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I SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDED ACTIONS

The Air Resources Board (*ARB") is proposing several minor changes to its off-road
regulations’. In response to a petition by the Tecumseh and Toro Companies®, staff is
recommending that ARB approve amendments to the utility and lawn and garden equipment
engine (utility engine) regulations, (Title 13, California Code of Regulations, Section 2403,
et seq.), making the hydrocarbon (HC) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) standards optional for
engines used in snowthrowers and ice augers. By providing optional HC and NOx standards
-for snowthrowers and ice augers, ARB would be bringing California standards in line with
federal standards for similar types of engines. Staff is also recommending that ARB approve
an amendment to raise the carbon monoxide (CO) standard from 300 g/bhp-hr to 350
o/bhp-hr for specialty vehicles under 25 horsepower, and produced during calendar years
1996-1998. On January 25, 1996, in response to a petition from the Briggs & Stratton
Corporation, ARB adopted an amendment.for utility engines modifying the CO standard to
350 g/bhp-hr. Staff is proposing that the ‘standard beé similarly ‘modified for specialty

vehicles because manufacturers supply the same engines for both specialty vehicles and utlity
‘equipment. | : : '

A copy of the proposed amendments is attached as Attachment “A”.

A copy of the petition;and affidavits, in support of the petition, are attached as .
Attachment “B”.



The air quality irnpaéts from the regulatory proposals should -be minimal, if not
negligible, and should cause no adverse economi¢ impacts. Indeed, the modifications should
result in economic benefit to engine and equipment manufacturers, distributors, and retailers.

II. BACKGRQUND |
A. . Utility Engines ‘ o | - | _ ’

ARB was granted the authority to regulate off-road mobile sources of .
emissions in the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) of 1988, as codified in the Health -
and Safety Code sections 43013 and 43018. Included in the off-road catégory are: .

- utility engines. The utility engine regulations were originally approved for adoption
by ARB in December 1990, and were formally adopted on March 20, 1992, The
- standards include HC, NOx, and CO emission limits for snowthrowers and ice
augers. The utility engine regulations include two levels of exhaust emission
standards, Tier I and II, and provisions for emission test procedures, engine labeling,
warranty,  and compliance programs. Tier I standards were to apply to engines-
produced from January 1, 1994, to December 31, 1998, while Tier II standards apply.
to engines produced on or after January 1, 1999. Upon consideration of a petition
filed by industry, ARB amended. the regulations in April 1993 to delay implementing
' the regulations for one.year, n'mkin‘g the regulations applicable té engines produced on
or after January 1, 1995. ' o

Under Title I of the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the United States -
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has promulgated regulations to control -
‘emissions from new nonroad spark ignition engines under 19 kilowatts (25
horsepower)®. In contrast to the utility engine regulations, however, the federal
regulations only established a first tier of emission standards. ‘These standards are
similar to but not identical to the Tier I utility engine standards. Under section .
209(e)(2) of the CAA, California may adopt and enforce independent standards for

- not otherwise expressly preempted off-road engines, provided the administrator of
U.S. EPA grants California authorization. California received authorization from
U.S. EPA on July 3,"1995%. As initially adopted the California regulations were .

- fully applicable to snowthrowers and ice augers, making the California 'standards - = .
more stringent than under the federal regulations. The federal regulations exempted
snowthrowers and ice augers from having to meet the HC and NOx standards that

- were applicable to all other engines. o

* 40 CFR Parts 9 and 90, 60 Fed, Reg. 34582 (July 3, 1995).

“ *'60 Fed.Reg. 37440 (July 20, 1995).
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 On or about March 28, 1996, the Tecumseh Products Company and the Toro
Company, along with several servicing dealers, petitioned ARB to exempt
‘snowthrowers and ice augers from having to meet emission standards for HC and -
. NOx. Thus, those products would only be subject to emission standards for CO. In
response to the petition, staff is recommending that ARB approve amendments to the
utility engine regulations (Title 13, California Code of Regulations, Section 2403, et
~ seq.) making the HC and NOx standards optional for engines used in snowthrowers
and ice augers. By providing optional HC and NOx standards for snowthrowers and
~ jce augers, ARB would be harmonizing the California emission standards with the
federal standards. - o

B fo-Highw'av Recreational Vehicle Engines

, On January 25, 1996, ARB amended the emission control regulations for 1995
- and later utility and lawn and garden equipment engines as a result of a petition from
the Briggs & Stratton Corporation. The amendment relaxed the- CO standard, for

~ Class I and Class II utility engines rated at less than 25 horsepower, from 300
g/bhp-hr to 350 g/bhp-hr for the 1996-1998 calendar yéars. ARB staff is proposing
that the CO standard be similarly modified for specialty vehicles, under 25
horsepower, produced during calendar years 1996-1998. Staff is proposing this
modification to settion 2412 (b) because manufacturers supply the same engines for |
both specialty vehicles and utility equipment. : ' o

- U.S.EPA does not have a classification for specialty vehicles. However,:
engines used in specialty vehicles are regulated under the emission standards for new
nonroad spark ignition engines under 19 kilowatts. U.S. EPA is presently
‘considering adopting amendments to its CO standard for Class I and Class II spark
ignition engines, under 19 kilowatts, (June 28, 1996 U.S. EPA public notice), similar

" _to the amendments proposed here and which have been previously adopted for Class I

and II utility engines. . ' : ' | :

DISCUSSION
A, Utility‘ Engines

The petition filed by the Tecumseh and the Toto companies secks to align the
California utility regulations with the federal 19 kilowatt rule. . Under the federal
regulations, manufacturers of engines used in snowthrowers and ice augers may elect .
to certify engines only to the CO standards and be exempt from the HC and NOx
requirements. In so adopting the rule, the U.S. EPA concluded that HC and NOx
standards were unnecessary for these equipment because they are used in the winter
and their emissions -do not contribute to summertime ozone nonattainment
concentrations.



Tecumseh and Toro contend that because of the fedéral rule and because the
vast majority of snowthrowers and ice augers are prodiiced for markets outside of
California (it is estimated that less than two percent of the total national production is
sold in Ca.hforma), the present California regulations, which require manufacturers to
produce different product lines for national and California sales, impose an undue
financial burden on these manufacturers. They further contend that the burden is not
 justified by compelling environmental need or perceived benefit from the regulation.

- Finally, they believe that if the federal and state regulations are not aligned,,
snowthrower arid ice augers may be forced out of the California marketplace, Wwith
consequential adverse impacts for retailers, consumers, and the environment.

Snowthrowers and ice augers are generally sold by servicing dealers, who are

. typically small famﬂy businesses. Although the impact on the California economy as
a whole would be negligible, the elimination of new snowthrower and ice auger
1nventory in California may possibly harm these utility equipment dealers who rely, in
varying degrees, on snowthrower and ice auger sales for their economic livelihood.
Consumers would also be impacted if new snowthrowers and ice augers were
eliminated from the California markét. Snowthrower and ice auger owners would
possibly repair and rebuild their uncontrolled units beyond their customary practice in
order to extend their service life which could cause CO and other emissions to
'become an air quality concern,  When the snowthrower or ice auger can no longer be
rebuilt, the consumer would be forced to seek a replacement unit outside of - '
California. These out-of-state snowthrowers and ice augers would most likely meet
* the EPA Phase-I Hmits, and therefore, the effect on Cahfonna air would’ be the same
as if the Joint Petition were granted ' :

Staff gcnerally concurs with the comments made in the petition and in the
federal rule. It is thus recommending that the HC and NOx emission standards be
made optional for engines used in snowthrowers and ice augers, Manufacturers may
still opt to meet the HC and NOx standards to take advantage of "green ma:ketmg"
opportunities.

B. Off-Highway Recreational Vehicle Engines

On or about July 26, 1995, the Bnggs & Stratton Corporation, pet1t10ned ARB
to amend the 300 g/bhp-hr COQ standard in the Class I and II categories to 350
g/bhp-hr. In the petition, the company contended that the amendment was necessary
- because the CO standard was not technologically feasible for the engmes in Class I
and II engine families. Furthermore, if the standard were not changed,’ Briggs and
* Stratton would not risk certlfymg their high volume, low cost lawnmower engine
models in California which would operate too closely to the acceptable performance
limit when calibrated to meet the 300 g/bhp-hr CO standard. ‘Briggs and Stratton
asserted that a 51gn1ficant amount of warranty claims to replace poorly operating new
lawnmower engines would result if these low cost, h1gh volume engine models are
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forced to meet the 300 g/bhp-hr CO standard. Therefore, a number of California
businesses would be adversely affected by the unavailability of a full range of utility

~engines. : R

 While staff did not agree that thie 300 g/bhp-hr CO standard was technically

infeasible, it did concur that warranty claims resuiting from poorly operating new
~ lawnmower engines operating too closely to the acceptable performance limit may
" have a significant economic imipact on the manufacturer. The lack of available

lawnmower engines could have a negative impact on many California small businesses
such as landscaping and garden care businesses. Consequently, ARB -amended the

- emission control regulations for 1995 and later utility equipment engines.

The amendment relaxed the CO standard, for Class T and Class II utility engines rated
at less than 25 horsepower (Tier I standards), from 300 g/bhp-hr to 350 g/bhp-hr for

the 1996-1998 calendar years. ARB is proposing to similarly modify the standards -

for specialty vehicles, under 25 horsepower, produced during calendar years - -
1996-1998. This is necessary because manufacturers use the same engines for both

- specialty vehicles and utility equipment.

ISSUES OF CONTROVERSY

There are. no known or anticipated issues of controversy with these proposed

regulatory amendments.

. V.

. REGULATORY ALTERNATIVES

The staff has not identified any alternatives to the proposed regulatory amendments

that would provide the same consistency with the federal and state regulaticns and avoid
urnnecessary economic displacement to the states economy.

VI.

AIR QUALITY. ENVIRONMENTAL. AND COST IMPACTS

- Air quality and environmental impacts

1. Ozone Attainment Effects

Staff’s emission inventory estimates. for snowthrowers and ice augers
are based on information obtained from independent contractors, industry
associations, manufacturers, and other state agencies. From this input, staff -
estimated the emissions impact of the proposed amendments by conducting a
worst-case comparison of the HC and NOx emissions of engines that comply

" with the standards as presently adopted to uncontrolled engines. The HC and
NOx standards, as presently in effect, would yield a statewide emission
inventory for.snowthrowers and ice ‘augers of about 7 tons per year (TPY),
assuming all equipment met the standards. In contrast, the statewide HC and
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' NOx enission inventory for uncoritrolled snowthrowers and ice augers would
be about 60 TPY. Consequently, the loss in air quality benefit would be
approximately 53 TPY (0.1 tons per day) of HC plus NOX. This amount _
represents approximately 0.020% of the total off-road HC plus NOx emissions
inventory. The impacts of these emissions and ozone formation should be
relatively insignificant because these types of equipment are used almost
exclusively during the wintertime and most frequently in areas without severe
0zone problems. _ : o :

The regulation of HC and NOx limits for"snowthrowers and ice angers
- does not significantly assist in ozone attainment. This is due to HC and NOx
emissions from snowthrowers and ice augers being insignificant in comparison
to the total emissions from the state’s utility and lawn and garden sector. HC
and. NOx emissions become even less significant when considering ‘ground
level ozone, because snowthrower and ice auger emissions are produced
primarily in the wintertime when ozone problems generally do not occur.
Finally, although ARB does not have any specific basin use data, it is
generally accepted that snowthrowers and ice augers are not used in basins )
with the worst ozone levels (e.g., South Coast Air Basin) but are used in areas -
with greater CO concerns (e. g., Lake Tahoe). Accordingly, in these areas, it

* is important to not délay the retiremient and turnover of old, high CO emitting

snowthrowers and ice augers to new snowthrowers and ice augers meeting .the:
1996 Tier I CO standard. The staff’s proposal would allow the natural
retirement of the old snowthrowers and ice augers to continue unabated.

2. CO Attainment Effects

Staff’s emission inventory estimates for specialty vehicles are based. on’

- information obtained from independent contractors, industry associations,

manufacturers, and other state agencies. From this input, staff estimated the®

air quality impact for calendar year 1998 since this would be the final year for

a 350 g/bhp-hr CO emission standard as presently in effect. The statewide

CO emission inventory for specialty vehicles with a 300 g/bhp-hr emission

standard in calendar year 1998 would be about 32 tons per year (TPY).

In relaxing the CO standard to 350 g/bhp-hr the statewide emission inventory

. in 1998 would be 40 TPY, the loss in air quality benefit would be 8 TPY of
- €O (.02 tons per day). This represents only .004 %- of the totdl off-road CO

emissions inventory.. : " ' : -

In California, ambient CO levels have been decreasing steadily during
the past few years. Since most .California air basins have recently come into
compliance with the ambient CO standard as established by the National
_-Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), ARB plans to request from U.S.

- EPA a redesignation of those air basins currently categorized as in CO
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. nonattainment. The South Coast air basin and possibly the Lake Tahoe air -
basin may be the only two basins, of the fourteen California air basins, '
currently having difficulty achieving the NAAQS for CO. During 1992, the
South Coast air basin, for example, exceeded the NAAQS for CO on six.days.
and was the only California air basin in violation for CO. Presently, the Lake

~ Tahoe and South Coast air basin are scheduled to achieve CO attainment by
the year 2000. The increase of the CO emission standard from 300g/bhp-hr to
350 g/bhp-hr for specialty vehicles should not affect the scheduled attainment
dates or have any other adverse affects on CO attainment. . :

B.  COST. COST-EFFECTIVENESS, AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS

" The ARB has also determined that there will be no, or an insigniﬁcant,.-“

~ potential cost impact, -as defined in Government Code Section 11346.5(2)(9), on
. private persons or businesses directly affected resulting from the proposed actions. In
- fact, positive economic opportunities are possible due to increased marketing . -

.. opportunities and lower cost products. o -

¢. IMPACT ON THE ECONOMY OF THE STATE-

The Iproposed ameridments would not ad\}e}sely affect the economy of the

state. As stated above, the proposed amendments are expected to prevent an adverse .

economic impact for industry. Therefore, the impagt on the state’s economy should
be positive as it allows continued small business growth and employment.

_ To the extent that the amendments may have some relative adverse impact on -
air quality, overriding economic considerations exist to justify the optional HC and
NOx standards for snowthrowers and ice augers and the revised CO standard for

‘specialty vehicles. The optional standards for the identified wintertime products

should assure that such products remain available to the California market, with
consequential benefits flowing to manufacturers, distributors, retailers, and .
consumers. Similarly, because specialty vehicles use the same engines as class 1 and -
II utility engines, if the amendment were not adopted, manufacturers would
potentially be faced with having to develop special engines for one application in the
California market. This could result in the engines not being available and cause
significant economic displacement for manufacturers, distributors and retailers.

COMPARABLE FEDERAL REGULATIONS

As previously stated, the proposal to adopt optional HC and NOx standards for

snowthrowers and ice augers would align the California utility regulation with the federal 19
kilowatt rule. In granting California authority to adopt and enforce the utility regulation, the
U.S. EPA found that California’s finding regarding protectiveness was not arbitrary and
capricious and that, in the aggregate, the utility regulations were more stringent than
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comparable federal regulations. - The proposed ameridment for showthrowers and ice auger
engines would not undermine that finding. Californias more stringént definition of hand-held
equipment, standards for diesel engines, and tier 2 standards continue to make California’s
standards; in the aggregate, more stringent. ' . -

~ California has similarly filed an authorization request for specialty vehicles as part of
its recreational vehicle regulation, and has made a similar finding that the California |
standards, are in the aggregate more stringent than comparable federal regulations. Engines
used in specialty vehicles are regulated under the federal 19 kilowatt rile. Although the
- proposed CO standard is numerically equivalent to the federal CO standard, the proposed
standard would actually be less stringent than the federal standard. This is because
California test procedures allow manufacturers to use Phase II fuel for certification testing.
In contrast;, U.S. EPA certification test procedures require the use of a certain gasoline. test
fuel commonly-referred to as Indolene. * Consequently, if adopted, the proposed California
CO standard of 350 g/bhp-hr for Class I and I utility engines would not be equivalent; but
~ in fact, be less stringent than the 350 g/bhp-hr Class I and II utility engine CO standard as
adopted by U.S. EPA. The federal agency, however, is proposing to revise the CO standard
to a level equal to that proposed in this rulemaking®. The proposed revision to the CO
standard, if adopted, would make the U.S. EPA and the state CO standard equivalent, for
specialty vehicles, and it would also be consistent with ARB’s T anuary 1996 adoption of the
relaxed CO standard for utility enigines. The proposed amerdment does not undermine '
California’s previous finding that the recreational vehicle regulation, in the aggregate; is
more stringeit than comparable federal regulations. o o :

!
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO REGULATION

State of California
Alr Resources Board

Amendments tu Title 13, Cahforma Code of Regulations, -
Chapter 9, Article 1, Section 2403, .
CALIFORNIA REGULATIONS FOR 1995 AND LATER -
UTILITY AND LAWN AND GARDEN EQUIPMENT ENGINES

NOTE: ThIS document is printed in a style to mchcate changes ﬁom the existing provisions. All
existing language is indicated by plain type. All additions to language are indicated by
underl ne. ‘All deletlons to language are mdlcated by sfnkeetﬁ

The standards as presented reflect the amendments adopted by ARB on January 25, 1996 which

revised the carbon monoxide standard for Class I and IT engines from 300 to 350 grams per brake
horsepower.






-2403. Exhaust Emlssmn Standards and Test Procedures--Utﬂlty and Lawn and Garden
Equlpment Engines. ‘

(a) ~ This section shall be apphca,ble to utlhty and Iawu and garden eqmpment engines
produced on or after January 1, 1995. S :

(b) Exhaust emissions from new ut1hty and lawn and garden equipment engmes,
manufactured for sale, sold, offered for sale, introduced or dehvered for introduction into
commeree in, or imported into California, shall not exceed: '

- Exhaust Emission Standards .
(grams per brake horsgpower—hour)

' H.yd.rdcarbon : , S .
© ' Engine  plusoxidesof " Cabon - Oxidesof
‘Calendar Year © Class® _rﬁgr,g__ge_rﬁ | xdrocarbon @ - Monoxide Nitrogen Particulate -
1995 1T 120 - 300 - - 0.9®
o 100 - 300 o~ 0%
me - o220 600 40 SR
we . 180 60 . 40 -
Ve 120 300 40 -
1996 to I 1200 330 0 - 09®
1998 - | - |
no - 100@ - 30 = 090
me - 20@ 600 409
Ve - 180© 600 408 -
Ve - 120@ 300 400 -
[999and = LI . 32@ - 100 - 0259
subsequent - : '
oL, - 5w 130 408 0250

V@



- Exl}auét Emission Standards (continued)

(1) "Class I" means utility and lawn and garden equipment engines less than
225 cc in displacement. - L : ,
"Class II" means utility and lawn and garden equipment engines greater -
than or equal to 225 cc in displacement. , -
."Class III" means hand held utility and lawn and garden equipment engines.
i less than 20 cc in displacement. = . S
"Class IV" means hand held utility and lawn and garden equipment engines B
20 cc to less than 50 cc in displacement. : - ”
"Class V" means hand held utility and lawn and garden equipment engines

greater than or equal to. _5‘0 cc in displacement.

. (2) The Executive Officer may allow gaseous-fueled (i.e., propane, natural gas)
engine families, that satisfy the requirements of the regulations, to certify to either the hydrocarbon
plus oxides of nitrogen or hydrocarbon emission standard, as applicable. on the basis of the
non-methane hydrocarbon (NMHC) portion of the total hydrocarbon emissions. '

(3) Applicable to all diesel-cycle engines. e
J S Ly .

(4) These standards may be used for engines that meet the requirements of (I) and
(ii) below, and for two-stroke engines that exclusively power snowthrowers. .

' () The engine must be used in a hand-held piece of equipment. To be
classified as a hand-held piece of: equipment, the'equipment must require its full weight to be
supported by the operator in the performance of its requisite function.

: (ii) The engine and equipment must require multi-positional characteristics
for use (e.g. it must be capable of operating in any position, upside down, or sideways as required
to complete the job). ' : ' '

(5) Applicable to all diesel-cycle éngines, and ll two-stroke engines.

(6) Engines used exclusively in snowthrowers and ice augers need not certify to or

comply with the HC and NOx standards at the option of the manufacturer, - -

(¢) The test procedures for deterntining compliance with-the standards for exhaust
emissions from new utility and lawn and garden equipment engines are set forth in "California
.Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1995 and Later Utility and Lawn and
Garden Equipment Engines", adopted March 20, 1992, and last amended May 26, 1995.

(d) In 1995 and subsequent years, fire and police departments, and other cntitieS which

specialize in emergency response may purchase emergency equipment powered by a - ,
. non-California certified engine only when such equipment with a California-certified engine is -
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not available. For purposes of this section, a request to -purchase’ emergency equipment powered
by a non-California certified engine shall be submitted for approval to the Executive Officer.

(¢) No new engines shall be produced for sale to replace pre-1995 model equipmerft after
January 1, 1999, unless those engines comply with the 1995 model.emission standards.

(f) Any new equipment engine certified to comply with California emission standards
and test procedures for on-road or other off-road applications may, upon approval by the
Executive Officer be in compliance with these regulations. '

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 39600, 39601, 43103 and 43018, Health andSafety Code.
Reference: Sections 43013, 43017 aridl43018, Health and Safety Code.






: State of Califomia
. .AIR RESQOURCES BOARD

CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES
: FOR 1995 AND LATER
UTILITY AND LAWN AND GARDEN EQUIPMEN’T ENGINES

Adopted: March 20, 1992
Amended:  April 8, 1993
~ Amended:  August 29, 1994 -
. Amended:  May 26, 1995
~ Amended:

NOTE: This document is printed in a style to indicate changes from the existing provisions.
All existing language is indicated by plain type. All additions to langnage are indicated by
underlined text. - All deletions to language are indicated by s{-fﬁeeeﬂfe

" The numbenng conven'uon employed in this document, in order of pnonty, is:
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Amend Title 13, Callforma Code of Regulations, Part I, Secnon 9 of the incorporated
“California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1995 and Later Utﬂ1ty and
Lawn and Ga.rden Equipment Engmes” to read as follows

Part L. EII]ISSIOII Regulations for 1995 and Later New Lawn and Garden and
Utﬂlty Equipment Engmes, General Provisions:

1. through 8. [No Change]

9. Exhaust Elmssmn Standards For 1995 and Later Utlhty and Lawn and Garden
Engmes . _

(ay ThlS Section shall be apphcable to utility and 1awn and warden engmes
produced ont ot after January 1, 1995. ;

(b) Exhaust emissions from new ut111ty and lawn and garden equ1pmer1t engines,
manufactured for' sale, sold, offered for sale, introduced or delivered for introduction into.
commerce, or- imported mto Cahforma sha]l not exceed: ‘



Exhaust Emission Standards
(grams per brake horsepower-hour) =

. Hydrocarbon “ _ -
" Engine  plus oxides of " Carbon Oxides of |
Calendar Year - Clags ® _ nitrogen® Hydrocarbon ® = Monoxide Nitrogen  Particulate
1995 I 12,0 - 300 -~ 099
m 10.0 - 300« 0%
m® L "“220 U600 40 o~
ve - g0 600 40 -
ve - L1200 300 40 -
196t 1 1200 . - 350~ 0@
1998 - - - o
. 10.09 . 350 - 0.99
e - 2200 600 - 400 . . |
Ve - 1809 600 4.00 -
Ve - 1209 300 4.09 —-
1999and LT 3.20 100 . - 0.259
subsequent _ .
I, IV, - 5@ 130 400 . 0259

Ve

(1) "Class I" means utility and lawn and garden equipment engines
less than 225 cc in displacement. S
"Class II" means utility and lawn and garden equipment engines
greater than or equal to 225 cc in displacement. '
"Class III" means hand held utility and lawn and garden
equipment engines less than 20 cc in displacement.
"Class IV" means hand held utility and lawn and garden
equipment engines 20 cc to less than 50 cc in displacement,
"Class V" means.hand held utility and lawn and garden equipment
engines greater than or equal to 50 cc in displacement.

(2)  The Executive Officer may allow gaseous-fueled (i.e., propane, natural
gas) engine families, that satisfy the requirements of Section 20 of Part
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(4)

()
&)

" 1, to certify to either the hydrocarborn pi‘us oxides of nitrogen or

hydrocarbon emission standard, as applicable, on the basis of the

FExhaust Emission Standards (continued)

" non-methane hydrocarbon (NMHC) portion of the total hydrocarbon

emissions.
Applicable to all diesel-cycle engines.

These standards may be used for engines th;‘i_l;t meet the requiréments of
" @) and (i) below, and for two-stroke engines that power only snow

throwers. . ‘ ‘ : :

(i  The engine must be used in a hand-held piece of equipment. To
be classified as a hand-held piece of equipment, the equipment :
must require its full weight to be supported by the operator in
the performance of its requisite function.

(ii)  The engine and equipment rust require multi-positional
characteristics for use (e.g. it must be capable of operating in* .
any position, upside down, or sideways as required to complete
the job). _ : ' | '

Applicable to all diesel-cycle engines, and all two-stroke engines.

Eneines used exclusively in snowthrowers and ice augers need not

certify to_or comply with the HC and Nox standards at the option of

the manufacturer, ' ‘

(¢)  In 1995 and subsequent years, fire and police departments, and other entities -
which specialize in emergency response may purchase emergency equipment powered by a
" non-California-certified engine only when such equipment with a California-certified engine
is not available. For purposes of this Section, a request to purchase emergency equipment
powered by a non- California-certified engine shall be submitted for approval to the

Executive Officer.






. PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO REGULATIONS

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Amendments to Title 13, California Code of Regulations,
_ ‘Chapter 9, Article 3, Section 2412 ‘
California Exhaust Emissions Standards and Test Procedures
For 1995 And Later Off-Highway Recreational Vehicles and Engines
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deletions to language are indicated by strikkeont. - ‘ .
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2412. Emission Standards and Test Pro_cedures--New Off-Hi_ghWay Recreational Vehicles and
Engines. ‘ _ '

_ (2) This section shall be.applicéble.to specialty vehicle engines under 25 horsepower
produced on or after January 1, 1995, and all other off-highway recreational vehicles and
engines used in such vehicles produced on or after January 1, 1997, -

(b) For putposes of certification in California, manufacturers shall compljr with the
following exhaust emissions from new. off-highway recreational vehicles and engines that are

sold, leased, used, or introduced into commerce in California. Exhaust emissions shall not
exceed: :






' Propoesed Emission Standards -

Vehicle & _ : B . -
Model : Oxides of Carbon - .Particulate

Year Hydrocarbon Nitrogen Monoxide = Matter!

Off-Road Motorcycles and Afl-Terrain
Vehicles with Engines Greater Than 50
' cC
1997 and Later : o -
(g/km)* 1,2% - .. 150 -

Off-Rodd Motorcyeles and All-Terrain
~ Vehicles with Engines 90 ce or Less 1599

and Later (g/krm) . 1z - L1500 -
All{ferraiﬁ'Ve'hicles‘ ~ Shall ,cémply with exhaust emission standards equivalent to
" theOption. . off-roadmotorcyele and all-terrain vehicle standard using the - -
1997 and Later . - utility test procedures set forth in CCR, Title 13, section 2403,

~ and the in¢orporated document "California Exhaust Emission
Standards and Test Procedures for 1995 and Later Utility and
Lawn and Garden Equlpment Engmes" Wthh is hereby

incorporated by reference herein’
‘Goif Carts in Federal Ozone Non-
Attainrnent Areas
1997 and Later

ZERO ZERO ZERO ZERO

Specialty Vehicle Engines <25

horsepower
1995-399¢ [Date of ) o
Amendmentl 10.0/12.0° Combined 300 0.9
[DateofAmendment]-1998 ~ 100/12.0° Comhined ‘ 366350 - 0.9
1999 and Later . S
(Gfbhp-hry 32 Combined : 100 . 025

. Go-Karts and Specialty Vehicle

Engines >25 horsepower
1997 and Later : o : , . .
(g/bhp-hr) - 3.2 Combined. S 100 . 025

p—

Applicable to dlesel and two- stroke spark lgmted engines only. .
2. Comphance with the 1.2 gram pér kilometer HC standard to be applied as a “corporate
average” shall be detenmned as prowded in subsection (d). Each engine famlly shall

&

3-



Propesed Emission Standards (continued)

have only one applicable standard.

Cubic centimeter. .

Grams per kilometer. - Co ‘

Compliance with the equivalent all-terrain vehicle HC standard to be applied as a

“corporate average” shall be determined as provided in subsection (d). Each engine

family shall have only one applicable standard. e B

- .6, The standard is applicable based on the engine displacement. Engines <225 cubic
centimeters (cc) shall comply with 12.0 g/Bhp-hr HC+NOx standard and engines 225cc
and greater shall comply with the 10.0 g/Bhp-hr HC+NOx standard, @ -

7. Grams per brake-horsepower-hour. -

v

(©) (1) The test procedures for determining certification and compliance with the
standards for exhaust emissions from new off-road motorcycles, all-terrain vehicles, and golf
carts are set forth in "California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1995 and
Later Off-Highway Recreational Vehicles and Engines," adopted November 23, 1994, which -
incorporates by referehce Subparts E and F, Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations. There are
no emission test procedures for golf carts.? b :

4
1-

, (2) The test procedures for determiining certification and compliance with the
standards for exhaust emissions from new specialty vehicles and go-karts, and engines used in
such vehicles, and all terrain vehicle engines (those engines utilizing the optional standards
noted in (b) above) are set forth in "California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test -
Procedures for 1995 and Later Lawn and Garden and Utility Equipment Engines" adopted

March 20, 1992, and last amended April 8, 1993.

(d) Compliance with a standard to be applied as a "corporate average" shall be
determined as follows: :

n
y (PROD) (STD)
= x ojx
e =STD,,
n .
'Y (PROD)

j=1 jx
n = Off-road motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle engine families.

PRODjx = Number of units in engine family j ptbd‘uéed’ for sale in California in model year x.



STD;, = .The manufacturer designated HC exhaust emission standard for engine family j in
model year x, which shall be determined by the manufacturer subject to the following
conditions: (1) no individual engine family exhaust emission standard shall exceed 2.5 g/km,
and (2) no engine family designation or engine family exhaust emission standard shall be

" _ amended in a model year after the engine family is certifted for the model year, and (3) prior to

~ sale.or offering for sale in California, each engine family shall be certified in accordance with
"California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1995 and Later Off-Highway
Recreational Vehicle and Engine" adopted November 23, 1994, and shall be required to meet
the manufacturer's designated HC exhaust emission standard as a condition of the certification

Executive Order, Prior to certification the manufacturer shall also submit estimated production
volumes for each engine family to be offered for sale in California. :

“STD,, = A manufacturer's corporate average HC exhaust emissions from those California
off-road motorcycles and all-terrain vehicles subject to the California corporate average HC
exhaust emissions standard, as established by an Executive Order certifying the California

- production for the model year. This order must be obtained prior to the issuance of certification -
Executive Orders for individual engine families for the model year and shall include but not be

- limited to the following requirements: ‘ o

_ (1) During the manufacturer's production year, for each vehicle produced for
sale in California, the manufacturer shall provide the following information to the Executive
_ Officer within 30 days after the last day in each calendar quarter: Y
() vehicle identification numbers and an explanation ofthe identification
| code if applicable; |
(i)  model number and engine size of vehicle; RV
(iii)  the total number of vehicles marketed and produced as non-competition
vehicles for sale in California and their applicable designated emissions
standards. '

(2) The manufacturer's average HC exhaust emissions shall meet the corporate
average standard at the end of the manufacturer’s production for the model year.

(3) Production and sale of vehicles which result in non-compliance with the
" California standard for the model year shall cause a manufacturer to be subject to civil
_penalties, according to applicable provisions of the Health and Safety Code. All excess
~emissions resulting from non-compliance with the California standard shall be made up in the
following model year. ' ‘

(4) For a period of up to one year follo\z.ﬁng the end of the model year, the
manufacturer shall submit California sales and registration data as it becomes available, for
each model. -




'(¢) As an option to the standards set forth in section (b) above, exhaust emissions from
1997 and ldter all-terrain vehicle engines shall not exceed the equivalent to the offiroad.
‘motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle standard using the utility test procedures sét forth in
"California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1995 and Later Utility and
Lawn and Garden Equipment Engines", adopted, March 20, 1992, and last amended April 8,
1993, which is hereby incorporated by reference herein. - - SR e

“o{® - (1).Onor after January 1, 1995, n_ohew engines shall- be prodhbed for sale to
replace specialty vehicle engines, unless the engines comply with the émission standards in
- effect at the time of réplacement. - ‘ RTINS = :

(2) On or after January 1, 1997, no new engines greater than 90 cc shall be
produced for sale to replace off-road motorcycles, all-terrain vehicles, go-karts and engines
used in such vehicles, unless those engines comply with the emission control standards in
effect at the time of replacement. " : L

(3) On or after January.1, 1997, manufacturers shall not produce for sale in
federal ozone non-attainment areas of California new, non-zero emission engineés. for golf carts.

~ /(4) On or after Januar-ﬁrﬁ' 1, 1999, no new engines 90 cc.or less shall be produced |
+ for sale to replace off-road motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle engines, inless those engines
comply with the emission control standards in effect at the time of replacefnent. '

(8) The Executive Officer may find that any off-road motordycies, all-terrain vehicles,
specialty vehicles, go-karts or engines used in such vehicles certified to comply with
California emission standards and test procedutes for on-road or other off-road applications are

~ - in compliance with these regulations.. -

(h) No crankcase emissions shall be discharged into the ambient atmosphere from 1997
-and later off-road motorcycles, dll-terrain vehicles; golf carts, or engines used in such vehicles.

(D) Applicable to diesel and two-stroke spark ignited engines only. (2) Compliance with
the 1.2 gram per kilometer HC standard to-bé applied as a "corporate average” shall be
determined as provided in subsection(d). Each engine family shall have only one applicable
standard. (3) Cubic centimeter. (4) Grarns per kilometer. (5) Cotnpliance with the eqiivalent
all-telTain vehicle HC standard to be applied as a "corporate average" shall be determined as
provided in subsection(d). Each engine family shall have only one applicable standard. (6) The
- standard is applicable based on the engine displacement. Engines <225 cubic centimeters(cc)
shall co ply with 12.0 g/Bhp-hr HC+NOx standard and engines 225¢c and greater shall comply
with the 10.0 g/Bhp-hr HC+NOX standard. (7) Grarns per brake-horsépower-hour. (8)
Although golf cart manufacturers must file an application of certification and comply with the
administrative requirements outlined in the procedures to certify their vehicles for sale in

Californid, they are not required to perform emissions testing..

-6-,



NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 39600, 39601; 43013, 43018, and 43107, Health and Safety
Code. Reference: Sections 43013, 43018, and 43107, Health and Safety Code. - ‘
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GARY E. CROSS

GEORGE C. COURTOT
MIGHAEL ®. BENTZEN
STANLEY J. GéEEN -
MATTHEW F. RALL
CHRSTORHER E. ANDERS
RAYMOND 8. GROGHOWSKI
CARY W. MERGELE

* NOT ADMITTED (N O.G.

Dunaway & Cross
| A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
SUITE 400
148 19TH STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20038

¢ (202) 8623700
~ TELECOPIER (202) 862-27 10

March 28, 1996

-

RAYMOND PHILIP SHAFER®
COUNSEL

Jackie Lourenco o . -
~Manager, off-Road Controls Section
Mobile Source Division

california Air Resources Board
g528 Telstar Avenue , ,

El Monte, California 91731

Re: Joint Petition of Tecumseh Products Company
and The Torc Company ‘ : .

.Dear Ms. %ourenco:

As we discussed, enclosed please find a copy of the Jeint
petition of Tecumseh Products Company and The Toro Company
regarding CARB’s Tier-I standards for snowthrowers and other
. wintertime products. We would appreciate CARB’s expeditious
consideration of the Joint Petition and we stand ready to provide

any additional information you may regquire.
Very truly yours,

. | DUNAWAY & CROSS .
f ' ééf%;:zjércss

cc: Robert Cross (w/encl.) o
Michael Carter {w/encl.) _
Michael Terris, Esguire (w/encl.)

" Encleosure






"JOINT PETITICN OF TECUMSEH PRODUCTS COMPANY AND THE TORO COMPANY
TC THE CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD TO AMEND EMISSION STANDARDS
FOR ENGINES USED IN SNOWTHROWERS AND OTHER WINTERTIME PRODUCTS
UNDER THE EMISSION CONTROL REGULATICNS FOR 1995 AND LATER UTILITY

" AND TAWN AND GARDEN EQUIPMENT ENGINES

I, INTRODUCTION

Tecumseh Products Company (“Tecumseh") and tne Toro Company
{("Toro") respectfully submlt this Joint Petition tc the
.'Callfcrnla Air Resources Board (“CARB") seeklng amendment of the
emissiocn standards appllcable to englnes fcr sncwthrowers and
other exclus;vely w1ntert1me products under the “Callfcrnla
Exhaust Emissicn Standards-and Test Procedures for 1995 andﬁlater_
Utility and Lawn and Garden Equlpment Englnes."1 The Jcint-'
Petltlcn is flled pursuant to Government Ccde § 113440. 6 and
'Health and Safety Code 85 39600 and 39601 in furtherance cf the
purpcses of Health and Safety Code £5 43013 and 43018. Four
Callfcrnla servicing dealers, whose names and addresses appear at
the ¢onclusion, jOln in the Jeint Petltlcn and have provided
1nd1v1dual statements of support,

Specifically, Tecumseh and Toro request that CARB remove the‘
requirement .that engines for sncwthrcwers and other Wlntertlme
products meet emissicn standards for hydrocarbons ("HC")‘and
oxides of nitrogen ("NOX"), thereby leav1nq those products
subject to emission standards for. carbon monoxlde ("CO") As
discussed herein, grantlng the Petltlon will (i) have no.adverse
impact upon Ccalifornia’s alr.qua;lty; {ii) provide a near-term

kenefit to California’s air quality; (iii) preserve useful

_ : These Tier-I emission standards and tesc crccedures are
hereinafter referred to as the "ULGE" requlaticns..



products for the citizens of California; (iv) avoid unnecessary '
ieconomlc injury to. Callfornla small-busmness concerns, and (v)
harmonize CARB’s and EPA’s regulatlon of englnes for snowthrowers

and other wintertime productsﬂ

' II. DISCUSSION

A ‘SnowthrGWer'Emissieﬁs'Inveﬁtorylin'Caiifornia Co

The'Techﬁieal'SuppcrtEbebﬁﬁent (“TSD"53aCCDmpanyinQLCARB’s
ﬂﬁGE‘regulaticns'ccntains:a deﬁailéd'ahalysis of California
emissions from utility and lawn and gardeh. englnes - including "
(1} equ;pment shlpments, (11) attrltlon/useful-llfe"data, (Lid)
in-use populatlon estlmates, and (lV) horsepower, lead—factor and
annual-usage flgures Broken down by res;dentlal and- commercral
°appl:{.catlons, these data permlt an assessment of the relatlve
contribution &f differsnt tyPes c;w’f’e"quapmefﬂ:‘"l:c:'“C'a‘l’J.'*ftn’:’n:i.a"s‘"'5’""T
‘emissions iﬁﬁeﬁtory'onfa pollutant~by-poliutant basis. Exhibié
2-19 of.the,fSD.depicts the total'annuai'emissicns in california
from fourteen predﬁcr'categories'bf"utility'and‘lawn and‘garden
equipment, iﬁcluding snowthrowers. |

=é:'x’hibit 2el§weehtains information revealing that california
residential and commerciai Sncwthrowers'tombihed'acceuﬁt”ﬁerqbﬁly
.002 Of the HC emissions and .003 of the NOX emissions from tha
-Stata/ s utlllty and lawn and garden sector.- Because snowthrower-
NOX emLSSLOns represent only four percent of - snowthrower HG

”em1551ons, the HC—plus-NOx contrlbutlon frcm'Snowﬁhrowers’remains

2. . Because snowthrowers are the most critical of these .
wintertime products, they are the focus of discussicn in the
remalnder of this Joint Petition. . L

2<



just slightly over .002 of the HC-plus-NOx total for the
sector.?

B. Impact on_Ozone Formation

The.minuscule 1evel of California Hcfand NOx. emissions from
snowthrowers becomes even less significant when considering -
ground-level ozone. As- stated during the Board?s meeting of .
December 14, 1990, "the snow blower preoduces emlsSLOns prlmarlly
in.the w1nter, and as far as I know,  the gzone problem does not
- occur ln the w1nter " (Mr Lazarlas, Transcr;pt p 42} The
same general p01nt about w;ntertlme products was made repeatedly
at a Board meeting on May 14, 1992: "And I would thlnk that from
our ozone and nltrogen emissicn polnt ‘of v;ew, we’d be. -
prlnclpally ;nterested in [the products ] usage during the'ozone
.seasons more SO than, say,.ln the w1ntert1me or in areas where |
ozone is not a problem." (Mr. Lazarias, Transcrlpt pP. 24);
"[S]nowmcbiles! for example,uare operated at Lake Tahoe, which is
‘not a severe air gquality area ...." (Mr. Cross, Transcript p.
24)} "for example you have things like snowmobiies} which are'
used in fairly remote areas...,“ (Mr. Cross, Transcript . 29).

' Last vear, in modifying its initial regulatory propcsal, EPA
exempted engines for Sneﬁthrowers'and other wintertime products
from its Phase-I H¢ standard on these very grounds. Fcllowirq is

EPA’s explanation:.

3 Accordlng to Exhibit 2-19 of the TSD, total annual
California emissions of HC and NOx from the lawn and garden
sector are 24 millicn kilegrams, of which all snowthrowers

o collectively represent only 54,406 kilograms, or .022 of the

total.



After considering the comments, the ageéficy-has concluded ..

that the HC standard will be optional for snowthrowers.

This is because, as is discussed in the preamble to the . =

- proposed rule (see $ FR at 25416) and by industry
comments, snowthrowsrs are operated only in the winter,
-which means that they do not measurably impact ozone
nonattainment concentrations and thus need not-be subject
to stringent control requirements aimed at controlling
ozohe nonattainment. Cn a naticnal ' lével, -ozone. -
nonattainment is primarily a seasonal problem that occurs
during warm sunny weather. Regulating HC and ‘emisgions’

. from products used exclusively in the winter, such as
snowthrowers, will not advarice the Agency’s missiof. to
correct this seasonal problem. : .

60 Fed. Reg. 34591 (July 3, 1995)%

Given the fact that CARB had already adopted its ULGE -
regulations when EPA was formulating its Phase-I standards, EPA
recognized "that California will be regulating HC emissions from
snowthrowers, and today’s decision should in no way prejudice |
California’s efforts." Id. , Petitioners certainly agree“that h
EPA‘s décision does not prejudice California, but EPA’s reasoning
regarding the seasonality of snowthrower emissions is also true
of California. Moreover, as discussed in Section C below, the
absence of HC and NOx emission'limits'for snowthrowefs at the
national level leads to manufacturing and marketing realities
that will affect California consumers and small_businesses in
several important respects.

CARB’s decision not to regulate snowmobiles, which are

recreational vehicles, also recognizes the role that seasonal

4 Although EPA’sS reasoning is equally applicable to NOx,
the Federal Register discussion- is limited £o HC.- However, S
Petitioners have been advised that EPA will issue a technical
amendment to its Phase-I regulations to clarify that EPA has also
removed the NOx requirement as applicable to snowthrowers. E

4



factcrs rlghtfully play in regulatory decisionmaking at the .
.fe@eral or state level; Indeed, Mr. Cross s ccmments durlng the
May 14, 1992 Board meetlng regardlng the use of snowmoblles,_
"quoted earller, are espec1ally apprcprlate w1th regard. to
snowthrowers because of snowthrowers’ vastly lesser emissions
than-snoﬁmobiles. | |

CARB estimates the HC+NOx'eﬁiesions contributioﬁ of
snowmcblles at 34 tons per day. Snowthrowers, by contrast
fproduce about one—saxth of one tcn per day, less than one—half of
~ one oercent of the snowmobile total. Altnouqh snowmoblles may
see greater usage in non-urban areas than do snowthrowers, this
geographic dlfference_would not cffset thls huge.emLSSLQne B
.digparitY} whith, aceording to CAﬁB,Lreeults primarily fEcm a
| embinatioh of engine size (3=5hp vs. Sbéébhp),.load factor (35
percent vs. 75 percent), and annual usage rates (27 hours vs. 98‘
'hoers).: Petltloners therefors belleve that ellmlnatlng the HC
and NOx requirements for snowthrowers would be fully consistent
with CARB’s decision not to im?ose emissiene iimits on

5 The principal difference

snowmobiles as recreational vehicles.
is that snowtnrowers would still generate co»reductlcn benefits.

C. The Conseguences of Dual Standards

<

EPA’s decision to ferege HC and NCx emissions limits_for

snowthrowers means that snowthrowers manufactured for sale

3 Petitioners reccgnize that snowmcblle emissions could
bve subject to regulatory controls in the future. The fact that
they have not been, however, appears +o flow from their ‘
wintertime use more than any other factor. :

5



throughout the country cannot be sold lawfully in- Callfornla so
.long as Callfornla 1mposes the Hc ‘and NOx limits. But ' |
manufacturing and marketlng realltles make it. econom;cally
lnfea51ble to produce and dlstrlbute snowthrowers that are unlque
to the Callfornla market as 2 result of the addltlonal HC and NOx
requirements. Although Callfornla is an extremely 51gn1flcant R
state market for lawn and garden and utlllty equlpment overall,
'1t is a relatlvely miner market for snowthrowers, a market that‘
¢annot justlfy a separate Callfornla deSLgn, productlon, and J
.marketlng effort ow1ng to the HC and NOx llmltsq The upshot is
that the existence of Callfornla—only emission requlrements for
HC and NOx for snowthrowers will szmply ellmlnate new h
snowthrowers from the Callfornla market.® Seeral adverse‘l
consequences Wlll flow‘rrom thls o “ -

1. Small-bu51ness 1mpact

Snowthrowers, partlcularly the larger two—stage snowthrowers
powered by cleaner four-stroke engines, are generally seld’ by
servicing dealers, Who are typlcally famlly buSLnesses ‘ Although_
the lmpact on the Callfornla eoonomy as a whole would be o |
negllglble the ellmlnatlon of new snowthrower 1nventory.ln
Callfornla would severely harm certaln lawn and garden and
utlllty equlpment dealers who rely, 1n varylng degrees, on

‘snowthrower sales for thelr economlc llvellhood

5 The CO standards for two-stroke. snowthrowers are
currently not identical between EPA and California. '
Nevertheless, this Joint Petition addresses only the merits of
removing the separate HC and NOx requirements in Callfornla

6



The Western Auto store in Chester, California is & stark
case.in point.  This is a small business located approximately
165 miles north of Sacramento Sales“of:snowthrowers, although
nunbering only flfty or so units per year, are the foundatlon of
“this dealer’s w1ntertlme l’VellhOOd representlng some 75=- 80
percent of revenue. durlng the four—month periecd November-
February, and perhaps. 50 percent ef annual revenuea . This small
bu51ness, and others llke-;t, could not be expected tc survive .
without its snowthrcwerjsales° . | | |

The Western~Auto'dealer in.Susaﬁville, a somewhat larger
town about 60 mlles east of - Chester, would probably suffer less
because it is a larger cpe*atlon, but wculd Stlll expect to lose
up to ter percent of lts bu51ness if it could not sell |
snowthrowers. Hangtown Tcol Center in Placerville currently
sells only about 10 unlts per year but had been counting on
lncreaSLng this aspect of its business. ‘And Rich’s Small Englne w
Serrice, in‘South Lake Tahce, estimates that it would lose 30
percent of lts wintertime sales volume if it ‘could not offer
snowthrowers Each of these dealers’ has a significant stake in
the contlnued avallablTlty of snowthrowers and each supperts this
Joint Petition. (See attached statements } |

2. Consumer lmpact

It is not only these and other small busanesses that depend
on the contlnued avallabllwty of snowthrcwers—-thelr customers do
as well Ccn51der1ng “hat the retail price of a two-stage,

- snowthrower runs between $1300- $2000, the decision to purchase is



Iikely based on true need, not on whim or imguise,. If new
snowthrowers. are not available in california, it is natural to
‘expect that current owners will repair and rebuild their
“uncontrolled unité beyond their customary practice in order to
extend their_se;vi;e.life.- To the extent that CO emissions from
snowthrowers are an air-quality concern,iglower.turnoﬁer‘oﬁ
unregulated'snowtnrbwer engines will,wprk a deprimént to CARB’s
efforts. . S e , 17‘ : R AT ,:h

When repair_and rebuildlbptioﬁs bééoﬁe_ﬁo_longer_viable,_‘“,
snowthrower ‘owners will be forced to seek replacement units
cutside of California, with the Lake Tahog environs across the ..
state line in‘Nevada_providing perhaps the most likely source.
Assﬁming theée-out—df-stateﬁsnbwthrowe;s meet the EPhiE@ége—I_ b
limits, the effect on California‘s air will be the same as iﬁ the
. Joint Petition.iS'granted;<éxceptﬁthat7CaLifbrnia residents will.
be induced to avoid California law, all the while resenting the
inconvenience of havingjto,purchase a familiar and necessary - -
product outside thé State. The option of manual snow remﬁval is
lunreallstlc in the areas north of Sacramento where snowfalls are
heavy. And the prospect of greater commerc1al snow removal,
‘using higher-peolluting vehicular gpplications{ is no benefit tO“
Califernia a}r or fo its residents’ poéketbdcks.‘

The end result, Petitioners beiieye,‘will ﬁe.a shoft-term-
. loss of CO-reduction benefits with no long-term gain to
California‘’s gi?'quality, aécompanied by greater citizen ex?en;e,

incenvenience, and frustration.



III;

For the foregoing reascns,

CONCLUSION

Joint Petltloners Tecumseh and

Tcro, jo;ned by the below—l;sted servicing dealers, respectfully

request that CARB amend the ULGE regulatlons by removmng the

requirement that englnes for snowthrowers and other exclus;vely

wintertime products meet emission standards for HC and NOX.

The Toro Company
300 West 82nd Strxeet
Minneapolis, MN 55420

Western Auto Assoc1ate Store
168 Maln :
* Chester, CA 9§020

Hangtown Tool Center
673 Placervzlle Drive
Placerville, ca 95667

March 28, 1896

Tecumseh Products Company
100 East Patterson Street
Tecumseh, MI 49286

‘Rich’s Small'Engine Service

1012 Industrial Avenue °
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Western Autd Supply

2985 Riverside Drive
Susanville, CA 96130.






california Air Resources Board
8528 Telstar Avenue
1l Mocnte, CA 91731

'Dear Slr or Madam:

Blease ‘be adv;sed that R*ch's Small “nglne Service Jolns in
and supports the Jaint Peti%ion of Tecumseh and Toro ragarding
" zhe california emission standards for snowtmrowers and cther
wintertime products.

.. Datad: _5"2:5:-"'/7@

Rich Dorman : ‘
L’ . . ' Rich’s Small Engine f Ser rvice |
‘ 1012 Industrial Avenue .

South Lake Tahce, CA 96130






california Alr Resources Board
9528 Telsgar Avenue
£l Monte, CA 91731

Dear‘sir cr Madam:

. Please be advzsed that Eangtown ‘Tocl Centar joins in and

supports the Joint Petition of Tecumseh and Toro regarding the

: all-orn1a emission’ standards for snowthrowers and ‘cther
wintertime products.

- /- / .
pated: . 7-/F GL | D S r:/ el
' - ‘ : Tinca Tayler -

v SV ' .~ Hangtown Tool Cantar
573 Placerville Drive
Placerville, CA 95867






 califernia Air Rescurces Beard
9528 Telstar Avenue
£l Montes, CA- 81731

Dear Sir or Madam:
Please be advised that Western Auto ‘Associate Store joins in

and supports the Joint Petition of Tecumseh and Toro regarding
the california emission standards Lor snowthrowers and other '

‘sw1nteru1me products.

Dated;-ﬂ"! Luck /7 /'f??'g.- -/ Ca;..u.;.(’ sﬁ-i.zm
: ' . . Mr. Richard Hudson
Western Auto Assocﬁa Stecre.
L : . - 168 Main ‘
ol | | Chester, CA 96020






california Air Resources Board
328 Telstar Avenue
JEL1 Mcnte, ¢ca 91731

Dear Slr or Madam

Please be adv:sed smat Western Auto Supply jeins in and
supports the Joint Petiticn of Tecumseh and Toro T sgarding the -
_Callzarﬁla emission standards: Lor snowthrowers and cther
w1ntert~me products. g

Datad: %;-'/-::'- G

e

| ' o ‘ Kev1n Smith
Co : Westernm Auto Supnly
2985 Riverside Drive _
Susanville, CA- 96120






