 1995)

1

4
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service for an extended period of time.2 When such a swap occurs, the engine
newly-installed in the truck must be built to, at minimum, the specifications
required for the model year of the original engine, including the pollution control
technology for a truck of that model year—there is no backsliding.
9.

Engine Remanufacturing: Commercial engine remanufacturing is an

intensive disassembly, cleaning, and remanufacturing process that involves
cleaning and examining all engine components and deciding if they can be reused,
reworked, or must be replaced by newly-manufactured parts. It is generally not a
small business or “back yard garage,” “under the hood” operation. It is often an
out-of-truck engine disassembly and reassembly process, and generally done in an
engine remanufacturing plant that is not very different from a new engine assembly
plant. Where an engine is rebuilt and reinstalled in its original truck body, or
where the engine is replaced with another rebuilt engine, EPA’s heavy-duty engine
remanufacturing standards require that the engine be rebuilt to the original
emissions-certified design specification.3 This includes a specific “critical parts
list” of components to ensure that the exhaust emissions of the engine will be the
same as when the engine was originally built and sold. Otherwise, it will violate
anti-tampering rules. While this practice of traditional remanufacturing is

2
3

Id. at 23.
40 CFR § 86.004-40(b).
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permissible under a specific set of EPA rules, an engine remanufactured to its
original model year specifications would be in violation of current emission
standards if it were installed and sold in new model year trucks as a new model
year engine.
10.

To be very clear, these remanufactured engines are quite serviceable,

but they are not the same as “new model year” engines. Many have warranties, but
not like newly-manufactured engine warranties. They have reused and reworked
parts. These are intended to be rebuilt engines to legally replace similar engines in
old trucks that have been equivalently maintained and reconditioned over time –
not as an alternative to current-model-year engines to be sold in current-modelyear trucks. And they don’t meet current-model-year emission standards. This is a
critical issue as it relates to “gliders.” If these legally and appropriately
remanufactured old engines are allowed to be installed and sold in current-modelyear vehicles “as new,” the emissions impact compared to new model year trucks
with new model year engines will be huge. A rebuilt Model Year 2002 engine
installed in a Model Year 2018 truck will have 10 times or more NOx and PM
emissions compared to a 2018 engine in a 2018 truck, as described below. Earlier
model year engines can emit up to 100 times the NOx and PM emissions of 2018
engines.

6
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History of Heavy-Duty Engine and Vehicle Pollution Controls
11.

Responding to concerns about health effects related to exposure to

diesel exhaust, in the 1980s the U.S. EPA and the diesel engine industry began a
journey in technology development and more protective regulatory standards
aimed at addressing those concerns. This process required significant industry
investment in research and development of emission control technologies. The
Clean Air Act’s “lead time and stability” requirements, unique to the U.S., would
allow the new technologies to be introduced at a pace that was both responsive to
the public need for emission control and also responsive to the industry need to
deliver these new technologies into the market with reliability, durability and
economic performance for the customers who purchased the new engines.
12.

Figure 1 illustrates the most significant steps in emission control

technology over the past three decades, indicating advancing technologies in
adoption “S” curves on the vertical axis over time, as indicated on the horizontal
axis.

7
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Fig. 1. Evolution of diesel emission control technology in the U.S. Source:
John Wall.

13.

Initial regulatory standards focused on reducing volatile organic

compound (VOC) and NOx emissions, primary contributors to ground-level ozone
and smog, which aggravate asthma and contribute to other respiratory health
issues. For any internal combustion engine, air is drawn into the engine. Fuel is
mixed with the air and burns to produce power. NOx is formed from the nitrogen
and oxygen, present in ordinary air, at the high combustion temperatures. Higher
temperatures lead to the production of more NOx. “Aftercooling,” introduced on
turbocharged diesels in the 1980s, cooled the hot air coming out of the
turbocharger before it entered the engine, thereby reducing NOx formation and
8
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emissions while also enhancing performance and fuel economy – a “win-win” for
the customer and the environment.
14.

By the late 1980s, industry and regulators understood that both NOx

and PM would need to be controlled, in order to address not only smog but also
emerging health concerns that scientists and health professionals raised with regard
to inhalation of diesel particulate matter (soot). And so came the introduction of
higher-pressure and electronic fuel systems, optional in 1991 and uniformly
applied across all heavy-duty engines by 1994. Electronic fuel systems delivered
not only NOx and PM control, but also further improvements in customer value
like higher power output, better fuel efficiency, faster transient response, and even
better “cruise control.”
15.

In its 2001 rule (Control of Air Pollution from New Motor Vehicles:

Heavy-Duty Engine and Vehicle Standards and Highway Diesel Fuel Sulfur
Control Requirements), EPA laid out a framework for the following decade,
issuing new health standards to drastically reduce NOx and PM emissions from
new heavy-duty vehicles by 90% and 95%, respectively, from 2000 levels by 2010.
For 2002 engines, manufacturers found that simple timing adjustments with
electronic fuel systems would cost too much in fuel economy, so most engine
manufacturers introduced “cooled exhaust gas recirculation,” or EGR. This
technology allowed further reduction of combustion temperatures without
9
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significantly sacrificing fuel economy. In 2007, EPA’s standards for PM
emissions drove the uniform introduction of Diesel Particulate Filters (DPF) across
all on-highway heavy-duty engines. Cummins introduced “NOx adsorbers” for
NOx control on heavy-duty pickup diesel engines to meet the 2010 standards three
years early. Most heavy-duty diesel engine manufacturers transitioned to SCR
(Selective Catalytic Reduction) systems for NOx control in 2010, and all were
applying SCR by 2013. The application of DPF and SCR technology allowed
further optimization of the engine combustion process for power, performance,
fuel efficiency and durability. And while the SCR system added cost, the upfront
cost to consumers was more than offset by the savings from improved fuel
economy it gave to 2010 and beyond heavy-duty vehicles and engines, even at the
lower NOx level compared to 2007 vehicles and engines.
16.

In parallel to engine technology development, diesel fuel

manufacturers were required to reduce fuel sulfur from a maximum of 5000 ppm
(parts per million) to a maximum of 500 ppm to enable compliance with 1994
particulate standards, then to a maximum of 15 ppm by 2006 to enable catalytic
aftertreatment systems for Model Year 2007 vehicles and engines.
17.

Model Year 2018 engines are the most powerful, fuel-efficient, and

clean diesel engines that have ever been produced. Many incorporate technologies
developed in the U.S Department of Energy-sponsored “SuperTruck” program –
10
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putting the most advanced and practical industry- and government-funded fuel
efficiency technologies into the hands of customers today. In particular, exhaust
aftertreatment systems to control NOx and particulate emissions, introduced on
2007 and 2010 model year and later heavy-duty diesel engines, have enabled the
optimization of the in-engine combustion process for better fuel economy and
performance in much the same way that catalytic converters on passenger cars
enabled automobile manufacturers to meet extremely low emissions requirements
with much higher power and better fuel economy than non-catalyst cars.
18.

EPA’s new non-enforcement policy for glider emission standards

tacitly permits glider manufacturers to substitute rebuilt older engines “as new” in
newly-manufactured trucks at significantly higher rates. This non-enforcement
allows those glider manufacturers and their customers to discard decades of
progress in engine technology to reduce pollution and improve engine
performance. The rule allows those manufacturers and their customers to use highemitting engines, harming the health of all those unwittingly exposed to the higher
exhaust emissions, including their truck drivers, loading dock workers,
maintenance shop mechanics, and the general public. The minor up-front cost
savings of installing an old engine in a new truck for an individual glider customer
does not outweigh the increased public health benefits of low-emission new
engines. Furthermore, allowing this to proceed undermines the economic benefit
11
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to those who are employed in designing and manufacturing new engines to the
current, well-justified emission standards.
19.

Magnitude of Emission Reductions Over Time: In 1988, the

emission standards over the new transient Federal Test Procedure were 10.7 g/bhphr (grams per brake horsepower hour, a standard unit of measure for heavy duty
engine emissions) NOx and 0.60 g/bhp-hr PM. Unregulated emissions prior to this
time were on the order of 16 g/bhp-hr NOx and 1 g/bhp-hr PM. Emission
standards for MY 1998-2001, immediately predating the first introduction of
Exhaust Gas Recirculation (EGR) technology, were 4.0 g/bhp-hr NOx and 0.10
g/bhp-hr PM. Emission standards in effect in 2018 are 0.20 g/bhp-hr NOx and
0.01 g/bhp-hr PM. The 2001 standards, which took effect during 2007-2010,
represent a more than 98% reduction in NOx and 99% reduction in PM emissions
from engines manufactured before NOx and PM emissions were regulated. Even
compared to MY 2001 engines, MY 2018 engines deliver a 95% reduction in NOx
and 90% reduction in PM. In fact, the practical reduction in PM from 2001 to
2018 is above 99% due to the efficiency of diesel particulate filters in reducing PM
emissions well below the required standard.
20.

System Certification -- Integrated, Certified and Manufactured as

“One System”: While control of emissions moved from internal combustion
optimization through 2006 to internal combustion optimization plus exhaust
12
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aftertreatment catalysts in 2007 and beyond, all the engine- and vehicle-installed
aftertreatment components are developed and optimized as a complete system.
Each aftertreatment component is specifically designed and associated with the
base engine and both are operated by a common electronic control system. Engine
and exhaust aftertreatment are an integrated unit. Engine and vehicle
manufacturers must document manufacturing process controls that ensure that the
right exhaust aftertreatment components are being assembled with the associated
engine in every new vehicle as part of their EPA emission compliance. All of this
integration can be circumvented by non-enforcement of EPA’s glider emission
standards.

Fair Emissions Enforcement is Good for Business, and Glider Vehicles
Undermine Evenhanded Enforcement
21.

New Engine Emissions Regulations are Clear, Doable,

Enforceable and FAIR Across the Industry – Heavy-duty diesel emission
standards have been developed over time in a generally collaborative process.
There were certainly debates between industry and regulators about rate and pace
of emission reductions and even lawsuits over the three decades of technology and
regulation development. However, the industry as a whole recognized that the
only way to implement these changes in a fair and effective way was through clear,
doable and enforceable (and enforced) standards, to ensure a level playing field for
13
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all engine and vehicle manufacturers. It was and is a hallmark of U.S. emissions
regulatory standards that businesses that invest heavily in research and
development and in manufacturing facilities to produce low-emissions engines can
count on EPA to enforce the same standards fairly across all competitors, to ensure
that all invest in technology development and all comply with common standards –
and if one skirts their committed responsibility and does not comply, there are
severe penalties for noncompliance. The recent crackdown on Volkswagen’s use
of emissions defeat devices in the U.S. sends an important signal to all vehicle and
engine manufacturers doing business in the U.S. that compliance is required and
will be enforced, and there are severe penalties for noncompliance.
22.

Impact on Business Competitiveness and Environment: “Gliders,”

current model year vehicles retrofitted with older engines which are noncompliant
with current model year standards, are in complete contrast and conflict with the
principles and commitments that obtain in this business and regulatory arena.
They violate every principle of business fairness that has been espoused by
business participants in the heavy-duty vehicle and engine market from the very
beginning of our regulatory history and upheld by the U.S. EPA.
23.

Business Competitive Fairness and U.S. Jobs: Engine

manufacturers and their supply chain partners have spent tens of billions of dollars
or more on R&D and manufacturing plants over the past decades and have created
14
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a significant number of new U.S. jobs in engine and component research,
engineering, manufacturing, and maintenance of heavy-duty engine systems and
vehicles that deliver better value to their customers and better protect public health.
The older, rebuilt engines in glider vehicles can emit up to 100 times the NOx and
PM of current model year engines. Allowing glider vehicle manufacturers to
assemble current model year vehicles with old remanufactured engines completely
undermines the integrity of our regulatory and fair business competition
environment. And it undermines the U.S. jobs that have been created to design and
manufacture new engines and emission control systems, as well as the skilled
mechanical technicians who maintain them.
24.

Public Health: The independent Health Effects Institute (HEI),

funded 50/50 by EPA and industry, has been a key research sponsor for laboratory
and epidemiological studies on the human health effects of inhalation exposure to
diesel exhaust emissions over time. HEI-sponsored studies on “old technology”
diesels (engines that did not incorporate the catalytic diesel particulate filters and
ultra-low-sulfur fuel that were introduced in 2007) indicated an increased
incidence of lung tumors in animals exposed to diesel exhaust. They repeated a
similar and more extensive study, the Advance Collaborative Emissions Study
(ACES), on “new technology diesels”: Model Year 2007 engines with catalytic
diesel particulate traps and ultra-low-sulfur diesel fuel as required of all engine and
15
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fuel manufacturers in 2007, and subsequently Model Year 2010 engines equipped
with new Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) NOx aftertreatment systems. As a
result of the ACES research, HEI declared, “The most comprehensive examination
to date of the emissions and health effects of new technology heavy duty diesel
(NTDE) engines – engines meeting the US 2007/2010 and EURO VI/6 fuel and
emission standards – has demonstrated dramatic improvements in emissions and
the absence of any significant health effects (especially cancer).”4
25.

Allowing large-scale production of gliders that use pre-2007 engines

would expose vehicle operators, loading dock workers, mechanics, and the general
public to the potential adverse health effects associated with old technology
diesels.
Conclusion
26.

Allowing EPA’s new non-enforcement policy of the glider standards

permits widespread manufacture of unregulated “gliders” using engines that do not
comply with current emission standards, and unnecessarily exposes the general
public and especially vehicle operators and those workers closely associated with
these vehicles to potential health risks. Non-enforcement of the rules on the books
violates principles of business fairness and undermines new-technology U.S. jobs.

Health Effects Institute, Comprehensive study finds substantial emissions and health benefits from US 2007/2010
and Euro VI/6 diesel engines (Dec. 23, 2015), https://www.healtheffects.org/system/files/ACES-Exec-Summ-PressRelease122315_1.pdf.
4
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And it would abrogate all the principles of regulatory development and basic trust
between industry and U.S. government agencies, including the EPA and
Department of Energy, who have for decades worked together in good faith,
invested heavily in research, development and manufacturing, and created
substantial U.S. new-technology jobs to deliver products that are safe, efficient,
and effective into commerce. Heavy-duty manufacturers said as much to BPA in
their testimony and comments opposing the new rule. 5

I declare the foregoing is true and correct.

John C. Wall
Dated: July 13, 2018

5

See Testimony of Susan Alt, Volvo Group North America, at EPA Hearing (Dec. 4, 2017),
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HOOAR-2014-0827-4273 ; Testimony of Pat Quinn, Heavy-Duty
Fuel Efficiency Leadership Group, at EPA Hearing (Dec. 4, 2017),
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HO-OAR-2014-0827-43 IO; Testimony of Jed Mandel, Truck and
E ngine Manufacturers Association, at EPA Hearing (Dec. 4, 2017),
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-H0-0AR-2014-0827-4299; Comment of the Volvo Group, Docket
No. E PA-HQ-OAR-2014-0827-4881 (Jan. 5, 2018), https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HO-OAR2014-0827-4881 ; Comment of Navistar, Inc., Docket No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2014-0827-4875 (Jan. 5, 2018),
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HO-OAR-2014-0827-4875; Comment of Manufacturers of
Equipment Controls Association, Docket No. EPA-HQ-OAR-20 l 4-0827-4868 (Jan. 5, 2018),
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HO-OAR-2014-0827-4868.
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XII.
Declarations
15. Michael Walsh, mechanical engineer and former EPA official
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DECLARATION OF MICHAEL WALSH
I, Michael Walsh, declare as follows:
1.

I am a mechanical engineer who has spent nearly 50 years working on

issues related to motor vehicle pollution. I received a Bachelor of Science degree
from Manhattan College in 1966 and pursued graduate study at Princeton
University from 1969 to 1970.
2.

I am currently an independent technical consultant working with

governments and industries around the world, providing recommendations on
effective strategies to reduce pollution associated with the transportation sector.
Previously, I worked on motor vehicle pollution control efforts for the City of New
York from 1970-74, and for the U.S. EPA from 1974-81. I also co-chaired the
EPA’s Mobile Sources Technical Advisory Committee for 12 years.
3.

During my tenure at EPA, I served as Deputy Assistant Administrator

for Mobile Source Air Pollution Control from 1977-81. In that role, I led the
development of air pollution control standards applicable to medium- and heavyduty vehicles, including the development of a more realistic emissions testing
procedure as well as the world’s first diesel particulate standard.
4.

After leaving EPA, I became an independent consultant advising

governments and industry on motor vehicle pollution control issues, including
issues related to heavy-duty vehicles. I helped found the International Council on
1
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Clean Transportation (ICCT), and I continue to advise its Board. ICCT is an
organization founded to provide technical and scientific analysis to environmental
regulators around the world to help improve the environmental performance of
on-road, off-road, marine, and air transportation sources.
5.

I have been involved in numerous other activities as well. These

include serving as a consultant to the U.S. Senate Committee on Environment and
Public Works during the development of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments; a
member of the Committee for the Study of Public Policy for Surface Freight
Transportation, convened by the National Research Council’s Transportation
Research Board; a member of the National Academy of Engineering Panel on the
Future of the Automobile in China; and a member of the Independent Review
Panel for EPA’s 2007 Heavy-Duty Engine and Vehicle Standards and Highway
Diesel Fuel Sulfur Control Requirements.
6.

I have been invited to testify before the U.S. House of Representatives

and have written several technical papers regarding heavy-duty vehicle emissions.
I have also authored papers and made presentations regarding the transportation
sector’s significant contribution to climate change. I have contributed to the work
of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and was recognized by
the IPCC President in association with the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize as an individual
who has “contributed substantially to the work of the IPCC over the years.”
2
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I have received EPA’s Lifetime Individual Achievement Award and

the California Air Resources Board’s Haagen-Smit Award, given in recognition of
significant career accomplishments in the air quality field. In 2005, I was selected
as a MacArthur Fellow for my work designing and implementing innovative, costeffective programs to improve air quality across the globe. In 2009, I received the
Silver Magnolia Award from the City of Shanghai, given to foreigners in
recognition of their contributions to Shanghai’s development, and in 2010, I
received the Friendship Award from China, which is the country’s highest award
for international experts.
EPA’s Development of Heavy-Duty Vehicle Criteria Pollutant Standards
8.

The EPA has spent decades working to reduce criteria pollutant

emissions from the heavy-duty vehicle sector. In the 1990s and 2000s, EPA
established increasingly protective emissions standards for heavy-duty vehicles
and engines, instituting long-term programs to improve testing protocols and
ensure compliance. As co-chair of the Mobile Source Technical Advisory
Committee during the 1990s, I contributed to the development of those heightened
pollution control standards. The history of those standards is relevant here,
because glider vehicles are typically not compliant with even these legacy emission
standards that are crucial for improving public health.

3
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The chart below details the heavy-duty vehicle emission standards for

criteria pollutants, including the dramatic pollution reductions that phased in
during MY 2004 and MY2007-10. The emission standards are presented in grams
per brake horsepower hour, or g/bhp-hr.
EPA Heavy-Duty Diesel Emission Standards
Model
NOx
PM
Details
Year
Emission Emission
Effective
Limit
Limit
See EPA Office of Transportation Air Quality, Document
1988
10.7
0.60
EPA-420-B-16-018, Heavy-Duty Highway Compression1990
6.0
Ignition Engines and Urban Buses: Exhaust Emission
1991
5.0
0.25
Standards (Mar. 2016),
1994
0.10
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P100O9ZZ.pdf
1998
4.0
1998: Heavy-duty diesel engine manufacturers & EPA enter consent decrees; most
manufacturers agree to meet the MY 2004 emission standard by 2002.
Tech anticipated for compliance: 2nd gen electronic fuel
2004
2.5*
-

2007-10

0.20

0.01

injection, cooled exhaust gas recirculation (EGR), advanced
turbocharging systems, advanced electronic control systems.
See 62 Fed. Reg. 54694 (Oct. 21, 1997).
Tech anticipated for compliance: Catalyzed diesel particulate
filter, cooled EGR, NOx adsorbers, selective catalytic
reduction. See 66 Fed. Reg. 5001 (Jan. 18, 2001).

*The MY 2004 standard could be met in two ways: 2.5 g/bhp-hr NOx with a 0.5
g/bhp-hr non-methane hydrocarbon (NMHC) cap, or 2.4 g/bhp-hr NOx.
10.

In the 1990s, it became clear that in addition to controlling volatile

organic compound (VOC) emissions, reducing oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions
would be an essential part of an effective strategy to control ground-level ozone.
See 60 FR 45579, 45580-81. States were struggling to meet their National
4
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Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) goals by the Clean Air Act deadlines,
and because ozone and its precursors travel across long distances, and mobile
sources are major emitters of those pollutants, states and localities looked to EPA’s
national mobile source emission control program to complement their efforts.
Both federal regulators and major industry participants recognized that emissions
of NOx, PM, and diesel particulate from the heavy-duty freight sector would have
to be drastically reduced in order to meet the air quality goals established by many
state plans.
11.

In 1995, EPA, the California Air Resources Board, and heavy-duty

engine manufacturers representing over 90% of annual nationwide sales signed a
Statement of Principles, recognizing “the importance of preserving the
environment while maintaining a strong industry.” 60 FR 45579, 45602. The
Statement established a framework to develop and implement new heavy-duty
diesel engine standards, particularly a combined non-methane hydrocarbon
(NMHC) and NOx standard for MY 2004. 60 FR at 45603. Prior to the MY 2004
standard going into effect for heavy-duty vehicles, the most protective NOx
emission standard was 4.0g/bhp-hr (grams per brake horsepower hour, a standard
unit of measure for heavy-duty engine emissions), effective 1998; and the standard
for particulate matter (PM) was 0.10g/bhp-hr, which took effect in 1994.
12.

In 1998, the Department of Justice and EPA entered a consent decree
5
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with seven of the largest heavy-duty diesel engine manufacturers in the country,
after EPA alleged that the manufacturers had used defeat devices in violation of the
Clean Air Act, resulting in significantly higher NOx and PM emissions from
heavy-duty trucks.1 All parties agreed that starting in the early 1990s, the
manufacturers included control software in their heavy-duty diesel engines that
caused the engine to switch to a higher-efficiency, more-polluting setting during
highway cruising. EPA alleged that because of this technology, most heavy-duty
diesel engines manufactured in the 1990s did not comply with emission limits—
which were 5.0 g/bhp-hr NOx and 0.10g/bhp-hr PM in 1994. The consent decree
required that the manufacturers fix existing engines in order to decrease their NOx
emissions, levied $83.4 million in penalties against the companies,2 and required
that six of the manufacturers escalate their compliance timelines to meet the 2.5
g/bhp-hr limit for NMHC+NOx no later than October 1, 2002. See 65 FR 59895,
59899
13.

EPA issued a final rule establishing the 2004 NOx+NMHC standard

in 1997. 62 FR 54694 (Oct. 21, 1997). After an interim review, the agency
reaffirmed the appropriateness of that standard in 2000. See NPRM, 64 FR 58472

See Order, United States v. Volvo Truck Corp., No. 98-02547 (D.D.C. July 1, 1999) (entering a Consent Decree
filed with the court on October 22, 1998).
2
Hui He et al., A Historical Review of the U.S. Vehicle Emission Compliance Program and Emission Recall Cases
at 26, ICCT (Apr. 2017), https://www.theicct.org/sites/default/files/publications/EPA-Compliance-andRecall_ICCT_White-Paper_12042017_vF.pdf.
1
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(Oct. 29, 1999); 65 FR 59895 (Oct. 6, 2000). The standard that became effective
in 2004 limited NOx emissions to 2.5g/bhp-hr with a 0.5g/bhp-hr NMHC cap (or
2.4 g/bhp-hr NOx). The 2000 agency action also finalized a “Not-to-Exceed”
requirement and testing protocol for all heavy-duty diesel engines, to ensure that
emissions do not exceed specified limits “under any engine operation conditions
that could reasonably be expected to be seen by that engine in normal vehicle
operation and use,” plus ambient conditions. 65 FR at 59911. The Not-to-Exceed
limit sought to prevent the manufacture of engines that emit at a certain level under
testing conditions and at another, higher level in the real world. An earlier version
of the Not-to-Exceed limit was required for engine manufacturers in the 1998
consent decree. Id. at 59899.
14.

EPA estimated that the MY 2004 standard would result in emission

reductions of 186,000 tons of NOx and 10,000 tons of NMHC in 2005 from heavyduty diesel engines, and by 2010 the annual reduction would reach 635,000 tons of
NOx and 35,000 tons of NMHC. 65 FR at 59906. In its final rule, EPA observed
that the standards would also drive reductions in PM and diesel particulate
emissions. Id. at 59905. The NOx and NMHC emission reductions driven by the
2004 heavy-duty vehicle standard were important in helping states achieve their
2005 NAAQS attainment deadlines, and EPA identified ten major metropolitan
areas with upcoming attainment deadlines that would directly benefit from the
7
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expected emissions reductions from heavy-duty diesel and gasoline vehicles. Id. at
59904.
15.

Even as EPA issued the MY 2004 standards, the agency observed that

additional NOx and NMHC controls would be necessary to prevent emissions
increases due to growth in the heavy-duty vehicle market and growth in vehicle
miles traveled (VMT). 65 FR at 59905-906. EPA also stated that heavy-duty
sector PM and diesel particulate emissions should be further reduced to minimize
the adverse health effects of these pollutants.
16.

The next phase of the long-term strategy to reduce criteria pollution

from heavy-duty vehicles commenced with EPA’s 2001 rule establishing standards
to reduce heavy-duty engine PM and NOx emissions by 90% and 95%,
respectively, below the existing MY 2004 standard levels. Those standards
established “a comprehensive national control program that will regulate the
heavy-duty vehicle and its fuel as a single system,” phased into effect from 2007 to
2010. 66 FR 5001, 5002 (Jan. 18, 2001). The rule reduced the sulfur content of
diesel fuel by 97%, effective in 2006, to allow vehicle engines to utilize advanced
emission-reduction technologies without being damaged by sulfur. This rule
further improved emission levels from the MY 2004 NOx+NMHC standard and
the MY 1994 PM standard. See 66 FR at 5036.

8
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In the 2001 rule, EPA estimated that heavy-duty trucks and buses

comprised one-third of all NOx emissions and one quarter of mobile source PM
emissions, with even greater contributions in urban areas. The adverse impacts of
these pollutants on human health and society are numerous: premature mortality,
aggravation of respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, chronic bronchitis,
decreased lung function, crop and forestry losses (caused by ozone), substantial
visibility impairment, and the acidification, nitrification, and eutrophication of
water bodies (caused by NOx). Id. at 5006. Furthermore, EPA has concluded that
diesel exhaust is likely to be carcinogenic to humans. 66 FR at 5022.
18.

The agency projected that the 2010 standards would reduce annual

emissions of NOx and PM by 2.6 million and 109,000 tons, respectively. Id. at
5002. EPA concluded that the benefits of these advanced, health-protective
standards totaled $70.3 billion, including the prevention of 8,300 premature deaths,
over 9,500 hospitalizations, and 1.5 million lost work days. Id. at 5005. The
standards were necessary to help 45 areas across the U.S.—home to 128 million
people—achieve compliance with the 1-hour ozone NAAQS; and many localities
were also working to achieve the PM10 NAAQS standard. Id. at 5006. Reducing
criteria pollutant emissions from heavy-duty vehicles would deliver particularly
noticeable benefits to low-income neighborhoods in urban areas, because freight
truck emissions disproportionately affect those communities. Id. at 5007, 5029.
9
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The 2001 final rule established a phase-in process for heavy-duty

engine and vehicle manufacturers to achieve full compliance with the new criteria
pollutant standards. For the 2007-2010 period, EPA adopted a 50/50/50/100
percent phase-in schedule for heavy-duty diesel vehicles. This means that in 20072009, manufacturers had to achieve compliance with the new standards in 50% of
the engines they produced. In 2010 (and onward), manufacturers had to achieve
100% implementation. Id. at 5037-38.
20.

The 2010 standards were technologically realistic because recent

innovations in diesel emissions control technology allowed for greater reductions
in air pollution from heavy-duty engines and vehicles. In the rule, EPA observed
that high-efficiency NOx and PM exhaust emission control technologies would be
necessary to achieve the new standards, and that manufacturers had been
developing and improving these technologies over the past several years. 66 FR at
5007. For example, the agency identified the catalyzed diesel particulate trap, the
NOx adsorber, and selective catalytic reduction systems as emerging technologies
that engine manufacturers could implement to achieve the standards. Id. at 5036.
21.

EPA’s 2010 standards for heavy-duty vehicles and engines ushered in

an era of better, cleaner, diesel technology, reducing PM and NOx emissions by
90% and 95%, respectively. As the popularity of diesel engines has been on the
rise for freight movement purposes, resulting in more trucks on the road and more
10
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vehicle miles traveled, these standards are crucial for reducing harmful emissions
and improving public health.
Glider Trucks Emit Significantly More Pollution than Modern Heavy-Duty
Vehicles
22.

Glider trucks surged in popularity as EPA’s 2010 heavy-duty

emission standards went into effect, with demand driven by freight fleets and
drivers seeking vehicles that did not comply with the more protective standards.
Estimates provided to EPA indicate that production of glider vehicles has increased
by an order of magnitude from what it was during the 2004-2006 period – from a
few hundred each year to thousands. These new glider trucks are built primarily
using pre-2002 engines.
23.

The pre-2002 engines are not compliant with the 2004 NOx+NMHC

or the 2010 NOx and PM standards, and therefore the NOx and PM emissions of
glider trucks are vastly higher than modern, fully compliant trucks. The current
standards for NOx and PM require emissions at least 90 percent lower than the
previous standards, so the NOx and PM emissions of any glider vehicles using pre2007 engines are at least ten times higher than emissions from heavy-duty vehicles
produced with new engines. Even more damaging are the pre-2002 engines
commonly used in glider trucks, which lack both exhaust gas recirculation (EGR)
and exhaust aftertreatment—emission control technologies that are now standard
11
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for heavy-duty vehicles. Each glider vehicle on the road using an older engine,
instead of a truck with a modern engine, results in significantly higher in-use
emissions of air pollutants associated with a host of adverse human health effects.
24.

Recent EPA emissions testing has shown that glider trucks emit more

pollution than trucks using engines equipped with modern control technology.
EPA updated its assessment of the environmental impacts of glider trucks in the
2016 Rule, performing two analyses using the Motor Vehicle Emission
Simulator (MOVES) modeling tool.3 One analysis, projecting future fleetwide
emissions if glider vehicle production continued unrestricted, estimated that
glider trucks would emit nearly 300,000 tons of NOx and nearly 8,000 tons of
PM annually by 2025. The second analysis projected per-vehicle emissions for
MY 2017 gliders, finding that—even without any miscalibration—glider
vehicles are projected to emit 20 to 40 times as much NOx and PM as the same
number of fully compliant vehicles.
25.

EPA completed its most recent glider study in November 2017,

testing two glider vehicles to determine actual emissions levels. The agency tested
a MY 2016 Peterbilt 389 and MY 2017 Peterbilt 579 glider vehicle, and compared
them to equivalent tests of two conventionally manufactured MY 2014 and 2015

Memorandum to the Docket, “Emissions Modeling Files for Glider Analysis,” Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR2014-0827-2232 (July 2016), https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2014-0827-2232.
3

12
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tractors.4 The criteria pollutant emissions (NOx, PM, HC, CO) from the glider
vehicles were consistently higher than those of the conventionally manufactured
tractors. Under highway cruise conditions, NOx emissions from the Peterbilt 389
and Peterbilt 579 glider vehicles were approximately 43 times as high, and PM
emissions were approximately 55 times as high as the conventionally
manufactured MY 2014 and 2015 tractors. The results from this test program
indicate that EPA’s initial analysis in its Final 2016 Rule is accurate and, if
anything, conservative.
26.

Under the 2016 Rule, EPA had restricted the number of glider trucks

that could be produced with engines not meeting current emissions standards.
Now, with EPA’s decision not to enforce these glider standards for 2018-19, the
number of glider trucks on the roads can be expected to increase, with a
corresponding increase in harmful air pollution.
27.

The purpose of the non-enforcement policy is to enable sales of glider

vehicles in excess of the limits established in the existing regulations. The glider
trucks that are produced and sold under EPA’s non-enforcement policy will
operate on highways and roads for years to come, emitting pollution at levels far
beyond modern freight trucks. Once a super-polluting glider vehicle is sold and a

“Chassis Dynamometer Testing of Two Recent Model Year Heavy-Duty On-Highway Diesel Glider Vehicles”,
November 20, 2017

4
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buyer takes possession, there is no ready means for the agency to “claw back” the
vehicle from the private purchaser, and the likely consequence of each such sale is
years of operation and extraordinarily high emissions of each glider vehicle sold.
Accordingly, even if the policy is held unlawful, vehicles sold pursuant to the
policy will likely be in circulation, causing massive harm to the public, for years
hence.
Excess Glider Truck Emissions Have Serious Health Implications
1.

Heavy-duty vehicles emit pollutants that contribute to ambient

concentrations of ozone, PM, NO2, SO2, CO, and air toxics. These vehicles are
significant contributors to emissions of VOC and NOx, which contribute to the
formation of both ozone and PM2.5. Glider vehicles, as discussed above, emit
these pollutants at significantly higher levels than modern trucks. All of these
pollutants have adverse health and environmental impacts.
2.

Millions of people across the United States currently live in counties

designated nonattainment for one or more of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards—meaning the levels of one or more air pollutants exceed the standard
established as safe for human health by the NAAQS. Still more people live in
areas with a risk of exceeding the NAAQS in the future. Many Americans
continue to be exposed to ambient concentrations of air toxics at levels that have
the potential to cause adverse health effects. In addition, populations who live,
14
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work, or attend school near major roads experience elevated exposure
concentrations to a wide range of air pollutants.
3.

In light of the many adverse effects of PM, NOx, and other criteria

pollutants, reducing the number of glider vehicles produced using older engines
will yield substantial improvements in public health. An analysis conducted by
EPA shows that, using incidence-per-ton estimates, the number of PM2.5-related
premature mortalities caused by glider vehicles can be estimated from the lifetime
reductions in both NOx (which forms nitrate PM in secondary reactions) and
directly emitted PM2.5.5 Using benefit-per-ton values, the present value of total
monetized PM2.5-related benefits associated with these lifetime emission
reductions can also be calculated. Cases of premature mortality are presented as a
range based on results derived from two studies.6 Monetized benefits are presented
as net present values in 2013$, assuming a 30-year vehicle lifetime and a 3% and
7% discount rate. Both premature mortalities and benefits are shown for model
year 2017 glider vehicles based on the increase in lifetime emissions over a fully
compliant model year 2017 vehicle. Note that there would be additional benefits

EPA & NHTSA, Response to Comments for Joint Rulemaking, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency
Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles – Phase 2, at 1965 (Aug. 2016).
6
Krewski, D. et al., Extended follow-up and spatial analysis of the American Cancer Society study linking
particulate air pollution and mortality, Res Rep Health Eff Inst. 2009 May;(140):5-114; discussion 115-36; Lepeule,
J. et al., Chronic exposure to fine particles and mortality: an extended follow-up of the Harvard Six Cities study
from 1974 to 2009, Environ Health Perspect. 2012 Jul;120(7):965-70. doi: 10.1289/ehp.1104660.
5
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that have not been quantified, such as reducing incidences of cancer, low birth
weight, and reduced visibility—as outlined at Paragraph 35 herein.
4.

Lifetime NOx and PM Emissions Increases (tons) For Model Year

2017 Glider Vehicles and Associated Impacts:7
Increased Lifetime NOx Emissions per 1,000 Glider Vehicles
Increased Lifetime PM2.5 Emissions per 1,000 Glider Vehicles
Premature Mortalities per 1,000 Glider Vehicles
Monetized PM2.5-related Benefits Associated with Reducing Glider
Production

5.

41,500 Tons
680 Tons
70-160 Persons
$0.3-1.1 Billion

The glider vehicle pollution standards—which EPA is not enforcing

for 2018-19 under its new non-enforcement policy—were projected to prevent the
use of super-polluting pre-2002 engines in 5,000 to 10,000 glider vehicles
annually, and would prevent the emission of 207,500-415,000 tons of NOx and
3,400-6,800 tons of PM over the lifetime of those vehicles and engines. This is
estimated to prevent 350 to 1,600 premature mortalities for each model year of
glider vehicle production (and achieve $1.5 to 11.0 billion in monetized PM2.5related benefits).

EPA & NHTSA, Response to Comments for Joint Rulemaking, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency
Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles – Phase 2, at 1965 (Aug. 2016). An analysis
performed by EDF estimates similar emissions increases and impacts from continued glider production. See
Comment of EDF, ELPC, & WE ACT for Environmental Justice on EPA’s Proposed Rule, Repeal of Emission
Requirements for Glider Vehicles, Glider Engines, and Glider Kits, 82 Fed. Reg. 53,442, at Appendix B, Table 6
(Jan. 10, 2018), https://www.edf.org/sites/default/files/content/Appendix%20B%20%20Emission%20and%20Health%20Effects%20of%20Glider%20Vehicles.pdf.
7
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As described above, EPA’s sensitivity analysis uses estimates of the

benefits from reducing the incidence of PM2.5-related health impacts. These
estimates, which are expressed per ton of PM2.5-related emissions avoided due to
glider vehicle production limits, represent the total monetized value of quantified
human health benefits (including reduction in both premature mortality and
premature morbidity) from reducing each ton of directly emitted PM2.5, or its
precursors (e.g., NOx), from on-road mobile sources.
7.

The table below, from EPA’s 2016 rulemaking, shows the quantified

PM2.5-related benefits captured in the per-ton estimates, as well as unquantified
PM2.5 effects the per-ton estimates are unable to capture.
8.

Human Health and Welfare Effects of PM2.58

POLLUTANT
PM2.5

8

QUANTIFIED AND MONETIZED
IN PRIMARY ESTIMATES
Adult premature mortality
Acute bronchitis
Hospital admissions: respiratory and
cardiovascular
Emergency room visits for asthma
Nonfatal heart attacks (myocardial
infarction)
Lower and upper respiratory illness
Minor restricted-activity days
Work loss days
Asthma exacerbations (asthmatic
population)
Infant mortality

UNQUANTIFIED
EFFECTS
Cancer, mutagenicity, and
genotoxicityeffects
Chronic and sub chronic
bronchitis cases
Strokes and cerebrovascular disease
Low birth weight
Pulmonary function
Chronic respiratory diseases other
than chronic bronchitis
Non-asthma respiratory emergency
room visits
Visibility
Household soiling

81 Fed. Reg. at 73885; EPA & NHTSA, HDP2 RTC at 1966 (Aug. 2016).
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This sensitivity analysis uses per ton benefits estimates taken from the

“Technical Support Document Estimating the Benefit per Ton of Reducing PM2.5
Precursors from 17 Sectors,” U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Air
and Radiation, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Research Triangle
(2013).
10.

EPA’s sensitivity analysis, using benefit-per-ton values, only

estimates the economic value of the human health benefits associated with the
resulting reductions in PM2.5 exposure. Thus, the per-ton estimates do not reflect
cancers attributable to exposure to diesel PM exhaust, a likely human carcinogen.
However, it captures other benefits related to reductions in diesel PM (chiefly,
benefits related to cardiovascular health endpoints) to the extent that diesel PM is
included in measured PM2.5. Furthermore, due to analytical limitations with the
benefit per ton method, this analysis does not estimate reductions in premature
mortality and other benefits resulting from reductions in population exposure to
other criteria pollutants such as ozone. However, it is likely that the ozone-related
benefits associated with reducing emissions of NOx and VOC emitted by glider
vehicles using high polluting engines are substantial. Finally, the benefits per-ton
method does not monetize all the potential health and welfare effects associated
with reduced concentrations of PM2.5.

18
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In sum, EPA developed its criteria pollutant standards for heavy-duty

vehicles and engines through an extensive, thoughtful process, with engagement
and innovative new technology developments from engine and vehicle
manufacturers. The current popular glider vehicles circumvent those standards,
often to operate at emissions levels that have not been compliant since 2002. The
heightened emissions resulting from EPA’s new non-enforcement policy for glider
emission standards are incredibly harmful to human health.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed o n ~ • 2018

Michael Walsh
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i. EPA Chart: Heavy-Duty Diesel Exhaust Emission Standards
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DECLARATION OF OMEGA R. WILSON

I, Omega R. Wilson, declare as follows:
1.

I am the co-founder and President of the West End Revitalization

Association (WERA), a 501-(c)(3) non-profit organization based in Mebane, North
Carolina, including Alamance County and Orange County. I have extensive
experience on issues relating to human health impacts associated with goods
movement in the freight, rail, air, and marine transportation sectors. This includes:
a) human exposure to air, water, and soil contamination; b) construction
displacement of homes, churches, cemeteries, and small businesses without fair
compensation of low-income African American communities and tribal groups; c)
exclusion of official public comment and input of impacted residents by
local/state/federal government agencies and their paid contractors; and d) filing
formal complaints at the U.S. Department of Justice for violations for Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Environment Justice Executive Order 12898 of 1994,
and several federal public and environmental health statutes.
2.

I reside in Mebane, North Carolina.

3.

I was appointed as a “community perspective” member of the

Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) National Environmental Justice
1
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Advisory Council (NEJAC) from 2007 to 2010. One of the NEJAC workgroups on
which I served was “Reducing Air Emissions Associated with Goods Movement:
Working towards Environmental Justice” from 2007 to 2009.1 The Goods
Movement workgroup submitted recommendations in November 2009, which the
full NEJAC members adopted in July 2010 under Federal Advisory Committee Act
(FACA) guidelines.2
4.

For over 15 years I have served on and provided input to the

coordinating committee of the North Carolina Environmental Justice Network
(NCEJN). I authored “Lack of Basic Amenities: Indicators of Health Disparities in
Low-Income Minority Communities and Tribal Areas” published by the North
Carolina Medical Journal in May 2011.3 I co-authored “The West End
Revitalization Association (WERA)’s Right to Basic Amenities Movement: Voice
and Language of Ownership and Management of Public Health Solutions in
Mebane, North Carolina” published in the Progress in Community Health
Partnerships Journal by The Johns Hopkins University Press,4 and other scholarly

See e.g. National Environmental Justice Advisory Council, Reducing Air Emissions Associated With Goods
Movement: Working Towards Environmental Justice (2009), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-02/documents/2009-goods-movement.pdf.
2
Pub. L. 92–463, 86 Stat. 770, enacted October 6, 1972.
3
Omega Wilson, Lack of Basic Amenities: Indicators of Health Disparities in Low-Income Minority Communities
and Tribal Areas, 72(2) N C Med J. 145 (2011).
4
Omega R. Wilson, et al., The West End Revitalization Association (WERA)’s Right to Basic Amenities
Movement: Voice and Language of Ownership and Management of Public Health Solutions in Mebane, North
Carolina, 2 Progress in Commun. Health P’ships 237 (2008).
1

2
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presentations focusing on the impacts of pollution from goods movement on
environmental justice communities.
5.

Environmental justice communities are made-up of predominantly

low-income and/or minority populations located in close proximity to
environmental and human health hazards. In screening for environmental justice
communities, the EPA considers environmental factors including air toxics
concentrations, diesel particulate matter levels, ozone concentration, particulate
matter (PM) levels, lead paint exposure, dust exposure, and proximity to vehicle
traffic, potential chemical accident sites, wastewater discharge sites, hazardous
waste management facilities, and Superfund sites.
6.

Executive Order 12898 (1994), requires federal agencies, including

the EPA, to “make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on
minority populations and low-income populations.”5 A 2011 Memorandum of
Understanding reaffirms the Executive’s commitment to enforce Executive Order
12898; declares “the continued importance of identifying and addressing
environmental justice considerations in agency programs, and activities;” and
renews the process “for agencies to provide environmental justice strategies and

5

59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (Feb. 16, 1994).

3
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implementation progress reports.”6 The 2011 Memorandum and Executive Order
12898 indicate an area of focus to be “impacts from commercial transportation
and supporting infrastructure.”7
7.

I founded WERA in 1994 with fellow community members to support

access to basic public health amenities for marginalized and minority communities.
WERA serves residents, homeowners, and landowners of five African American
communities in Alamance County and Orange County, North Carolina, as well as
impacted areas in other states.
8.

In 1994, when the North Carolina Department of Transportation

(NCDOT) revealed plans for the construction of a 27-mile highway through two
historic African American and Native American heritage communities in Mebane,
our residents mobilized to protect their families from the negative effects of this
proposed development.8 Homeowners already had been denied basic amenities for
decades, such as safe drinking water, clean groundwater and a functioning sewage
system—and the highway project would cause even more detriment to the local
community and environment.9

Memorandum of Understanding on Environmental Justice and Executive Order 12898, at 3, available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-02/documents/ej-mou-2011-08.pdf.
7
Id. at 3.
8
West End Revitalization Association, History, available at http://www.wera-nc.org/history.htm (last accessed Apr.
18, 2018).
9
See EPA, Failing Septic Systems and Contaminated Well Waters: African-American Communities in Mebane,
North Carolina (Dec. 20, 2002), available at http://www.wera-nc.org/News/epa/epaej_1202.htm (last accessed Apr.
18, 2018).
6

4
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After learning from U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) officials that

every taxpaying community is entitled to basic amenities guaranteed by the
government, homeowners organized WERA to give our community a voice and
challenge the planned eight-lane interstate corridor. In 1999, WERA developed a
list of public health disparities and submitted administrative complaints to DOJ
under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 196410 and referenced the Environmental
Justice Executive Order 12898 of 1994.11
10.

In 1999, DOJ requested federal government agencies to investigate

their lack of oversight of civil rights laws and public health statutes during the
highway planning process that had been going on for 16 years, without
opportunities for public input. That included DOJ’s own Civil Rights Division,
EPA, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, and the U.S. Department of Commerce.
11.

Following the WERA administrative complaints, a moratorium was

placed by DOJ on NCDOT 119-bypass and overpass construction from 1999 until
2016, to ensure that safeguards to mitigate the potential impacts of the construction
were put in place. Some essential infrastructure was finally provided to the West
End Community in Alamance County—sewer lines were installed in one African

West End Revitalization Association, History, available at http://www.wera-nc.org/history.htm (last accessed
Apr. 18, 2018).
11
See Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994; Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (Feb. 16, 1994).
10

5
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American impacted community for the first time; underground storage tanks were
removed from nearby commercial properties; and homes rehabbed, sidewalks
installed and dirt streets paved for the first time. Even so, over 400 homes still
lack these basic amenities.
12.

In 2016, the NCDOT, with federal funds, proceeded with 119-

bypass/overpass highway corridor construction. The highway project adversely
impacts WERA communities in a number of ways, including causing healthharming air pollution from heavy-duty trucks during construction and once the
road is opened.
13.

Hundreds of construction vehicles will emit diesel pollution for many

years with the expansion and construction of the highway, mega industrial, and
distribution sites that are being built and expanded in coordination with the
NCDOT highway project.
14.

Part of the justification for the highway expansion is to facilitate

freight shipping from a nearby industrial park, the North Carolina Industrial Center
(NCIC),12 which includes a Ford Motor Company facility and distribution centers
for Walmart ($100-million construction cost for distribution center is the largest in
the USA), and Lidl of Germany ($125-million construction cost distribution

North Carolina Department of Transportation, NC 119 Relocation Record of Decision, at 4 (Dec. 2009), available
at https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/nc119relocation/download/ROD.pdf.

12

6
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center). “Goods movement” diesel engine traffic will increase to and from the
NCIC and the North Carolina Commerce Park, which are located between N.C.
119 and Trollingwood-Hawfields Road, and between U.S. 70 and Interstate 40/85
in Mebane.13 These North Carolina “dry land port” construction projects on the
east coast of the United States for national and international growth will increase
highway corridor diesel vehicle movement and emissions to and from air, rail, and
marine ports twenty hours a day.
15.

WERA communities likewise face the air pollution impacts from

diesel locomotive engines that run along the rail line connecting the industrial
parks to the mainline that parallels U.S. 70.14
16.

Environmental justice communities experience disproportionate

impacts of pollution resulting from the goods movement supply chain. The goods
movement supply chain includes mining raw materials, manufacturing,
warehousing, transportation, ports, public distribution, and end use. Pollution
resulting from the goods movement supply chain includes diesel emissions from
transportation corridors and air, rail, and water ports.

For example, the German company, Lidl, has built a 900,000-square-foot distribution center at the N.C.
Commerce Park. See The Times-News, Chasing commerce: Industrial parks continue to grow (January 2017),
available at http://www.thetimesnews.com/news/20170121/chasing-commerce-industrial-parks-continue-to-grow.
14
See, e.g., The Times-News, New track opens at Mebane industrial center (Dec. 15, 2016), available at
http://www.thetimesnews.com/news/20161215/new-track-opens-at-mebane-industrial-center.
13

7
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The movement of goods via freight transportation relies on diesel

engines that emit PM, oxides of nitrogen (NOx), sulfur oxides (SOx), and other
pollutants that are harmful to human health. Communities living near significant
diesel emitting sources, such as ships, trains, and freight trucks are more likely to
be exposed to elevated levels of diesel exhaust through direct exposure and
elevated regional air pollutants. Significantly, the communities living near diesel
emitting sources and experiencing the greatest exposure to diesel emissions are
often environmental justice communities, made up of low-income and minority
populations.
18.

The physical human health impacts experienced by environmental

justice communities as a result of close proximity to high concentrations of diesel
emissions include increased risks of cancer, cardiovascular disease, asthma, other
respiratory illness, and premature death from vehicular accidents. Children in these
environmental justice communities experience increased rates of early on-set
asthma and reduced lung function. These heavy trafficked areas also increase risks
from school buses picking up children daily.
19.

The economic impacts on environmental justice communities include

increased health insurance costs due to higher premiums and exclusions related to
chronic illness, and decreased property values due to close proximity to major
sources of pollution.
8
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I understand that glider vehicles are heavy-duty freight trucks that

typically use older engines that lack modern pollution controls.
21.

I understand that EPA’s recent non-enforcement decision states that it

will not enforce the 300 glider per year production exemption limit under current
regulations against any manufacturer or supplier. I further understand that this
decision applies to all production of non-compliant glider vehicles through 2019,
imminently harming human health and the environment.
22.

I understand that the memorandum outlining the non-enforcement

policy, issued on July 6, 2018, does not address the impact of glider vehicles on
environmental justice communities located near heavy freight traffic areas.
23.

Based on my knowledge of the health impacts of diesel engine

emissions, I am concerned that the final rulemaking will have a severe and
disproportionate human health impact on environmental justice communities such
as the communities in North Carolina that WERA represents. These communities
already bear disproportionate impacts of air quality hazards because of their close
proximity to multiplying pollution sources such as long-term highway
construction, transportation corridors, industrial facilities, and wastewater
treatment plants.
24.

EPA’s decision not to enforce standards for glider vehicles will

expose low-income and minority populations to increased levels of harmful
9
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pollutants. I am very concerned that it will amplify incidence of respiratory and
cardiac-related chronic illness in environmental justice communities that are
already overburdened by nearby sources of air pollution.
25.

I am also concerned that increased diesel pollution from glider

vehicles will depress property values in communities such as those that WERA
represents.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Omega R. Wilson

Dated July 12, 2018

10
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XIII.
EDF, Center for Biological Diversity, and Sierra Club’s Request for Immediate
Withdrawal or Administrative Stay of EPA’s Non-Enforcement Decision, to EPA
Acting Administrator Wheeler (July 10, 2018)
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July 10, 2018
Andrew K. Wheeler
Acting Administrator, United States
Environmental Protection Agency
Office of the Administrator Code 1101A
1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW
Washington, D.C. 20460
RE:

Request For Immediate Withdrawal Or Administrative Stay Of Unlawful Decision
To Cease Enforcement Of Regulatory Limits On Pollution From Super-Polluting
“Glider” Diesel Freight Trucks

Dear Acting Administrator Wheeler:
The Environmental Defense Fund, Center for Biological Diversity, and Sierra Club respectfully
request that you immediately withdraw or stay EPA’s attached decision to cease enforcing
certain air-pollutant-emission limits that the Clean Air Act and EPA’s own duly promulgated
regulations impose on heavy-duty “glider” diesel freight trucks.1 This blatant and “extreme …
abdication of [your agency’s] statutory responsibilities” is not only illegal,2 it is extraordinarily
harmful to public health (as EPA’s own data show) and to the vast majority of truck
manufacturers, who must comply with the emission limitations that the agency is unlawfully not
enforcing for their competitors.
As you know, a “glider” is a heavy-duty diesel truck assembled by installing a used engine and
powertrain in a new truck body, known as a “glider kit.” But even the “used” engine is a freshlyremanufactured part. Prior to assembly, a glider engine is wholly rebuilt to “significantly
increase [its] service life.”3 Unsurprisingly, then, gliders are “marketed and sold as ‘brand new’
trucks” and compete in the same market as heavy-duty trucks with brand-new parts.4 Finally, and
most importantly for present purposes, gliders are “new motor vehicles,” as that term is defined
in the Clean Air Act.5 This means that a newly manufactured glider is properly subject to the
same air-pollution regulations as any other heavy-duty truck that enters the American
marketplace.
Gliders must meet modern emission standards for new heavy-duty trucks in order to safeguard
public health. Left unregulated, a glider engine emits orders of magnitude more harmful
pollution than a heavy-duty truck engine designed to comply with those standards.6 EPA’s own
estimates from 2016 indicate that, as compared to a world where all new heavy-duty trucks meet
the standards that apply to other new heavy-duty trucks, every model year of glider production at
See 5 U.S.C. § 705.
Heckler v. Chaney, 470 U.S. 821, 833 n.4 (1985).
3
40 C.F.R. § 1068.120(b). See also EPA, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Mediumand Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles—Phase 2, 81 Fed. Reg. 73478, 73518 n.93 (Oct. 25, 2016) (Phase 2 Rule)
(“[A]ll of the donor engines installed in glider vehicles are rebuilt.”).
4
Phase 2 Rule, 81 Fed. Reg. at 73514.
5
42 U.S.C. § 7550(3).
6
Phase 2 Rule, 81 Fed. Reg. at 73943.
1
2
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then-current production rates would increase pollution of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and fine
particulate matter (PM2.5) by 415,000 tons and 6,800 tons, respectively.7 Those are huge
numbers, and EPA concluded that if production continued on pace, glider vehicles would
account for about one third of total NOx and PM emissions from the heavy duty truck sector by
2025, even though gliders would constitute only 5% of heavy-duty trucks on the road.8 And
those pollution estimates are almost certainly too low, as indicated by more recent tests of glider
vehicles conducted by EPA in 2017.9 Even using the agency’s conservative 2016 estimates,
every year of unregulated glider production can be expected to cause 700 to1600 premature
deaths from PM2.5 pollution alone, not to mention cancers, respiratory ailments, and other serious
health problems, through the life of those vehicles.10 It is virtually impossible to avoid those
consequences once heavy-duty glider trucks are sold because the Act regulates vehicles almost
exclusively at the point of manufacture. Even a brief period of unregulated glider production,
then, will have substantial and irreparable consequences. To put it bluntly but accurately: EPA’s
avowed decision to stop enforcing these critical air-pollution protections will kill and sicken
Americans on a large scale.
Importantly, EPA’s existing regulations already allow each small manufacturer to produce 300
heavy-duty glider vehicles per year that are exempt from current pollution control requirements
applicable to all other newly sold heavy-duty trucks (in addition to allowing unlimited
production of glider vehicles that do satisfy those requirements), in order to accommodate the
historical but extremely limited role of gliders as a means to salvage engines from wrecked
vehicles.11 These regulations were validly promulgated and never challenged in court by any
glider manufacturer.
This state of affairs was apparently unsatisfactory to ex-Administrator E. Scott Pruitt, who
proposed last November to reinterpret the statutory term “new motor vehicle” to exclude gliders
completely—ignoring the plain language of the Clean Air Act, and conceding that its legislative
history lacks evidence to support the proposal, but basing his proposal on a possible construction
of an entirely different law enacted for an entirely different purpose.12 The agency appears to
have realized that its proposal was irredeemably flawed after receiving comments of the
undersigned organizations and a host of other entities, including States, NGOs, modern engine
manufacturers, and trucking-industry stakeholders, who saw the proposed rule for what it was:
an illegal effort to codify a competitive advantage for a small cadre of favored manufacturers to
the detriment of literally everyone else. The agency’s ill-advised proposal did not hold up for
other reasons as well, most notably a public renunciation of the sole “study” on which EPA had
rested its tentative but still indefensible suggestion that heavy-duty glider trucks might not
See ibid.; EPA & NHTSA, Response to Comments for Joint Rulemaking, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel
Efficiency Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles – Phase 2, at 1965 (Aug. 2016)
(“Response to Comments”).
8
See Phase 2 Rule, supra n.6.
9
EPA, “Chassis Dynamometer Testing of Two Recent Model Year Heavy-Duty On-Highway Diesel Glider
Vehicles,” Nov. 20, 2017, Docket No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2014-0827-2417.
10
Response to Comments at 1881; see also Phase 2 Rule at 73836, 73943.
11
40 C.F.R. § 1037.105(t)(1)(ii). This exemption expires in 2021, ibid., but EPA also created permanent exemptions
for gliders with engines that are less traveled or more modern. See id. §§ 1037.150(t)(2)(vii)(2) and 1037.635(c)(1).
12
EPA, Repeal of Emission Requirements for Glider Vehicles, Glider Engines, and Glider Kits, 82 Fed. Reg. 53442,
53444–46 (Nov. 16, 2017) (“Proposed Repeal”).
7
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actually pollute more than heavy-duty trucks powered by modern engines with the latest
emission-control technologies.13 If that were so, of course, there would be no need for the agency
to revisit its glider-specific regulations because heavy-duty glider trucks could simply comply
with the standards applicable to all other heavy-duty trucks.
EPA initially seemed in a rush to finalize the proposed rule, denying requests for an extension of
the comment period that were filed by EDF and other interested parties concerned about the lack
of information disclosed by the agency and its untenable legal, scientific and factual conclusions.
But once the comment period closed, the proposal sat for six months with no action by EPA.
Until last Friday, the effective date of Mr. Pruitt’s resignation as Administrator. Late that night,
without meeting even the barest standard of transparency, EPA announced that it was “exercising
its enforcement discretion in 2018 and 2019,”14 and inviting companies to violate the annual cap
of 300 exempted gliders per year per manufacturer during that period while the agency attempts
to develop a defensible rationale for lifting that cap.
The following Monday, on the first day of your tenure as Acting Administrator, EPA published
to its website a letter memorializing the blanket nonenforcement decision previously announced.
That letter, attached here for your reference, is styled a “Conditional No Action Assurance,” but
there is nothing “conditional” about it. Assistant Administrator Susan Parker Bodine states in no
uncertain terms that “I am today providing a ‘no action assurance’” to all “Small Manufacturers”
of heavy-duty glider trucks and all “Suppliers” of heavy-duty glider kits.15 The letter provides
that its “no action assurance will remain in effect” for a full calendar year (and apply to two full
years of unlawful glider production), unless EPA finalizes a “rule extending the compliance date
applicable to small manufacturers of glider vehicles.”16
By way of explanation, EPA states only that it has “determined that additional evaluation of
several [unnamed] matters is required before it can take final action on the” rule it proposed eight
months ago. The letter also alludes to unnamed glider manufacturers who allegedly “reli[ed] on”
the agency’s proposed rule—instead of relying on EPA’s actual standards on the books—that
“have reached the[]” 2018 annual limit of 300 super-polluting glider trucks and now wish to
violate existing law by producing more. The letter states that EPA is “exercis[ing] its
enforcement discretion with respect to the applicability of 40 C.F.R. § 1037.635” for all affected
manufacturers and suppliers, inviting them to engage in the illegal production of glider vehicles
up to the “highest annual production of glider kits and glider vehicles for any year from 2010 to

See Letter of Philip B. Oldham, President, Tennessee Tech University, to E. Scott Pruitt (Feb. 19, 2018), at
https://www.edf.org/sites/default/files/content/EDF%20Second%20Supplemental%20Comment%20re%20TTU%20
Study%202.27.18%20Final2.pdf (explaining that “knowledgeable experts within the University have questioned the
methodology and accuracy of the report,” and that TTU is “investigating an allegation of research misconduct
related to the study”); Proposed Repeal, 82 Fed. Reg. at 53444.
14
See Eric Lipton, On Last Day for its Chief, E.P.A. Grants a Loophole, New York Times, July 7, 2018, page A12
(quoting EPA Press Secretary Molly Block).
15
Environmental Protection Agency, Conditional No Action Assurance Regarding Small Manufacturers of Glider
Vehicles (July 6, 2018), available at https://www.epa.gov/enforcement/conditional-no-action-assurance-regardingsmall-manufacturers-glider-vehicles. (emphasis added).
16
Id. (emphasis added).
13
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2014.” The result of this action will be an enormous increase in harmful pollution from what is
permitted under the current regulations.17
One struggles to imagine a more blatant flouting of the rule of law. Finding itself unable to
justify a change to a validly promulgated regulation, EPA has announced that it will not enforce
that regulation for at least a year (and with respect to two full vehicle model years), by which
time EPA hopes to have divined a reason to make the change. In effect, EPA has substituted a
sweeping, general non-enforcement decision for what otherwise would have been a deeply
flawed final rule. The agency’s decision not to enforce an entire regulation, full stop, “represents
[its] final … position on this issue, has the status of law, and has an immediate and direct effect”
on glider manufacturers and suppliers, their industry competitors, and (most importantly) the
public at large.18 The agency has offered essentially no explanation, let alone a “reasoned” one,
for its decision to ignore existing law.19
It is telling that this indefensible decision to stop enforcing this vital regulation took place under
cloak of administrative darkness, during the final night of Mr. Pruitt’s tenure. This decision
mocks basic norms of transparency and accountability, as well as the rule of law, and it severely
and needlessly harms the public that EPA is entrusted to serve.20
The agency’s definitive refusal to enforce vital health protections is flagrantly unlawful and must
be reversed. At a minimum, to prevent irreparable harm to our members and to the public at
large, and pursuant to Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 18(a)(1), the undersigned request that
you issue a stay of this unlawful and injurious decision immediately.
Respectfully submitted,
/s/ Vickie Patton
Vickie Patton
Martha Roberts
Peter Zalzal
Alice Henderson
Environmental Defense Fund
1875 Connecticut Avenue N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, DC 20009
(202) 572-3610
Counsel for Environmental
Defense Fund

40 C.F.R. § 1037.150(t)(3).
Clean Air Council v. Pruitt, 862 F.3d 1, 6 (D.C. Cir. 2017) (quoting Int’l Union, United Mine Workers of America
v. Mine Safety & Health Admin., 823 F.2d 608, 615 (D.C. Cir. 1987)).
19
Encino Motorcars, LLC v. Navarro, 136 S. Ct. 2117, 2125 (2016).
20
See, e.g., 42 U.S.C. § 7401(b)(1).
17
18
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Matthew Littleton
Sean Donahue
Susannah Weaver
Donahue, Goldberg
& Weaver, LLP
1111 14th Street, N.W.
Suite 510 A
Washington, DC 20005
(202) 683-6895
Counsel for Environmental
Defense Fund

/s/ Vera P. Pardee
Vera P. Pardee
Center for Biological Diversity
1212 Broadway, Suite 800
Oakland, CA 94612
(415) 632-5317
Counsel for Center for
Biological Diversity
/s/ Joanne Spalding
Joanne Spalding
Sierra Club
2101 Webster Street, Suite 1300
Oakland, CA 94612
(415) 977-5725
Counsel for Sierra Club

Sent Via E-Mail and Certified Mail to:
Andrew K. Wheeler
Susan Parker Bodine
William L. Wehrum
Matthew Z. Leopold
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XIV.
13 States’ Request for Immediate Withdrawal or Administrative Stay of EPA’s
Non-Enforcement Decision, to EPA Acting Administrator Wheeler (July 13, 2018)
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Attorneys General of California, Connecticut, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Vermont, and Washington
and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection and the California Air
Resources Board
July 13, 2018
VIA EMAIL AND OVERNIGHT MAIL
Andrew K. Wheeler
Acting Administrator, United States
Environmental Protection Agency
William Jefferson Clinton Building
1200 Pennsylvania Ave N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004
Re:

Request for Withdrawal or Administrative Stay of United States Environmental
Protection Agency’s “Conditional No Action Assurance Regarding Small
Manufacturers of Glider Vehicles”

Dear Acting Administrator Wheeler:
The Attorneys General of California, Connecticut, Illinois, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Vermont, and
Washington, and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection and the California
Air Resources Board (the “States”) write to respectfully request that you immediately withdraw
or issue an administrative stay of the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s
(“EPA’s”) unlawful de facto suspension of its duly promulgated regulation limiting the
production of highly polluting glider vehicles and glider kits (“Glider Rule”). 1 See Susan P.
Bodine, Assistant Administrator, “Conditional No Action Assurance Regarding Small
Manufacturers of Glider Vehicles” (July 6, 2018) (“de facto suspension” or “suspension”).
As discussed below, EPA’s de facto suspension of the Glider Rule is clearly unlawful.
While framed as an exercise of enforcement discretion, EPA’s action “amount[s] to an
abdication of its statutory responsibility[y]” 2 to implement the Glider Rule and circumvents the
substantive and procedural requirements that EPA must meet in order to modify a rule. Further,
the action violates EPA’s own longstanding policy against “no action assurances,” and its
practice of issuing such assurances only in narrow circumstances not applicable here, such as
where there will not be an increase in environmental harm. Here, based on EPA’s own data, the
detrimental effect of EPA’s suspension on public health and the environment will be dramatic.
Therefore, absent quick action on your part to withdraw or stay EPA’s de facto suspension, the
States are prepared to take action in court.

1

The Glider Rule is part of the Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and HeavyDuty Engines and Vehicles—Phase 2 (81 Fed. Reg. 73, 478 (Oct. 25, 2016)).
2
See Heckler v. Chaney, 470 U.S. 821, 833, fn. 4 (1985).

1
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The Glider Rule, proposed in 2015 and adopted in 2016 as part of the Phase 2 heavy-duty
vehicle fuel efficiency and greenhouse gas emissions standards rulemaking, struck a compromise
between the interests of small businesses that salvage and refurbish engines from damaged trucks
and the severe public health and environmental impacts from these old, highly polluting
engines. 3 After a yearlong transition period, glider manufacturers are subject to limits on the use
of non-emissions compliant engines, based on historic sales of gliders for their original
purpose—to salvage relatively new engines from damaged trucks. 4 The de facto suspension
perversely incentivizes the more recent “tenfold increase in glider kit production since the
[model year] 2007 criteria pollutant emission standards took effect,” an increase that “reflects an
attempt to avoid these more stringent standards and (ultimately) the Clean Air Act.” 5
The facts demonstrate that EPA is using a “no action” assurance here because it
recognizes it cannot lawfully support an amendment of the Glider Rule. EPA as much as admits
that it cannot go forward with its Proposed Repeal without developing a new rationale and
evidence to support it, due to concerns raised by public comment. 6 EPA also admits that it must
undertake notice and comment rulemaking to alter a duly promulgated rule, such as the Glider
Rule—not just issue a memorandum. 7 Further, it is well established that EPA must have
statutory authority for any changes it proposes, and particularly for modification of effective
dates or compliance dates of rules already in effect. 8
EPA supplies no good reasons to support its action. EPA’s de facto suspension of the
Glider Rule from July 2018 through July 2019 will allow the manufacturers of non-emission
compliant glider vehicles and glider kits to raise their production to many times the level that
would otherwise be permissible 9 without fear of enforcement by EPA. Based on data EPA relied
on in adopting the Glider Rule in 2015, adding this number of gliders to our nation’s roads would
lead to hundreds of premature deaths 10 and well over one hundred thousand tons of NOx and
diesel particulate matter (“PM”) pollution. 11 Without acknowledging the increased risk of
premature deaths and other public health and environmental harms the de facto suspension will
cause, EPA contends that it will prevent economic harms to manufacturers. However, in addition
to the fact that such economic harms are speculative (given that these manufacturers could still
3

See, e.g., 81 FR at 73944-45; see also Response to Comments, Appendix A, EPA-426-R-16-901 (Aug. 2016) at
1963, Figures A-2 and A-3 (charting the difference in emissions between gliders and other new trucks) (Attachment
A).
4
See Response to Comments, Appendix A, EPA-426-R-16-901 (Aug. 2016) at 1961, Figure A-1 (Attachment B).
The data from 2000-2009 reflects the historic number of engines salvaged from damaged trucks, while the numbers
post-2009 reflect glider manufacturers expansion into use of non-emissions compliant engines sourced from trucks
that had not been damaged in accidents. See 81 Fed. Reg. at 73,943.
5
81 Fed. Reg. at 73,943.
6
De Facto Suspension at 2.
7
Id.
8
EPA should be well aware of these requirements, having been reminded of them recently by the Court of Appeals
for the D.C. Circuit. See Clean Air Council v. Pruitt, 862 F.3d 1, 4 (D.C. Cir. 2017); see also Natural Resources
Defense Council v. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, -- F.3d --, 2018 WL 3819321 at *12 (2d Cir.
June 29, 2018) (holding that an agency may not alter a rule without notice and comment, nor does an agency have
any inherent authority to stay a final rule).
9
See Response to Comments, Appendix A, EPA-426-R-16-901 (Aug. 2016) at 1964.
10
Id. at 1877 (5,000-10,000 additional gliders would emit enough particulate matter pollution to cause 350 to 1,600
premature deaths).
11
Id. at 1875-1876.
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produce emission compliant trucks 12), unsupported and unquantified, EPA failed to consider the
far greater economic consequences of the health impacts of increased glider sales—
consequences EPA itself estimated to be, on average, from $300,000 to $1,100,000 for each nonemissions compliant additional glider sold. 13
Further, EPA has not met any of the procedural requirements for the suspension of a rule.
No proposal was put to the public and no comment was sought. No data or analysis
accompanied EPA’s arbitrary suspension. Indeed, the memoranda constituting the action were
not even released publicly until three days after their issuance. And, the dates of the memoranda
indicate that this decision was made with less than a single day’s consideration.
EPA cannot avoid these legal requirements by elevating form over substance and seeking
to paint its action as an unreviewable exercise of enforcement discretion. EPA’s decision not to
apply the limitations to any gliders for the next twelve months is a sweeping “abdication of its
statutory responsibilities,” not an exercise of enforcement discretion. EPA’s action also clearly
violates its own longstanding “Policy Against ‘No Action’ Assurances,” which dates to the
Reagan Administration. 14 The 1984 policy expressly states that it “applies in all contexts,
including assurances requested: …on the basis that revisions to the underlying legal requirement
are being considered,” 15 as is the case with EPA’s de facto suspension. The 1984 policy allows
for exceptions only in narrow cases, for example, where necessary “to allow action to avoid
extreme risks to public health and safety.” 16 Here, EPA’s action does not avoid such risks, but
instead creates them. 17 In short, EPA’s action is an unlawful rule suspension masquerading as an
exercise of enforcement discretion.

12

See 81 Fed. Reg. 73,518; 40 C.F.R. §§ 1037.150(t) and (t)(1)(vii).
Response to Comments, Appendix A, EPA-426-R-16-901 (Aug. 2016) at 1965.
14
Courtney M. Price, Assistant Administrator For Enforcement and Compliance Monitoring, Policy Against “No
Action” Assurances, (Nov. 16, 1984) (Attachment C).
15
Id. at 2. In reaffirming the 1984 policy against “no action assurances” eleven years later, EPA called the policy “a
necessary and critically important element of the wise exercise of the Agency’s enforcement discretion….” Steven
A. Herman, Assistant Administrator, Processing Requests for Use of Enforcement Discretion (Mar. 3, 1995)
(Attachment D).
16
Id. at 2.
17
EPA’s present “no action assurance” differs substantially from those that came before it, either because in prior
examples EPA has expressly found that the no action assurance will not increase environmental harm, or because
EPA has identified technical barriers, or because EPA needed additional time to respond to a court order.
13

3
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Given the absence of any rational or lawful basis to maintain EPA's de facto suspension,
and in light of the imminent threat posed to public health and the environment, we respectfully
request, pursuant to Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 18(a)(l), that EPA immediately
withdraw or administratively stay its action.
Yours Sincerely,

FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE CALIFORNIA AIR

XAVIER BECERRA
Attorney General

1\.:.-,~.v

By:_~-~~~DAVIDA. ZONANA .
Supervising Deputy Attorney General
MEGANK.HEY
M. ELAINE MECKENSTOCK
MELINDA PILLING
Deputy Attorneys General
California Department of Justice
1515 Clay Street, Suite 2000
Oakland, CA 94612
(510) 879-1248

By:---------RICHARD W. COREY
Executive Officer
California Air Resources Board
1001 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 445-4383

FOR THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT

FOR THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

GEORGE JEPSEN
Attorney General
MATTHEW l. LEVINE

LISA MADIGAN
Attorney General
MATTHEW J. DUNN
GERALD T. KARR
DANIEL I. ROTTENBERG
Assistant Attorneys General
Illinois Attorney General's Office
69 W. Washington St., 18th Floor
Chicago, IL 60602
(312) 814-3816

SCOTTN. KOSCHWITZ

Assistant Attorneys General
Office of the Attorney General
P.O. Box 120, 55 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06141-0120
(860) 808-5250
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FOR THE STATE OF MAINE

FOR THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

JANET T. MILLS
Attorney General
GERALD D. REID
Assistant Attorney General
Chief, Natural Resources Division
6 State House Station
Augusta. ME 04333-0006
(207) 626-8545

GURBIR S. GREWAL
Attorney General
DAVID C. APY
Assistant Attorney General
AARON A. LOVE
Deputy Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
25 Market St., P.O. Box 093
Trenton, NJ 08625-0093
(609) 376-2740

FOR THE STATE OF MARYLAND

FOR THE STATE OF NEW YORK

BRIAN E. FROSH
Attorney General
LEAH J. TULIN
Assistant Attorney General
200 St. Paul Place, 20th Floor
Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 576-6962

BARBARA D. UNDERWOOD
Attorney General
DANIELLE C. FIDLER
Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Protection Bureau
120 Broadway, 26th Floor
New York, NY 10271
(212) 416-8441

FOR THE COMMONWEALTH OF
MASSACHUSETTS

FOR THE STATE OF NORTH
CAROLINA

MAURA HEALEY
Attorney General
CAROL IANCU
Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Protection Division
One Ashburton Place, 18th Floor
Boston, MA 02108
(617) 963-2428

JOSHUA H. STEIN
Attorney General
BLAKE THOMAS
Deputy General Counsel
North Carolina Department of Justice
Post Office Box 629
Raleigh, NC 27602
(919) 716-6400
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FOR THE COMMONWEALTH OF
PENNSYLVANIA

FOR THE COMMONWEALTH OF
PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION
PATRICK McDONNELL
Secretary
16th Floor
400 Market Street
Harrisburg, PA 17101-2301
(717) 787-2814

JOSH SHAPIRO
Attorney General
MICHAEL J. FISCHER
Chief Deputy Attorney General
Pennsylvania Office of Attorney General
Strawberry Square
Harrisburg, PA 17120
(215) 560-2171

FOR THE STATE OF OREGON

FOR THE STATE OF VERMONT

ELLEN F. ROSENBLUM
Attorney General
PAUL GARRAHAN
Attorney-in-Charge
Natural Resources Section
Oregon Department of Justice
1162 Court Street NE
Salem, OR 97301-4096
(503) 947-4593

THOMAS J. DONOVAN, JR.
Attorney General
NICHOLAS F. PERSAMPIERI
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
109 State Street
Montpelier, VT 05609
(802) 828-3186

FOR THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
ROBERT W. FERGUSON
Attorney General
KATHARINE G. SHIREY
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
P.O. Box 40117
Olympia, WA 98504-0117
(360) 586-6769

cc:

Susan Parker Bodine, Assistant Administrator, Office of Enforcement and Compliance
Assurance, EPA (via email)
Bill Wehrum, Assistant Administrator, Office of Air and Radiation, EPA (via email)

Encl.
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Figure A-2: Annual Per-Vehicle NOx Emissions (tons/year)
For Model Year 2017 Glider Vehicles and Other New Vehicles
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Figure A-3: Annual Per-Vehicle PM Emissions (tons/year)
For Model Year 2017 Glider Vehicles and Other New Vehicles
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Fleetwide Emission Projections
Based on public comments, EPA is estimating that approximately 10,000 gliders will be produced in
2016. Consistent with this, the modeling of gliders discussed here assumed annual glider sales of
10,000 for 2015 and later. As noted above, the modeling assumed that these gliders emit at the level
equivalent to the engines meeting the MY 1998-2001 standards without miscalibration.
Figure A- 1: Glider vehicle production projected for fleetwide analysis without
new provisions

Projected Glider Production
by Model Year w/o New Provisions
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We modeled impacts on NOx and PM inventories with and without restrictions for two calendar years:
2025 and 2040. The restrictions were modeled as limiting sales in 2018 and later to 1,000 new gliders
each year. This control case roughly approximates the restrictions being adopted for 2018 and later, and
is consistent with the proposed requirements. The total number of vehicles was held constant by
increasing the number of fully compliant vehicles (i.e., vehicles with engines meeting 2017 and later
standards for NOx and PM) by 9,000 for each model year after 2017. However, we recognize that the
actual number of gliders produced annually under the control case may vary by year and/or be higher or
lower than 1,000. The results are shown below. This control scenario does not reflect the restrictions
being adopted for 2017. See the model year analysis below for the impacts of model year 2017 glider
vehicles.
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SUBJECT:

Policy Against "No

FROM:

Courtney M. Price
Assistant Administrator for Enforcement
and Compliance Monitoring

10:

Ass i stant Adcinistrators
Regional Administrators
General Counsel
Jnspector General

Assura,'\ce:

This memorandum reaffirms EPA policy against givinc
definitive assurances (written or oral) outside the context of
a formal enforcement ~roc~eding that EPA wi ll not proceed with
an enforcement response for a sp~cific individual violation of
a n environmental protection statute, regulation, or other
legal requirement.
•No action" promis~s may erode the credibility of EPA's

e~foreement program by creating real or pereeived inequities
i :~, the Agency's treat:nent of the regulatec community. '!'his
credibility is vital as a continuing incentive for regulatnd
parties to comply with environmental protection requirements.
In addit ion, any commitment not to enforce a leg2l
requirement against a particular regulated party may severely
hamper later enforcement efforts against that party, who may
clai~ good-faith reliance on that assurance, or against other
parties who claim to be similarly situated.

This pol i cy against defini ti ve no action promises to
pa~ties outside the Agency applies in all con~exts, including
a ssurances requested:
0

both prior to and after a violation has been comr.itted;

0

en the basis that a State or local governr:ier.t is
respcndi r.g t o the v iol2 tio~;
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2

•

on the basis that revisions to the underlying legal
requirement are being considered;

0

on the basis that the Agency has determined that the
party is not liable or has a valid defens~;

0

on the basis that the violation already has been
corrected (or that a party has promised that it will
correct the violation); or

0

on the basis that the violation is not of sufficient
priority to m~rit Agency action.

The Agency particularly must avoid no action promises
relating eithe~ to violations of judicial orders, for which a
cou~t has independent enforcement authority, or to potential
criminal violations, for which prosecutorial discretion rests
with the United States Attorney Gengral.
As a general rule, exceptions to this policy are warranted
only
0

where expressly provided by applicable statute or
regulation (e.g., certain upset or bypass situations)

0

in extremely unusual cases in which a no action
assurance is clearly neccessary to serve the public
interest (e.g., to allow action to avoid extreme risks
to public health or safety, or to obtain important
information for research purposes) and which no other
mechanism can address adequately.

Of course, any exceptions which EPA grants must be in an are~
in ~hich EPA has discretion not to act under applicable law.
This policy in no way is intended to constrain the way in
which EPA discusses and coordinates enforcement plans with
state er local enforcement authorities consistent with norm~l
working relationshios.
To the extent that~ statement of EPA's
enfor~ement intent is necessdry to help support or conclude an
effective state enforcement effort, EPA can employ langu~ge
such as the following:
"EPA encourages State action to resolve violations of
th~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Act and supportz the actions whict
(State)
is taking to address the violations at issue. To the QXt~nt
thAt the State ~cti~n does not satisfactorilv rccoluo the
viol~tions, EF~ ~~y 9ursue its
enfo~cement ~=:io~."

=w~
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3

I am requesting that any definitive written or oral no
action commitment receive the advance concurrence of my office.
This was a difficult decision to reach in light of the valid
concerns raised in comments on this policy statement: nevertheless, we concluded that Headquarters concurrence is important
bec~use the precedential implications of providing no action
commitments can extend beyond a single Region. we will attemp±
to consult with the relevant program office and respond to any
formal request for concurrence within 10 working days from the
date we receive the request. Naturally, emergency situations
can be handled orally on an expedited basis.
All instances in which an EPA official gives a no action
promise must be documented in the appropriate case file, The
documentation must include an explanation of the reasons
justifying the no action assurance.
Finally, this policy against no action assurances does not
preclude EPA from fully discussing internally the prosecutorial
merit of individual cases or from exercising the discretion it
has under applicable law to decide when and how to respond or
not respond to a given violation, based on the Agency's normal
enforcement priorities.
cc:

Associate Enforcement Counsels
OECM Office Directors
Program Compliance Office Directors
Regional Enforcement Contacts
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENT AL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTON,

D.C. 20460

MAR O3 1995
CFi=lCEOF

MEMORANDUM

ENFORCS:MENiANO
COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE

SUBJECT:

Processing Rew;-Wor Use of Enforcement Discretion

FROM:

Steven A. Hek'IQ
Assistant Administrator

TO:

Assistant Administrators
Regional A.'dministrators:
General counsel
Inspector General

In light of the reorganization and consolidation of the.
Agency's enforcement and compliance assurance resources
activities at Headcruarters, I believe that it is useful to
.recirculate the attached memorandwn regarding 11nci action"
assurances 1 as a reminder of both this policy and the procedure
for handling such requests.
The Agency has long adhered to a
policy against giving definitive assurances outside the. context
of a formal enforcement proceeding that the government will not
proceed with an enforcement response for a specific individual
violation of an environmental protection statue, regulation; or
legal requireme.nt. This policy, a necessary and critically
important element of the wise exercise of the Agency's
enforcement discretion, and which has been a consistent feature
of the enforcement progra;;i, was formalized in 1984 following
Agency-wide review and co=ent. Please note that OECA is
reviewing the applicability of this policy to the CERCLA
enforcement prograr:i, and will issue additional guidance '•on this
subject.
A "no action" assurance includes, but is not limited to:
specific or.general requests for the Agency to exercise its
enforcement discretion in a particular manner or in a given set
of circUlllstances (i.e., that it will or will not take an
enforcement actionr; the development of policies or.other
s·tatements purporting to bind the Agency and which relate to or
wculd affect the Agency's enforcement of the Federal
environmental laws and regulations; and other similar requests
1

Courtney M. Price, Assistant Administrator for• Enforcement
and Compliance Monitoring, Policy Against "Na Action" Assurances
(Nev. 16, 1984) (copy attached).
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for forbearance or action involving enforcement-related
activities. The procedure established by this Policy_requires
that any such written or oral assurances have the advance written
concurrence of the Assistant Adl!linistrator for Enforcement and
Compliance Assurance ..
The 1984 reaffirmation of this policy articulated well the
dangers of providing "no action" assurances.
Such. assurances
erode the credibility of the enforcement program by creating real
or·perceived inequities in the Agency's treatment of the
regulated community. Given limited Agency· resources, this
credibility is a vital incentive for the regulated community to
· comply with existing requirements. In addition, a commitment not
to enforce a legal requirement may severely hamper later,
necessary enforcement efforts to protect public health and the
environment, regardless of whether the action is against the.
recipient of the assurances or against othe_rs who claim to be
similarly situated.
Moreover, these principles are their most compelling.in the
context of rulemakings:
good public policy counsels that blanket
statements of enforcement discretion are not always a
·
particularly appropriate alternative tO the public notice-andco=ent rulemaking process. Where the Agency determines that i t
is appropriate to alter or modify its approach in specific, welldefined circUillstances, in my view we .must consider carefully
whether the objective is best achieved through an open and public
process (especially where the.underlying requirement was
established by rule under the Adl!linistrative Procedures Act), or
through piece.meal expressions of our enforcement discretion.
We have recoanized two aeneral situations in which a no
action assurance may be appropriate: where it is expressly
provided for by an applicable statute, and in extremely unusual
circumstances where an assurance is clearly necessary to serve
the public interest and which no other mechanism can address
adequately.
In light of the profound policy implications of
granting· no action assurances, .the 1984 Policy requires. the
advance concurrence of the Assistant Adl!linistrator for this
,office.
over the years, this approach has resulted in the
reasonably consistent and appropriate exercise of EPA's
enforcement discretion, and in a manner which both preserves the
integrity of the Agency· and meets the legitimate. ne.eds served by
a mitigated enforcement response.
There mav be situations where the general prohibition on no
action assurances should not apply under CER_CLA (or the
Underground Storage Tanks or RCRA corrective action programs).
For example, at many Superfund sites there is no violation of
law. OECA is evaluating the applicability of no action
assurances under CERCLA and RCRA and will·issue additional
guidance on the s~bject.
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Lastly, an element, of the 1984 Policy which I want to
highlight is that it does not and should not preclude the Agency
from discussing fully and completely the merits of a particular
, action, policy, or other request to exercise the Agency's
enforcement discretion in ,a particular manner.
I welcome
free
and frank exchange of ideas on how best to respond to violations,
mindful of the Agency's overarching goals, statutory directives,
and enforcement arid compliance priorities.
I do, however, want
to ensure that all such reauests are handled in a ~onsistent and
coordinated manner.
-

a

Attaclunent
cc:

OECA,Office Directors
Regional Counsels
Regional Program Directors

·~-
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XV.
Eric Lipton, ‘Super Polluting’ Trucks Receive Loophole on Pruitt’s Last Day, N.Y.
Times (July 6, 2018)
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ʻSuper Pollutingʼ Trucks Receive
Loophole on Pruittʼs Last Day
By Eric Lipton
July 6, 2018

WASHINGTON — In the final hours of Scott Pruitt’s tenure as administrator, the Environmental
Protection Agency moved on Friday to effectively grant a loophole that will allow a major
increase in the manufacturing of a diesel freight truck that produces as much as 55 times the air
pollution as trucks that have modern emissions controls.
The move by the E.P.A. came after intense lobbying by a small set of manufacturers that sell
glider trucks, which use old engines built before new technologies significantly reduced emissions
of particulates and nitrogen oxide that are blamed for asthma, lung cancer and other ailments.
It was just as strongly opposed by an unusual alliance of public health groups like the American
Lung Association, environmental groups like the Environmental Defense Fund and major
industry players like United Parcel Service, the largest truck fleet owner, and Volvo Group, one of
the largest truck manufacturers.
The shift in agency policy came quietly late Friday, the last day of work for Mr. Pruitt, who
resigned after several ethics scandals. But agency officials confirmed to The New York Times
that, through the end of 2019, the E.P.A. will not enforce an annual cap of 300 gliders per
manufacturer that had been imposed in January.
The glider truck concept began so the engines of relatively new trucks that had been involved in
accidents could be transferred to new truck bodies. But as the emissions control requirements
went into effect in recent years, companies like Fitzgerald Glider Kits of Crossville, Tenn., began
to attract thousands of buyers from around the United States — including many small fleet
owners — that wanted to evade the new rules, getting trucks they argued were cheaper to run.
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Sales of glider trucks could return to 10,000 units annually, about 4 percent of new heavy-duty
truck sales. Kyle Dean Reinford for The New York Times

Fitzgerald made about 3,000 of these trucks in 2017, a production rate that it will now be allowed
to return to. An estimated 10,000 glider trucks were sold nationally in 2015 — about 4 percent of
new heavy-duty truck sales — and production could soon return to that level.
“The Agency is exercising its enforcement discretion in 2018 and 2019,” Molly Block, an agency
spokeswoman, said in a statement late Friday, meaning that it is notifying glider manufacturers
that even though the limit legally remains in place, the companies can effectively ignore it.
The agency, she said, is also considering formally delaying the 300-unit cap until December 2019
— by which point it hopes to have permanently repealed the cap.
The rollback was immediately condemned by environmental groups, which have appealed to the
White House to block the E.P.A. from creating the loophole. They noted that the effort to reduce
air pollution caused by diesel trucks had been embraced by Democratic and Republican
administrations for nearly two decades.
Vickie Patton, the general counsel at the Environmental Defense Fund, blamed both Mr. Pruitt
and Andrew Wheeler, the No. 2 official at the E.P.A. who will become its acting administrator.
“Pruitt and Wheeler are creating a loophole for super polluting freight trucks that will fill our
children’s lungs with toxic diesel pollution, ignoring public comments from moms and leading
businesses across the country,” she said.
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A label detailing
a truck’s emissions
exemption.
trucks produce as much as 55 times the air pollution as
trucks with modern emissions controls.
Kyle Dean Reinford for The New York Times

Ms. Block did not respond when asked what role, if any, Mr. Wheeler played in the decision.
One year’s worth of truck sales was estimated to release 13 times as much nitrogen oxide as all of
the Volkswagen diesel cars with fraudulent emissions controls, a scheme that resulted in a
criminal case against the company and more than $4 billion in fines.
Mr. Pruitt had championed the rollback, claiming that the E.P.A. did not have the legal authority
to force companies like Fitzgerald to significantly reduce production of glider trucks. But that
move came only after Fitzgerald donated tens of thousands of dollars to Representative Diane
Black, Republican of Tennessee, who is a candidate for governor there, and who asked Mr. Pruitt
to reverse the rule.
Mr. Pruitt announced his intention to eliminate the 300-unit limit last year, but it was slowed down
by the White House. Agency officials said the White House asked the E.P.A. to do a more
comprehensive study of the environmental and economic impacts of his proposal — an unusual
move during the Trump administration.
Executives at Fitzgerald did not respond Friday to a request for comment. But in an opinion piece
written in April, Tommy Fitzgerald Sr., its chief executive, praised Mr. Pruitt and blamed industry
competitors, like Volvo, that sell new trucks for the now-delayed regulatory effort.
(Emails released through a Freedom of Information request show that E.P.A. officials had been
working with an executive from Volvo Group North America to perform tests on glider trucks
that would be used to challenge the effort by Mr. Pruitt.)
“The new truck industry conspired with the Obama EPA to try to put us out of business,” Mr.
Fitzgerald wrote, adding, “Our goose was cooked until President Trump and Pruitt came to town.”
A version of this article appears in print on July 7, 2018, on Page A12 of the New York edition with the headline: On Last Day For Its Chief, E.P.A. Grants A
Loophole
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TRUMP RULES

How $225,000 Can Help Secure a Pollution
Loophole at Trumpʼs E.P.A.
By Eric Lipton
Feb. 15, 2018

CROSSVILLE, Tenn. — The gravel parking lot at the Fitzgerald family’s truck dealership here in
central Tennessee was packed last week with shiny new Peterbilt and Freightliner trucks, as well
as a steady stream of buyers from across the country.
But there is something unusual about the big rigs sold by the Fitzgeralds: They are equipped with
rebuilt diesel engines that do not need to comply with rules on modern emissions controls. That
makes them cheaper to operate, but means that they spew 40 to 55 times the air pollution of other
new trucks, according to federal estimates, including toxins blamed for asthma, lung cancer and a
range of other ailments.
The special treatment for the Fitzgerald trucks is made possible by a loophole in federal law that
the Obama administration tried to close, and the Trump administration is now championing. The
trucks, originally intended as a way to reuse a relatively new engine and other parts after an
accident, became attractive for their ability to evade modern emissions standards and other
regulations.
The survival of this loophole is a story of money, politics and suspected academic misconduct,
according to interviews and government and private documents, and has been facilitated by Scott
Pruitt, the administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, who has staked out positions in
environmental fights that benefit the Trump administration’s corporate backers.
Fitzgerald welcomed President Trump at one of its dealerships during the campaign, and it sells
baseball caps with the slogan “Make Trucks Great Again.”
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Scott Pruitt, the administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency.
Tom Brenner/The New York Times

The loophole has been condemned in recent weeks by an array of businesses and
environmentalists: major truck makers like Volvo and Navistar; fleet owners like the United
Parcel Service; lobbying powerhouses like the National Association of Manufacturers; health and
environmental groups like the American Lung Association and the Consumer Federation of
America; and some Fitzgerald competitors in Tennessee, Texas and Oklahoma, Mr. Pruitt’s home
state.
“This just does not make any sense to me,” said Christine Todd Whitman, who served as head of
the E.P.A. during the first George W. Bush administration. “Everybody breathes the same air,
Democrats or Republicans. It does not matter. This is about keeping people healthy.”
But the Fitzgerald family has had influential allies. In addition to Mr. Pruitt, they include
Representative Diane Black, a Republican who is a candidate for Tennessee governor, and
Tennessee Technological University, a state university that produced a study minimizing pollution
problems associated with the trucks.
Ms. Black introduced legislation in 2015 to protect the loophole when it was first in line to be
eliminated by a stricter diesel emissions rule under the Obama administration. That bill failed,
but after the election of Mr. Trump, she turned to Mr. Pruitt to carve out an exemption to the new
rule — scheduled to take effect last month — and presented him with the study from Tennessee
Tech.
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faculty at Tennessee
Tech
and is
the subject of an internal investigation, but it had also offered to build a new research center for
the university on land owned by the company. And in the six weeks before Mr. Pruitt announced
in November that he would grant the exemption, Fitzgerald business entities, executives and
family members contributed at least $225,000 to Ms. Black’s campaign for governor, campaign
disclosure records show.

Representative Diane Black, a Tennessee Republican who is running for governor, received at
least $225,000 in campaign contributions from Fitzgerald business entities, executives and family
members. Jim Lo Scalzo/European Pressphoto Agency

The multiple donors allowed the company to circumvent a Tennessee state law intended to limit
the size of campaign contributions by corporations and political action committees. The donations
— many of which came through a series of limited liability companies tied to the family —
represented 12 percent of the money Ms. Black had raised from outside sources through last
month, the records show.
Tommy Fitzgerald, an owner of Fitzgerald, said the actions by Ms. Black and Mr. Pruitt were
good public policy and not special favors to his company.
“I don’t know why anyone would want to kill all these jobs,” Mr. Fitzgerald said, referring to the
several hundred people he said he employs at his dealerships, many of them in rural areas. “It
does not make any sense.”
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Hartline,
a spokesman
Ms. Black,
said the congresswoman
had stood
up for
constituent and was not influenced by the campaign donations, which he said complied with state
law. “There are very few companies willing to try and keep manufacturing jobs in rural
Tennessee today, and Diane fights hard to support the few that do,” Mr. Hartline said.

An E.P.A. spokeswoman, Liz Bowman, said that Mr. Pruitt remained committed to protecting
clean air. But, she said, he agreed with a legal argument made by Ms. Black and Fitzgerald that
the agency did not have the authority to limit sales.

Matt Moorehead at a CB Trucking garage in Cookeville, Tenn.
Kyle Dean Reinford for The New York Times

“E.P.A. is acting on behalf of anyone who sees merit in upholding and perhaps even bolstering the
credibility of our laws and the role of Congress,” Ms. Bowman said.
She said that the money donated to Ms. Black had no impact on the decision by Mr. Pruitt.

New Trucks, Old Engines
The trucks sold by Fitzgerald are known as “gliders” because they are manufactured without
engines and are later retrofitted with the rebuilt ones. Gliders are popular among small trucking
companies and individual truck owners, who say they cannot afford to buy or operate vehicles
with new engines and modern emissions controls.
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been
on the market since at least the 1970s. But after the federal government moved to force
improvements in truck emissions, with standards that were first enacted during the Clinton
administration and took full effect by 2010, gliders became a way for trucking companies to
legally skirt the rules.

Dealers like Fitzgerald buy truck bodies from Peterbilt, Freightliner and other manufacturers and
typically install 1990s-era engines, recovered from salvage yards, that its employees rebuild down
to their cores. The used engines and other remanufactured parts allow dealers to claim that the
new trucks predate emissions requirements, and therefore should be exempt.
Nationally, an estimated 10,000 glider trucks were sold in 2015 — or about 4 percent of all new
heavy-duty truck sales — the last full year for which data is available, up from fewer than 1,000 in
2010. Fitzgerald is the industry’s largest dealer in retrofitting the trucks by selling so-called glider
kit trucks, for about $130,000. Modern trucks, which also include collision avoidance equipment,
cost between $145,000 and $170,000, dealers said.
“I hate government mandates,” said Paul Bailey, a state senator and the operations manager at
CB Trucking in Cookeville, Tenn., which hauls everything from building supplies to mustard in its
fleet of 60 glider trucks, two-thirds of which were purchased from Fitzgerald.
The glider trucks take advantage of other regulatory loopholes. Since most of the engines were
manufactured before 1999, the trucks are exempt from a federal law that went into effect in
December intended to prevent accidents caused by fatigued drivers. The law requires
commercial truck drivers to use an electronic logging system to track how many hours they
spend behind the wheel, and to take mandatory breaks. The law covers truck engines
manufactured after 1999.
The glider trucks, in some cases, also are not subject to a 12 percent federal excise tax imposed on
truck sales, because they are not considered new trucks. Ms. Black intervened with the Internal
Revenue Service last year, along with three other members of Congress, to protect that tax break.
A Fitzgerald salesman boasted last week that all 150 trucks on the company’s Crossville lot had
been sold as trucking companies rushed to avoid the Obama-era emissions standards and the
electronic tracking rule.
“We cannot build them quick enough,” said the salesman, Cody Poston. A second Fitzgerald
salesman said the company had pending customer orders for 300 more and had about 2,000
glider trucks on the way to his sales lot.
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Representative Black visiting a Fitzgerald warehouse in 2015, the year she introduced legislation
to protect a loophole that benefits the dealer.

Matt Moorehead, who helps maintain trucks at the CB Trucking garage in Cookeville, said glider
trucks allow small companies and individual drivers to compete with big trucking companies.
He said the trucks are easier to repair and, by some accounts, burn less diesel fuel per mile. And
by avoiding the electronic tracking system, drivers can continue to use paper logs, which can be
more easily manipulated to allow flexibility in driving and rest times.
“When you got a load of eggs and milk to deliver, these rules can force you to stop driving when
you are just a few miles short of your destination,” he said of the electronic tracking.
After E.P.A. officials, during the Obama administration, saw a surge in the number of glider
trucks being sold, the agency moved to prohibit any company from manufacturing more than 300
of them per year, effectively killing the industry that had emerged to help sidestep the rules.
Fitzgerald, with Ms. Black’s help, submitted a petition in July asking Mr. Pruitt to suspend the cap
and declare that all gliders made by Fitzgerald and at least two other dealers — Iowa-based
Harrison Truck Centers and Indiana Phoenix of Avilla, Ind. — be exempted because the new
emissions requirements applied only to “new motor vehicle engines.”
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Terry Dotson, president of Worldwide Equipment Enterprises, a chain of dealerships that sells
trucks with modern emissions systems. Kyle Dean Reinford for The New York Times

To bolster their argument, Fitzgerald submitted the study conducted by Tennessee Tech in late
2016. The study, which Mr. Pruitt cited in the E.P.A.’s November announcement of the rollback,
concluded that emissions from the company’s trucks were as clean as those with modern
systems.
The push by Fitzgerald had started by May, according to a calendar of Mr. Pruitt’s visitors, when
Mr. Pruitt and his chief of staff met with executives from Fitzgerald and Donald Shandy, an
Oklahoma lawyer who knows Mr. Pruitt from his tenure as Oklahoma’s attorney general.
By September, to keep the momentum going, Fitzgerald had hired its first full-time federal
lobbyist — a former aide to Ms. Black.

ʻSuper-Polluting Trucksʼ
Terry Dotson, president of Worldwide Equipment Enterprises, a Kentucky-based chain of truck
dealerships that sells vehicles with modern emissions controls, said he remembered going into
repair garages years ago when it was hard to breathe because of soot.
Mr. Dotson says he voted for President Trump and is a strong backer of the coal industry, which
relies on his trucks for mining operations. But he does not agree with the administration’s carveout for glider trucks.
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A label on a Fitzgerald rig explains the provision granting the truck an exemption from modern
emissions controls. Kyle Dean Reinford for The New York Times

“I want Mr. Fitzgerald to make a fortune and be a happy man,” Mr. Dotson said outside one of his
Knoxville, Tenn., dealerships. “But everybody ought to play by the same set of rules.”
Truck manufacturers, as well as shipping companies like UPS, fear that a permanent loophole
would encourage other truck dealers to enter the glider business, further undermining efforts to
reduce health hazards associated with diesel exhaust and creating unfair competition for them.
The National Association of Clean Air Agencies, representing state regulators, and the attorneys
general from 12 states have joined in protesting the rollback.
Chet France, former director of assessment and standards at the E.P.A. Office of Transportation
and Air Quality, says there are enough truck engines in salvage yards to support the glider
market for decades.
“We are talking about super-polluting trucks that are going to put the health of thousands of
people at risk,” said Mr. France, who worked at the E.P.A. for 30 years under Democratic and
Republican administrations and is a consultant to the Environmental Defense Fund. “And for
what?”
The E.P.A. estimates that over the life of every 10,000 trucks without modern emissions systems,
up to 1,600 Americans would die prematurely, and thousands more would suffer a variety of
ailments including bronchitis and heart attacks, particularly in cities with air pollution associated
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An industrial park in Sparta, Tenn., where the Fitzgeralds intend to build a research center for
Tennessee Tech University. Kyle Dean Reinford for The New York Times

The health threats are caused by nitrogen oxide and tiny particles of dust and soot that create
haze in the air.
In November, just days after Mr. Pruitt said he would eliminate the glider cap, staff members at
the E.P.A. submitted an analysis to the agency’s rule-making docket that contradicted the
conclusions from Fitzgerald and Tennessee Tech that glider trucks created no more pollution than
trucks with updated emissions systems.
The analysis said E.P.A. tests found that the Fitzgerald trucks emitted nitrogen oxide levels
during highway operations that were 43 times as high as those from trucks with modern
emissions control systems. The air pollution from these glider trucks was so bad that one year’s
worth of truck sales was estimated to release 13 times as much nitrogen oxide as all of the
Volkswagen diesel cars with fraudulent emissions controls, a scheme that resulted in a criminal
case against the company and more than $4 billion in fines.
When testing the glider trucks in stop-and-go traffic, the E.P.A. report said, the testing equipment
shut down because of the extreme level of particulates.
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President Trump at a meeting at Fitzgerald Peterbilt in August 2016.

In recent weeks, other questions have been raised about the accuracy of the Tennessee Tech
study, the role engineering experts at the university played in it, and the relationship between
Fitzgerald and the university.
The signature of Tennessee Tech’s president, Philip B. Oldham, appeared on the study, which was
included in the petition Fitzgerald submitted in July to eliminate the cap. In April, Mr. Oldham
was photographed with Mr. Fitzgerald at the Bristol Motor Speedway in Tennessee, where
Fitzgerald sponsors the Fitzgerald Glider Kits 300, a Nascar Xfinity Series stock car race. Mr.
Oldham presided over an event at the university in August, where Fitzgerald announced it would
build a new academic research center for the university.
Some faculty members say the university appears to have been used by Fitzgerald as part of its
lobbying campaign.

A291

https://www.nytimes.com/2018/02/15/us/politics/epa-pollution-loophole-glider-trucks.html?action=click&module=RelatedCoverage&pgtype=Article&r…

10/11

7/16/2018

How $225,000 Can Help Secure a Pollution Loophole at Trump’s E.P.A. - The New York Times

USCA Casehas
#18-1190
Document
#1740848
Page 297Glider
of 321Kits
“Our reputation
recently been
damaged
because of aFiled:
study07/17/2018
funded by Fitzgerald
and used to influence federal policy,” said a faculty senate resolution passed late last month.
Christy Killman, president of the faculty senate, said the results of the study “raised a red flag.”

Mr. Oldham did not respond to a request for comment, but he sent a letter to Ms. Killman this
month confirming that a “misconduct in research” investigation had been started, at the faculty’s
request, adding that he wanted to ensure the university’s reputation as an “honest broker of
knowledge.”
The public comment period on Mr. Pruitt’s intention to repeal the annual cap on glider trucks has
passed. Ms. Bowman, the E.P.A. spokeswoman, says the agency is now reviewing the comments
before Mr. Pruitt announces a final decision.
“Continuing to improve air quality is a stated priority of Administrator Pruitt’s,” Ms. Bowman
said. “Any comments received that raise concerns with the ability to maintain that goal are
closely considered and analyzed.”
At Fitzgerald’s sales lot, employees said last week that there was no need to worry about
pollution from the trucks, adding that they had emissions test results to prove it.
“They are just as clean,” Mr. Poston said of the gliders, compared with modern trucks, “if not
cleaner.”
Hiroko Tabuchi contributed reporting from New York
A version of this article appears in print on Feb. 15, 2018, on Page A1 of the New York edition with the headline: Steering Big Rigs Around Emissions Standards
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XVII.
Comment of Robert Markley, General Manager, Scaffidi Trucks, on EPA Proposed
Gliders Rule (Jan. 5, 2018)
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Comment submitted by Robert Markley, General Manager,
Scaffidi Trucks

The is a Comment on the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Proposed Rule: Repeal of Emission Requirements for Glider Vehicles,
Glider Engines, and Glider Kits
For related information, Open Docket Folder

Comment Period Closed
Jan 5 2018, at 11:59 PM ET

ID: EPA-HQ-OAR-2014-0827-4766
Tracking Number: 1k2-90qo-e67l

Comment

Document Information
Date Posted:
Jan 8, 2018

As it relates to the EPA to repeal or relax the volume cap in 2018 for
glider manufacturers:
As the general manager of Scaffidi Trucks in Stevens Point and
Tomahawk Wisconsin I feel it would be doing a disservice to our
employees along with so many that are affected by this potential relax
of a law that is already too relaxed.

RIN:
2060-AS16
Show More Details

Starting at the OEM level so much is invested and by law must be met
in order to sell Class 8 vehicles. The standards are high so that
everyone along with generations to come can have clean air in which to
live. All New units leaving manufacturing plants must meet specified
EPA levels of NOX emitted to the atmosphere. Then the glider kits
manufacturing has no emissions that are regulated.
The dealer next work has also invested heavily into training sales
representatives, parts and service personal. Training doesnt stop as
improvements are being made constantly along with new EPA laws
being implemented. Then dealers have tooling cost, computer software
cost, parts inventories that are constantly going up to make sure
availability backs the repair process.
Glider kits are making a strong foothold in the logging sector along with
other sectors. We at Scaffidi have been combating this issue for years
and with the law looking to relax the number of these units being sold is
going to grow exponentially. Not because the price is less, but do to not
having emission components and in some cases avoiding Federal
Taxes on new equipment.
It is thought these units are for the consumer that cannot afford a new
vehicle. This just isnt true. The purchasers of glider kits have new units
in their fleets or have been past new vehicle purchasers. We have
several names of customers that we have quoted new Mack units to or
didnt even accept a quote because they just wanted to purchase glider
kits. We also have some that have told us they purchased and didnt talk
to any dealers to get ideas for cost comparisons.
Below is a list of customers that we know have purchased glider kits in
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2014-0827-4766
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Franks Logging, Peshtigo 1
Low Impact Logging, Butternut 1
Stacy Suzin Trucking, Winter 2
Select Logging, Hayward 1
Connors Forest Products, Laona 1
Mojo Trucking, Laona 1
ZK Trucking, Wabeno 1
T.J. Peche Trucking, Medford 1
Kyle Thums, Medford 1
Thurs Trucking, Athens 1
Central Wi Lumber, Marathon 1
Kramer Trucking, Medford -1
Schreiner Trucking, Athens 1
Niemi Trucking, Hurley 1
Marshall Giese Trucking, Crivitz 1
I have already sent letters to Wisconsin Congressman Kind in regards
to the repeal act as this is repeal is detrimental to the Dealer network as
a whole.
Thank you in advance for reconsidering the repel or relax the volume
cap of glider kit manufacturing.
Robert Markley - General Manager
Scaffidi Trucks
201 Green Ave. N. Stevens Point, WI 54481
Phone: 715-344-4100 Cell 715-347-0502
Email: rmarkley@scaffidi.com

https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2014-0827-4766
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XVIII.
Comment of Jerry Gray, Manager, Gray Logging LLC, on EPA Proposed Gliders
Rule (Dec. 5, 2017)
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Gray Logging LLC
665 SW Harvey Greene Dr.
Madison, FL 32340
Phone 850-973-3863 Fax 850-973-3924

Docket Number:

EPA-HQ-OAR-201 4-0827

To whom it may concern,
The repeal of the Phase 2 Rule concerning Glider Kits would be a great
benefit to the trucking industry. Our company is a consumer of the
glider kits and have had wonderful results with our purchase. The
gliders were significantly less than the purchase price of a new vehicle.
Our gliders get the best fuel mileage of all the trucks in our fleet and
have had the fewest breakdowns which has led to less down time and
maintenance cost. We are able to build the type of truck that gives our
company the best performance options in our industry. If the glider
industry is subjected to the same regulations as the new vehicle industry
our company would not be able to stay in business due to the added
maintenance costs and the higher purchase price of a new truck with the
emissions standards and DEF systems. Thank you for your time and
consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,
Jerry Gray
Manager, Gray Logging LLC
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XIX.
EPA, Memorandum of George Mitchell re: EPA Teleconference with Tennessee
Tech University Regarding Glider Test Report, Docket ID EPA-HQ-OAR-20140827-2416 (Nov. 13, 2017)
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
NATIONAL VEHICLE AND FUEL EMISSIONS LABORATORY
2000 TRAVERWOOD DRIVE
ANN ARBOR, MI 48105-2498

OFFICE OF
AIR AND RADIATION

November 13, 2017
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: EPA Teleconference with Tennessee Tech University Regarding Glider Test Report
Summarized in June 2017 Letter; Tennessee Tech University – Summary of Heavy Duty Truck
Study and Evaluation of the Phase II Heavy Duty Truck Rule
FROM: George Mitchell, Mechanical Engineer, Assessment and Standards Division Office of
Transportation and Air Quality
TO: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and
Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles - Phase 2 - Docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2014-0827
This memo documents a telephone meeting held on November 7, 2017 between representatives
of Tennessee Tech University and EPA to discuss testing methodology, facilities and equipment
used to generate data summarized and attached to a July 2017 letter to EPA Administrator, Scott
Pruitt, Re: Petition for Reconsideration of Application of the Final Rule Entitled “Greenhouse
Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and
Vehicles – Phase 2 Final Rule” to Gliders.
The meeting attendees from Tennessee Tech University included:
Thomas Brewer
Mark Davis
Justin Swafford
The meeting attendees from EPA included:
Bill Charmley
Angela Cullen
George Mitchell
Chuck Moulis
James Sanchez
Prior to the phone conversation EPA provided Tennessee Tech a list of questions regarding
topics of interest. After introductions Bill Charmley outlined EPA’s interest in TTU’s testing and
results and Thomas Brewer explained TTU’s involvement with Fitzgerald Glider Kits. TTU
testing of glider vehicles evolved from a Fitzgerald request to review the Heavy Duty Truck
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Study and Evaluation of the Phase II Heavy Duty Truck Rule impact on the glider kit industry.
Discussion then moved to EPA’s areas of interest. Those questions and corresponding answers
are below.

Test Laboratory & Test Equipment
1. The June 2017 letter discussed both a facility operated by Tennessee Tech, and also
facilities operated by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL). What facility(s)
were used for the emissions testing program?
TTU indicated that they had in place a MOU with ORNL and conducted regularly discussions
regarding possible collaborations. TTU indicated that the facility used for the heavy-duty vehicle
testing and emissions data collection was located in the town of Rickman (Rickman Facility) and
owned by the Fitzgerald automotive companies. While the test facility was owned by Fitzgerald,
TTU staff and students performed all emissions testing and data analysis presented in the June
2017 letter.
2. Please describe the engine or vehicle dynamometer type used.
TTU indicated that the chassis dynamometer at the Rickman Facility was an eddy current
absorber type manufactured by Power Test Inc., model EC-Series. TTU provided EPA with a
link to the product brochure for the EC-Series: https://powertestdyno.com/wpcontent/uploads/sites/2/2016/03/EC-Series-Chassis-Dynamometers.pdf. A copy is attached to
this memo.
3. What approach was used for collecting gaseous emissions?
x Raw, dilute? Constant Volume Sampling system, other?
TTU indicated that raw gas sampling was used with the sample probe inserted directly into the
vehicles exhaust stack. To calculate mass emission rates, exhaust flow rate was determined
using engine speed, displacement, and intake manifold pressure and temperature.
4. What emissions analyzer equipment was used for CO2, CO, NOx, THC, other
gaseous measurements?
TTU stated that they used an Enerac M500 combustion analyzer. Information on the Enerac
M500 is available at:
http://www.enerac.com/?gclid=CjwKCAiA0IXQBRA2EiwAMODil3yWqJPIH_iPqWvItRX4X
CTFW5AH7NMLbixJE36OP1-1Ycnz9uwx8BoCDMMQAvD_BwE
In addition, information regarding the specifications for the Enerac M500 is attached to this
memo.
5. What emissions equipment was used to sample particulate matter
x Mass based filter? What size and type of filters were used?
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PM filter weighting room specifications and mass scale equipment?

TTU stated that no particulate matter samples were collected during testing. The sample probe
filter used with the Enerac M500 was visibly inspected for particulate matter. Particulate
quantification was subjective in that it was visual only. TTU stated that they performed a smoke
test but did not elaborate.
Test Procedures & Test Cycles

6. What laboratory procedures were used for this test program? For example, test
procedures specified by the Society of Automotive Engineers, the International
Standards Organization, US EPA engine-vehicle emissions test procedures, internal
Tennessee Tech test procedures?
TTU used an in-house drive cycle and test procedure. That procedure was provided to EPA, and
is summarized below. A copy of the TTU test procedure is attached to this memo.
x
x
x
x
x
x

5 min. vehicle warmup – procedure not specified
Combustion analyzer installed to collect data regarding CO, NO, NO2, O2, and CO2 @
0.1 Hz
Test Cycle: 50 seconds 100% load, 50 seconds 75% load, 50 seconds 50% load, 50
seconds 25% load, 50 seconds idle. Data collected during each load point and idle.
Data collected: Power, Engine Speed, Road Speed, Turbo Temp, Boost Pressure, Torque
RPM, boost pressure, and intake temperature is used to estimate exhaust mass flow rate
Emissions per hour is divided by dynamometer-read Wheel Horse Power and assuming
100% drivetrain efficiency for estimating engine power.

7. What vehicle or engine test cycles (duty cycles) were used for the test program?
x Were both engine/vehicle cold-starts and hot-start tests performed?
All testing was performed warm. TTU stated that individual vehicle tests were not repeated. See
above for the actual test cycle as described.
8. How were vehicle road-load coefficients determined for vehicle testing, and what
were the values used?
Conventional road-load coefficients were not used. Rear wheel horsepower was used to estimate
load, 100% power was estimated to be near 1600 rpm, vehicle speed was held constant at test
load points.
Test Articles (the vehicles)
9. Is information available for each of the test articles regarding engine and vehicle
mileage and age?
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This question was not directly addressed during the conference call. However, TTU stated that 5
Freightliner vehicles were new. EPA requested this information via email as a follow-up to the
conference call.
10. Are the NOx emission levels associated with each test article reported in the June
2017 letter available?
This question was not asked during the call, but was requested by EPA in an email as a followup to the conference call.
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Attachments

x Attachment A: June 15, 2017 Tennessee Tech letter summarizing heavy-duty vehicle
emissions test results

x Attachment B: Tennessee Tech Center for Intelligent Mobility – “Test Procedure /
Protocols for Heavy Duty Class 8 – Emissions Testing”
x Attachment C: Brochure from Power Test Incorporated with specifications of the ECSeries Chassis Dynamometer
x Attachment D: Brochure from Enerac with specifications for the Micro-Emissions
Analyzer Model 500
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Office of the President
TENNESSEE TECH

June 15, 2017

The Honorable Diane Black
1131 Longworth HOB
Washington, DC 205 15
Reference: Tennessee Tech University- Summary of Heavy Duty Truck Study and Evaluation of the
Phase II Heavy Duty Truck Rule
Congressman Black:
From September 2016 - November 2016, the Tennessee Technological University Department of Civil
and Environmental Engineering ("Tennessee Tech") conducted the first phase of its research on the
environmental and economic impact of the Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Fuel Efficiency Standards
for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles - Phase 2 rule ("Phase 2 Rule") published
October 25, 2016. The key areas of research were to (1) Compare Glider Kit compliance with the
Phase 2 Rule; (2) Perform high level environmental footprint and economic study of OEM
manufacturing vs. assembly ofremanufactured components (Glider Kits); and (3) Evaluate industry
optimization plans to address future environmental regulations including but not limited to production
vehicles, component assembly, and facility compliance.
To carry out the environmental footprint component of the research, Tennessee Tech tested thirteen
heavy-duty trucks on a common chassis dynamometer at a common site; eight trucks were
remanufactured engines and five were OEM "certified" engines, all with low mileage (NOTE: These
Base Line Setting Phase I results were completed by testing only one Glider Kit manufacturer's
product and one OEM's product). Each vehicle was evaluated for fuel efficiency, carbon monoxide
(CO), particulate matter (PM) emissions and nitrogen oxide (NOx). The results of the emissions test
were compared with the 2010 EPA emissions standards for HDVs. Our research showed that
optimized and remanufactured 2002-2007 engines and OEM "certified" engines performed equally as
well and in some instances out-performed the OEM engines. (see also Appendix A for more detai led
test results).

Summary Chart of Phase 1 Test Results
Emission
Standard

Result

co

All vehicles met the standard

PM

All vehicles met the standard

NOx

None of the vehicles met the standard
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Congressman Black
June 15, 2017

While none of the vehicles met the NOx standard, a glider remanufactured engine achieved the best
result of any engine tested (see Appendix A). Further, our research showed that remanufactured and
OEM engines experience parallel decline in emissions efficiency with increased mileage. Contrary to
the assertion in the Phase 2 Rule, it is our estimate that the glider kit HDVs would emit less than 12%
of the total NOx and PM emissions, not 50%, for all Class 8 HOV s. Should the Phase 2 glider cap be
fully implemented on January 1, 2018, there is little doubt that consumers utilizing glider vehicles, due
to economic considerations, will delay purchasing new equipment and consequently, slow the
reduction of engine emissions nationwide. In this regard, the Phase 2 rule is counter-productive to its
stated intent.
In addition to equal or lower emissions, glider kits have a smaller carbon footprint than OEM vehicles
due to fuel efficiency and recycling of materials. Comparisons between 2016 glider kit vehicles and
new EPA compliant vehicles for fuel efficiency reflect that glider kits are 20% more efficient on fuel
consumption. Glider vehicles also reuse engines and other components in the remanufacturing
process, resulting in the reuse of approximately 4,000 pounds of cast steel. The engine assembly alone
accounts for approximately 3,000 pounds of recycled cast steel. Thus, the well-documented
environmental impact of casting steel, including the significant NOx emissions, is avoided by reusing
cast steel components in glider vehicles. Consequently, given the superior fuel efficiency and the
reuse of cast steel, glider vehicles have a lower carbon footprint than OEMs. None of these facts were
considered in the development of the Phase 2 rule.
From an economic standpoint, Tennessee Tech examined the impact of the Phase 2 Rule sales cap of
300 units for glider kits would have on the State of Tennessee. The 300 unit sales cap represents 9%
of Fitzgerald's current sales. It is estimated that a 91 % reduction in output by Fitzgerald would result
in a direct loss of approximately 94 7 jobs and a loss of approximately $512 million of economic output
in the State of Tennessee alone. This impact takes into account the direct and indirect economic
impact, including expenditures on labor, operations and maintenance as well as changes in the supply
chain throughout the state. Additionally, on a broader scale, the economic impact of the Phase 2 Rule
could easily exceed $1 billion nationwide due to thousands of permanent job losses and supply chain
interruption and reduction. The Phase 2 Rule failed to sufficiently evaluate and consider these
impacts.
Finally, this phase of the research shows that trucking companies that utilize glider kit HDVs in their
fleets are vigilant in maintenance and elect to optimize their fleets to maximum efficiency throughout
the life span of the vehicle. Further, glider kit assemblers facilitate research and development for
OEM's by conducting innovative research for fuel additives, emission devices, tire and wheel
combinations in small production runs and are currently testing components, light weight drive
systems, alternative fuel mixtures, autonomous drive systems, light weight body materials, and
intelligent transportation systems. As a general statement, our observation is glider assemblers are in
tune with industry needs and cutting edge innovation.

2
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Congressman Black
June 15, 2017

Tennessee Tech will continue to evaluate HDV engines during Phase II of the research in 2017. Such
effort will be conducted in conjunction with the Oak Ridge National Lab - Fuel Engines & Emissions
Research Center. The goals of the next phase include development of engineering and manufacturing
solutions that exceed EPA emission standards, a focused research, development, and testing plan for
NOx emissions, and to continue testing to demonstrate continuous improvement of emissions from
remanufactured heavy-duty engines.

f~~
Philip B. Oldham
President

w

Thomas Brewer
Associate Vice President
Center for Intelligent Mobility

3
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APPENDIX A: Testing Results from Tennessee Tech Phase 1 Heavy Duty
Vehicle Study
CO (g/HP * hr)

PM

Engine

Type

Detroit Diesel
DD15
Caterpillar
CT13
Detroit Diesel
Series 60
Detroit Diesel
Series 60
Detroit Diesel
Series 60
Detroit Diesel
Series 60
Detroit Diesel
Series 60
Detroit Diesel
Series 60
Detroit Diesel
DD15
Detroit Diesel
DD15
Detroit Diesel
DD15
Detroit Diesel
DD15
Detroit Diesel
DD15

ReMan

0.290

BTD

ReMan

0.212

BTD

ReMan

1.553

BTD

ReMan

1.959

BTD

ReMan

0.015

BTD

ReMan

0.317

BTD

ReMan

0.483

BTD

ReMan

0.467

BTD

OEM

0.491

BTD

OEM

1.169

BTD

OEM

0.556

BTD

OEM

0.098

BTD

OEM

1.558

BTD

(2010 standard= 15.5)

·-··-

·-

··~··

...•

*BTD=below threshold detection point
** NOx (g/HP * HP) (2010 standard= 0.2); All tested engines were higher than the standard and ranged from a low of0.44
to a high of 6.45. The lowest tested NOx was a Fitzgerald Reman Detroit Diesel DD 15 using proprietary Fitzgerald
engine design and set up. That same engine also tested at the 0.290 Co rate.

4
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Test Procedure / Protocols for Heavy Duty Class 8 – Emissions Testing

Test Procedure is as follows:
¾ Vehicle placed on a Powertest EC Series Chassis Dynamometer and connected to the Data
Computer through the On Board Diagnostics port
¾ Vehicles allowed to warm up - 5 minutes
¾ ENERAC M-500 Combustion Efficiency Analyzer (with a CO, NO, NO2, O2, and CO2 sensor
and Precooler) is placed in the Vehicle Exhaust Output Stack
¾ Exhaust Analyzer set to record data every 10 seconds
¾ Powertest Chassis Dynamometer set to record (Power, Engine Speed, Road Speed, Turbo Temp,
Boost Pressure, Torque, Time / Every Second )
¾
x
x
x
x
x

Truck / Engine operated on the following Test Cycles
50 seconds 100% load
50 seconds 75% load
50 seconds 50% load
50 seconds 25% load
50 seconds idle

¾ Vehicle allowed to cool down and data processed

Data is processed as follows:
¾ Data from Exhaust Analyzer and Dynamometer is aligned by time
¾ RPM, boost pressure, and intake temperature is used to estimate exhaust mass flow rate
¾ This flow rate is applied to the PPM output of exhaust emissions
¾ The total emissions per hour is divided by dynamometer-read Wheel Horse Power (assuming
100% drivetrain efficiency, which is a worst case scenario)

July 2016
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Product Brochure
Chassis Dynamometers

EC-Series Chassis Dynamometers
www.pwrtst.com
A309
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We Make It Better
Rugged Construction. Accurate, Repeatable Results. Builds New Business.
• Identify new driveline problems leading to additional shop work
9HULI\VKRSUHSDLUVDUHGRQHULJKWWKH´UVWWLPHWRPLQLPL]HªFRPHEDFNV«
• Simulate real-world load conditions and varying terrain
• Troubleshoot inside cab with DDDL, Cat ET, Cummins INSITE™ and other systems
• Eliminate liability and time of road testing
• Document test results and generate performance graphs
• Conduct controlled break-ins after engine rebuild
'HWHUPLQHWUDGHLQYDOXHDQGXSVHOOH[WHQGHGZDUUDQWLHVZLWKFRQ´GHQFH
5HWUR´WVHFRQRPLFDOO\LQWRPRVWH[LVWLQJG\QRSLWV
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EC-Series Dyna
Dynamometers
The Power Test EC-series of chass
chassis dynamometers is built tough
to give you years of dependable results
re
and increased business.
Featuring air-cooled eddy current load absorbers, the EC-series
is designed to provide a heavy duty,
dut cost effective dynamometer
solution without reliance on water or a cooling system.
absorbers, the EC-Series features a
In addition to air-cooled load abso
precision ground,
ground heavy duty steel frame, dynamically balanced rollers
with proprietary siped traction grooves and Power Test’s PowerNet
&'FRPSXWHUL]HGGDWDDFTXLVLWLRQDQGFRQWUROV\VWHP7KH(&6HULHV
chassis dynamometers are available with the absorbers on all four
FRUQHUVRULQIRXUOHIWRUIRXUULJKWFRQ´JXUDWLRQV

CF22EC-4B

7KH(&6HULHVKDVEHHQGHVLJQHGWR´WLQWRPRVWH[LVWLQJFKDVVLVSLWV
ZLWKPLQLPDORUQRPRGL´FDWLRQVQHFHVVDU\7KHQHHGIRUFRROLQJ
towers, pumps and water treatment is eliminated by using eddy
current load absorbers.
CF22EC-4RB
B
CF22EC-4LB (not shown)

G

C

H

F

E

B

$

Features That Matter
tter

CF22EC-4B

It’s what’s under the cover that counts.
D
$

20” Concentric
Welded Rolls

D

Steel Flex Disc
Couplings

E

No backlash, no
maintenance with easy
serviceability.

C

Roll Brakes
Pneumatic disc brakes
ZKLFKUHTXLUHOHVV
maintenance.

G

F

Four bolt
Roller bearings

Taper Lock Hub
$OORZVHDV\UROOVKDIW
disassembly and
inexpensive replacement.

Rigid, welded, corrosion
resistant frame that
is stress-relieved and
precision ground - no
µRRUVKLPVQHHGHG

Thick walled rolls that
are precision machined,
stronger and dynamically
balanced.

B

Unitized Box
Tube Frame

H

Electric Eddy
Current Absorber

Rigid and long lasting.

Eliminates the installation
cost, repairs and maintenance
of a water system. Only
UHTXLUHVD9$&
$PSHOHFWULFDOFLUFXLW

Belt Driven Design

Lubrication

Higher HP capacity,
no gearbox, less
maintenance and long
belt life.

Easy access single point
lubrication manifold. (not
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PowerNet CD - The Future of In-Frame Testing
7KH3RZHU1HW&'GDWDDFTXLVLWLRQDQGFRQWURO
system is designed to take chassis dynamometer
WHVWLQJWRWKHQH[WOHYHO3RZHU1HW&'XWLOL]HVD
networked computer system to provide automated,
repeatable vehicle tests - all controlled from a rugged
wireless hand held device operated from the driver’s
VHDW:LWKWKH3RZHU1HW&'GDWDDFTXLVLWLRQDQG
control system, vehicle and work order information
can be entered, then the desired tests can be recalled
DQGUXQ)RUGLDJQRVWLFSXUSRVHVHQJLQHVSHFL´F
software service tools may also be connected to
perform cylinder cutouts, reset cruise limits and
perform other engine tests.
Standard ECM Interface
When connected to the system, electronically
controlled engines can transmit valuable engine data,
which is automatically merged with dynamometer
information to be viewed, stored, reported and
JUDSKHG$OORIWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQFDQEHVHHQRQWKH
wireless hand held controller.
The Wireless Hand Held Controller
Power Test’s wireless hand held controller provides
the ultimate in behind the wheel instrumentation and
control. The touch screen interface device is all that

is needed to perform
erform the tests. From behind the wheel,
the operator selects
elects a test pattern to be run, engages the
throttle, and literally watches the vehicle automatically run
through the steps of a repeatable test.
Detailed Information Reporting with PowerNet CD
PowerNet CD provides colorful screen captures, easyto-read performance reports, and graphical charts. Now
results obtained during a vehicle test, combined with
YHKLFOHVSHFL´FLQIRUPDWLRQFDQEHFRQ´GHQWO\SUHVHQWHG
DVD´QDOFRQ´UPDWLRQRITXDOLW\DVVXUDQFHDOOZLWKMXVWD
few clicks of the mouse.

Flexible Testing Modes
Setpoint Operation
• DOORZVWKHRSHUDWRUWRHQWHUDVSHFL´FYDOXHIRU
speed or horsepower on the hand held controller.
• Dyno load is automatically adjusted and
maintained until the next value is entered.
• Increase or decrease these values incrementally
or by entering the next numeric value.
Pattern Run Mode
• $OORZVWKHRSHUDWRUWRUXQDGHVLUHGWHVWF\FOH
created with PowerNet and begins by a touch of
a button on the hand held controller.
• Created on the Commander PC by selecting
setpoints, the mode of operation, and entering
the length of time each point is run, a pattern is
constructed and it can easily be recalled and run
from the hand held controller.
Manual Operation
• $OORZVWKHRSHUDWRUWRKDYHFRPSOHWHFRQWURO
over the chassis dynamometer’s applied load.
• The operator decides how much horsepower or
speed should be reached by the engine and the
duration of each test.
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&KDVVLV'\QDPRPHWHU6SHFL´FDWLRQV
Horsepower**




CF22EC-4
 +3
 +3
 +3

Absorber

 $LUFRROHGHGG\FXUUHQWORDGDEVRUEHUV

Controls

 3RZHU1HW&'GDWDDFTXLVLWLRQDQGFRQWUROV\VWHP
• Ethernet-based communications between included
• Windows®-based PC and dynamometer controller
• Wireless hand held controller

Roll Specs




 GLDPHWHUSUHFLVLRQEDODQFHGUROOV
• Proprietary siped traction grooves
 UROOVSDFLQJ
 LQQHUWUDFNZLGWK
 RXWHUWUDFNZLGWK

Wheelbase

 DFFRPPRGDWLRQ

Maximum Speed


 PSK NSK FRQWLQXRXV
 PSK NSK LQWHUPLWWHQW

Axle Weight

 OEV NJ PD[LPXPSHUD[OH

Frame


• Precision ground, heavy duty structural steel
 $ERYHJURXQGLQVWDOODWLRQNLWDYDLODEOH

Power


 9$&VLQJOHSKDVH+]$PSV FRQWUROOHU
 9$&VLQJOHSKDVH+]$PSV &)(&

Page 318 of 321

PSK
PSK
PSK

$OOVSHFL´FDWLRQVVXEMHFWWRFKDQJH

Accessory Options
3RZHU7HVWPDQXIDFWXUHVDFRPSOHWHOLQHRIFKDVVLVG\QDPRPHWHUDFFHVVRULHVWR´W\RXUVSHFL´FWHVWLQJQHHGV
Some of those accessories include exhaust hood, above grade installation kit, pressure and temperature sensor
kits, fuel measurement system and smoke opacity meter.

Designed To Meet
Your Needs
Power Test has the knowledge and experience
to design and manufacture custom chassis
G\QDPRPHWHUVWRPHHW\RXUVSHFL´FQHHGV0DQ\
RSWLRQVDUHDYDLODEOHLQFOXGLQJUROOVL]HQXPEHURI
axles, weight capacity, power absorption, and the
PowerNet CD control system.
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We Make It Better
Who We Are

How We Work

Power Test, Inc. is an industry leader in the design,
manufacture and sale of dynamometers, heavy
HTXLSPHQWWHVWLQJV\VWHPVDQGUHODWHGGDWD
DFTXLVLWLRQDQGFRQWUROV\VWHPV)RUQHDUO\\HDUV
3RZHU7HVWKDVSURYLGHGVSHFLDOL]HGWHVWHTXLSPHQW
to manufacturers, rebuild facilities and distributors
in the mining, oil & gas, power generation, marine,
trucking, construction, rail, and military markets in over
FRXQWULHVRQVL[FRQWLQHQWV2XUKHDGTXDUWHUVDQG
manufacturing operations are located in Sussex, WI
with sales representatives worldwide.

The Power Test team of innovative engineers,
designers, software developers and sales consultants
ZLOO62/9(<285&+$//(1*(6ZLWKORJLFDO
solutions. Our skilled machinists, fabricators, electronic
technicians and assemblers build products to meet
\RXUXQLTXHQHHGV2XUWHFKQLFDOVHUYLFHH[SHUWV
are dedicated to working with you, anywhere
and anytime. They travel the globe to ensure your
HTXLSPHQWLVUXQQLQJULJKWDQG\RXUVWDIILVWUDLQHG
to operate it. Our exceptional product life and
manufacturing expertise made us an industry-leading
G\QDPRPHWHUPDQXIDFWXUHUDVHYLGHQFHGE\RXU´UVW
machine sold, which is still in active use today!

Commitment to Exceeding Customer Expectations
Power Test is committed to customer satisfaction which extends to every area of our business. We consistently focus
RQUHGXFLQJ\RXUPDLQWHQDQFHFRVWVDQGSUHYHQWLQJHTXLSPHQWGRZQWLPH<RXFDQUHO\RQ3RZHU7HVWV7HFKQLFDO
Service team to provide training and support when you need it.

A 13 Month Return on Your Investment?? (an example)
Estimated Investment
Purchase of dyno, PowerNet CD controller and exhaust hood
Pit construction, installation and expenses




Total Investment

$180,000

Estimated Monthly Operating Revenue and Expenses
'\QRUXQVSHUPRQWK DVVXPHVWUXFNVGD\ 
'\QRODERUFRVWDWKRXUVSHUUXQ

'\QRHOHFWULFLW\FRVWSHUPRQWK HVWLPDWHG 





#DYHUDJHUHYHQXH
ODERUKRXUVPRQWK#KU
N:K#N:K 


,QFUHPHQWDOVKRSUHSDLUVLGHQWL´HGE\G\QR
,QFUHPHQWDOVKRSFRVWIRUSDUWVDQGODERU




QHZUHSDLUV#HDFK
UHSDLUV#FRVWHDFK

7RWDOLQFUHPHQWDOPRQWKO\SUR´WIURPG\QR
7RWDOLQFUHPHQWDO\HDUO\SUR´WIURPG\QR









$13,775
$165,300

Break-Even time = 13 months* LQYHVWPHQW÷SUR´WPRQWK
This is one example. Talk to your Power Test sales representative to determine the Break-Even for your location.
'RHVQRWLQFOXGHWKHDGGLWLRQDOEHQH´WRIWKH)HGHUDO7D[6HFWLRQDFFHOHUDWHGGHSUHFLDWLRQGHGXFWLRQ

Power Test Incorporated
N60 W22700 Silver Spring Drive • Sussex, WI 53089 USA
262-252-4301 • www.pwrtst.com • info@pwrtst.com
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Hangfjeld Combustion Efficiency Emissions Analyzer

02

co
NO
N02
NOx
S02
DRAFT
MADE IN THE

~~A

ANEW GENERATION
IN HANDHElD COMBUSTION AND EMISSIONS MONITORING
The ENERAC500 is everything you ever wanted in alow-cost, easy-to-use emissions monitoring system.
RUGGED
• Heavy Duty All111inum Case
• Simple Modula! Design
• ZYear WiVTanty
• Download Latest Firmware
Upgrades from our Website

COMPREHENSIVE
• Basic OrEffidency Analyier
• CO, Combustibles &Draft options
• NO, N01&501Options
• Expandable Emissions Package
• Tllerm~lectrlc Condense.r
• lklilt·inPrinter
• Interface Computer Software
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AFFORDABLE
•
•
•
•

Buy Only What You Need and Add Larer
Reduce Testing Costs
Reduce Energy Costs
Receive aGeneious Trade-In Allowance
on your okl ana1vze1.
• No-<hal!le Loaners Available
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(1(5$&LQYHQWHGWKHÀUVWHOHFWURQLFSRUWDEOHPXOWLSDUDPHWHUFRP
EXVWLRQDQDO\]HULQ LQWKH86$ (1(5$&VWLOOVHUYLFHVWKLV
DQDO\]HUWRGD\DVZHOODVDOORWKHUV(1(5$&KDVPDQXIDFWXUHG7KH
(1(5$&0RGHOLVDORZFRVWHDV\WRXVH QRWHFKQLFDOH[SHU
WLVHQHHGHGHWF SRUWDEOHFRPEXVWLRQHIÀFLHQF\HPLVVLRQVDQDO\]HU
7KH(1(5$&LVSHUIHFWIRUERWKGHWHUPLQLQJWKHHIÀFLHQF\RI
DFRPEXVWLRQVRXUFHDVZHOODVFROOHFWLQJDGYDQFHGHPLVVLRQVGDWD
IRULQWHUQDOXVHRUIRUORFDOVWDWHDQGIHGHUDOHPLVVLRQVUHSRUWLQJ
UHTXLUHPHQWV DFRPSOLDQFHOHYHOSRUWDEOHFRPEXVWLRQDQDO\]HU 
7KH(1(5$&LVSHUIHFWIRUWHVWLQJYDULRXVFRPEXVWLRQ
VRXUFHVVXFKDVERLOHUVEXUQHUVHQJLQHVWXUELQHVJHQHUDWRUV
NLOQVGU\HUVKHDWHUVDQGRYHQVMXVWWRQDPHDIHZ(TXDOO\ZLWK
DVLPSOHFRPEXVWLRQHIÀFLHQF\WHVWRUDPRUHDGYDQFHGFRPEXV
WLRQHPLVVLRQVWHVWWKH(1(5$&LVGHVLJQHGWRSURYLGH
\HDUVRIWURXEOHIUHHVHUYLFH,WLVÁH[LEOHHQRXJKWREHWDLORUHG
WRPHHW\RXUVSHFLÀFQHHGV\HWVLPSOHHQRXJKWREHFRPSOHWHO\
PDLQWDLQHGLQWKHÀHOG$GYDQFHGGHVLJQUXJJHGFRQVWUXFWLRQDQG
DQLPSUHVVLYHDUUD\RIRSWLRQVDUHLWVKDOOPDUN&RQVWUXFWHGDVD
ÀHOGZRUNKRUVHWKH(1(5$&FDQEHXSJUDGHGDWDQ\WLPH
DGGLQJRSWLRQVWRWKHVDPHXQLW WRPHHW\RXUFKDQJLQJQHHGV
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