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INTRODUCTION

Thisreport is presented by the Small Business Advocacy Review Pand convened for the
rulemaking entitled “Control of Emissons of Air Pollution from Nonroad Diesd Engines’ (hereinafter
cdled the “Nonroad Diesd Engine rule’) that the Environmenta Protection Agency (EPA) is currently
developing. The Panel was convened by EPA’s Small Business Advocacy Chairperson under section
609(b) of the Regulatory Hexibility Act (RFA) as added by the Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 (SBREFA). Thiswasthefirst such pand to be established under
RFA/SBREFA for an EPA rulemaking. In addition to its chairperson, the Panel consists of
representatives of EPA’s Office of Air and Radiation (the EPA program office respongble for
developing the rule), the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs within the Office of Management
and Budget, and the Chief Counsd for Advocacy of the Smal Business Administration.

The purpose of the Pandl is to collect the advice and recommendations of representatives of
gmadl entities that will be affected by the rule and to report on those comments and the pand’ s findings
asto issuesrelated to the key dements of an initid regulatory flexibility andyss (IRFA) under section
603 of the RFA. Those dements of an IRFA are:

- The number of smd| entities to which the proposed rule will gpply.

- Projected reporting, record keeping, and other compliance requirements of the proposed rule,
including the classes of amall entities which will be subject to the requirements and the type of
professond skills necessary for preparation of the report or record.

- Other rlevant Federd rules which may duplicate, overlap, or conflict with the proposed rule.

- Any significant dternatives to the proposed rule which accomplish the stated objectives of
gpplicable gatutes and which minimize any significant economic impact of the proposed rule on
smd| entities

Once completed, the Pand report is provided to the agency issuing the proposed rule and included in
the rulemaking record. In light of the Pand report, the agency isto make changesto the proposed rule



or the IRFA for the proposed rule, where appropriate.

This report by the Pand for the Nonroad Diesdl rule includes a summary of the advice and
recommendations received from each of the smal entity representatives identified for purposes of the
pand process. Written comments submitted by the representatives are provided in an gppendix to the
report. The report aso presents the Panel’ s findings and discussion on issues related to the dements of
an IRFA identified above.

It isimportant to note that the Pand’ s findings and discussion are based on the information
available at the time this report was drafted. EPA is continuing to conduct anayses relevant to the
proposed rule, and additiona information may be developed or obtained during the remainder of the
rule development process and from public comment on the proposed rule. The Pand makesiits report
a an early stage of the process of promulgating arule and its report should be considered in that light.
At the same time, the report provides the Pand and the Agency with atimely opportunity to identify
and explore potentia ways of shaping the proposed rule to minimize the burden of the rule on smdll
entities while achieving the rul€ s gatutory purposes. Any options the Pand identifies for reducing the
rule s regulatory impact on smal entities may require further andysis and/or data collection to ensure
that the options are practicable, enforceable, environmentaly sound and consistent with the statute
authorizing the rule.

This report begins with a background section that describes the purpose of the rule, any
relevant regulatory history and the types of businesses or other entities to which the proposed rule will
aoply. 1t then identifies the gpplicable definitions of smdl entities for the rule. The next section
describes the small entity outreach conducted by EPA and the Panel. The core of the report
summarizes the comments and recommendations received from the smal entity representatives,
including those related to the key dements of an IRFA. Separate summaries are provided for each
type of small entity affected by therule. In the course of reviewing the representatives comments and
recommendations, the Panel makes relevant observations or recommendations. Following these
summaries, the Pand presents the ret of its findings and discussion on the rule.

BACKGROUND

EPA issued itsfird tier of regulations covering most land-based diesel engines (and other
compression-ignition engines) used in nonroad gpplicationsin 1994, based on a mandate in the Clean
Air Act. A more stringent second tier of standards was planned for the future. 1n 1995, this plan was
merged with alarger initiative to Sgnificantly reduce NOx and PM emissions from both nonroad diesdl

engines and highway heavy-duty engines.

Asapart of the initiative to reduce NOx and PM emissions, highway engine manufacturers,
EPA, and the State of Cdlifornia agreed on aframework for the proposa of stringent new standards for



highway heavy-duty enginesin a higtoric Statement of Principlesin September of 1996. Inthe
“Highway Statement of Principles” EPA aso announced the beginning of effortsto reach asmilar
Statement of Principles covering nonroad engines. These efforts were successful, and another
government/industry Statement of Principles, the “Nonroad Statement of Principles’ was recently
sgned by members of the nonroad diesel engine industry, the State of Cdiforniaand EPA. The
Agency published the Nonroad Statement of Principlesin a Supplemental Advance Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking in the Federd Register on January 2, 1997 which announces EPA’ s intent to
issue aformal proposa in 1997.

EPA intends to propose emission standards covering al nonroad diesdl engines except for
those used to power locomotives, underground mining equipment, and larger marine vessels. (The
latter categories are to be regulated separately). Consistent with the Statement of Principles, EPA
plans to propose standards which pardld the degree of control anticipated from existing and proposed
standards covering highway heavy-duty engines. The standards for land-based nonroad engines rated
at over 37 KW(50 hp) would become effective in the 2001-2006 time frame (Tier 2) and 2006-2008
(Tier 3). The standards EPA intends to propose for diesdl enginesrated at under 37 kW, both land-
based and marine, would represent the first emission standards for these nonroad diesels (Tier 1),
beginning in 1999 and 2000, aswdll as Tier 2 standards beginning in 2004 and 2005. EPA does not
plan to propose Tier 3 tandards for these enginesin thisrule,

EPA aso intends to propose provisions relating to test procedures, emission control system
durability, emissons averaging for each of the covered nonroad diesd engine categories, and voluntary
gandards for low-emitting engines.

The nonroad diesdl engine manufacturing industry and “marinizers’ of smal (under 37 kW)
nonroad diesel engines for marine applications would be responsible for meeting the new standards.
The engine manufacturers consst of severd large- and medium-sized companies and one company that
meets SBA smdl business criteria. There are 12 companies that adapt diesdl engines under 37 kW for
marine gpplications, 10 of which meet smal business criteria

In addition, there are many companies that manufacture the equipment into which nonroad
diesdl engines are ingdled (some large companies manufacture both engines and equipment). These
nonroad equipment manufacturers would be prohibited from introducing into commerce any equipment
that contains an engine that does not comply with the new standards (subject to the flexibility provisons
discussed below). As discussed below, a change in the engine as aresult of the new standards may
require aredesign of the equipment to accommodate new engine characteristics such as size or power.

Marinizers generally purchase complete or partially complete engines and add parts to adapt
them to marine use (propulsion or auxiliary eectricd generation). In some ways the chalenge of any
new standards for these “ post-manufacture marinizers’ would mirror that of nonroad equipment
manufacturers in that changes made by the original engine manufacturers might require changesin the



parts and process involved in marinization.  Unlike equipment manufacturers, however, the marinizers
generdly complete the final stages of engine production and thus would typicaly be responsible for
obtaining an EPA Caertificate of Conformity with the standards and would bear ligbility for the emissons
of these enginesin use.

Findly, companies that rebuild or remanufacture nonroad diesd engines, many of which are
smdl companies, would potentidly be subject to the rule if EPA were to propose and implement
provisions covering the end of the life of original engines. Such provisions were not discussed
specificdly in the Statement of Principles.

Each of these indudtries is discussed in more detail below.

Because there is a degree of uncertainty at this early date about how engine changes might
impact equipment manufacturers, the engine manufacturer and government participants developing the
Nonroad Statement of Principles met with equipment manufacturers during the course of the Statement
of Principles discussions. Based on these discussions, the participants included flexibility provisonsin
the Statement of Principles designed to ease the burden on equipment makersin the event such changes
are necessary. These provisons would alow equipment makersto indal older-design enginesin a
fraction of their production for severd years. A smilar program with higher percent alowances would
apply to agricultura and logging equipment. Further, to avoid disadvantaging smaler companies and
companies with limited product offerings, equipment manufacturers would be alowed to exceed the
older-design production alowances for one model line with an annua production volume of 100 pieces
or less.

APPLICABLE “SMALL BUSINESS’ DEFINITIONS

This report considers four separate but related industries that will be subject to the nonroad
diesd rule and that contain smal businesses as defined by regulations of the Smal Business
Adminigration (SBA): Nonroad diesd engine manufacturing, manufacturing of nonroad equipment,
post-manufacture marinizing of diesd engines, and the rebuilding or remanufacturing of diesdl nonroad

engines.

According to SBA’sregulations (13 CFR 121), businesses with no more than the following
numbers of employees or dollars of annua receipts are consdered "smdl entities’ for purposes of a
regulatory flexibility andyss

- Manufacturers of engines (includes marinizers) 1000 employees
- Equipment manufacturers
- Manufacturers of construction equipment 750 employees
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- Manufacturers of indudtrid trucks (forklifts) 750 employees
- Manufacturers of other nonroad equipment 500 employees

- RebuildersRemanufacturers of engines $5 million

SUMMARY OF SMALL-ENTITY OUTREACH

Beginning before SBREFA’ s enactment, EPA conducted outreach to members of the above
indugtries and their representatives, including small entities, severd timesand in severd ways. The
“Statement of Principles’ process provided an early opportunity to Soread awareness of potential
nonroad diesel emisson sandards among a number of stakeholders. During the development of the
Statement of Principles, EPA gaff initiated vists with several members of the equipment manufacturing
industry. These vidts provided mutualy beneficid opportunities to develop relaionships with engineers
and executivesin these companies and to increase the Agency’ s understanding of the nature of their
business and the challenges that members of thisindustry face. In addition, EPA staff organized
briefings for equipment manufacturers on the progress of the Statement of Principles process.

During the fal of 1996, EPA daff began contacting representatives of smal businesses who had
participated in the briefings during the Statement of Principles process or had been involved in the Tier
1 rulemaking process. These contacts were generaly familiar with the potential regulations and were
able to provide early comments from asmdl business perspective. They dso suggested names of
othersfor EPA to contact. EPA then assembled the comments from these representatives and sent a
summary to them and to severd new contacts. As aresult, the Agency received severa sets of written
comments during this process.

In January of 1997, EPA published the Statement of Principles with a Supplementa Advance
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (Supplementa ANPRM), which in part requested comment on small
business concerns. During the comment period for the Supplemental ANPRM, EPA held aworkshop
in Chicago atended by nonroad equipment manufacturers, including severd smdl equipment
manufacturers and marinizers. The workshop devoted a sgnificant period of time to discussng
equipment manufecturer flexibilities and smdl entity issues. In addition to the comments made a the
workshop, EPA received additiona written comments on the provisions of the Statement of Principles
and smdll entity concerns during the comment period on the Supplementd ANPRM. The comments
EPA received during this period included severa new ideas for how the program envisoned in the
Statement of Principles might provide flexibility to equipment manufacturers, especidly those thet are
and| entities

In March 1997, the Panel for the Nonroad Diesdl rule was convened. The pand distributed a
summary of the flexibility concepts to the smadl entity representatives identified for the panel process



(seeligt below) for further comment. The pane then held a teleconference on May 2 which included
most of the smdll entity representatives and alowed for broad interactive discussion and further
clarification of potentid regulatory options. The pand then accepted further written comment from the
representatives on these concepts.

This report and its gppendices summarize the comments EPA and the Panel received over the
course of the small entity outreach effort.
SMALL-ENTITY REPRESENTATIVES

EPA and the SBREFA Panel have been in contact to date with the following small businesses
and organizations that represent the interests of smal-business members:

Nonroad Diesel Engine Manufacturers

- WisCon Tota Power (Jerome Berti)

Nonroad Equipment Manufacturers

- Long Manufacturing NC, Inc. (Alton Cobb, Edward Vincek)

- Outdoor Power Equipment Ingtitute (OPEI) (John Liskey, Bill Guerry)

- Industrid Truck Associaion (ITA) (Bill Montweller, Gary Cross, Mathew Hall)
- Equipment Manufacturers Ingtitute (EMI) (John Crowley)

- Congtruction Industry Manufacturers Association (CIMA) (Edward Roszkowski)
Post-Manufacture Engine Marinizers

- Westerbeke (John Westerbeke, Jeff NQ)

- Alaska Diesd Electric (Dick Gee)(also produce land-based diesdl generator sets)
- Entec West (Dave Oostmann)

Nonroad Engine RebuildersyRemanufacturers

- Automotive Engine Rebuilders Association (AERA) (Michad Duebner, Michagl Conlon)

- Production Engine Manufacturers Association (PERA) (Joe Polich)

SUMMARY OF INPUT FROM SMALL-ENTITY REPRESENTATIVES



As noted earlier, each of the smadl entity representatives identified for the panel process for
Nonroad Diesdl rule was asked to address issues related to the key dements of an IRFA (listed
above). For each of the industry sectors subject to the rule, the points made by their smal entity
representatives are summarized below.

Nonroad Engine Manufacturers

There is one domestic nonroad engine manufacturer that meets SBA smdl business criteria,
WisCon Tota Power. WisCon's representative stated that the impact of new standards will be
relatively greater for asmall company as compared to alarger one, because outfitting of engine test
cdlsisjust as expendve asfor larger companies but there are fewer sales across which to recoup this
cost. Similarly, costsfor R&D, tooling, etc. will aso represent ardatively large fraction of asmall
company's assets. WisCon has not to date raised issues relating to reporting or record keeping (EPA
does not have plans to propose any significant changes from the reporting and record keeping
requirements of the Tier 1 program) or to potential overlap with other federa rules, and they have not
suggested regulatory dternatives. WisCon is asignatory to the Nonroad Statement of Principles.

Nonroad Equipment Manufacturers

Generd Comments

In genera, most concerns raised by nonroad equipment manufacturers are independent of
company size. That is, there do not gppear to be fundamentd differences between the interests of large
and smdl manufacturers of equipment as they relate to new standards for nonroad engines. The
potentia impacts tend to be more severe for smal companies, but the fundamenta nature of the
concernsisthe same. Because of this Smilarity in basic interests, this report includes some generd
concerns raised by both large and smal manufacturers of nonroad equipment and their representatives
aswell as gpecia concerns raised by smal companies.

Members and representatives of thisindustry stated that manufacturers of nonroad equipment
may face new challenges, depending on the choices engine manufacturers make in response to new
emission standards. If new standards are proposed, engine manufacturers will be considering severa
kinds of changes that could affect equipment manufacturers, including decisions about the following:
Changesin the physicd and operationd characterigtics of engines; changes in the pricing of engines; and
whether to continue to produce certain engine models. Physica or operationa changes in engines may
require equipment manufacturers to change their physica designs or adapt to different operationa
characteristics (such as power or torque), adding to their costs. Also, if engine manufacturers decide to
discontinue some engine lines without introducing subgtitute modds, equipment manufacturers could
face Sgnificant adjustments in their designs and offerings. Further, the Equipment Manufacturers



Ingtitute sated the following:

Increased engine price, possible discontinuance of engine models, increased equipment
costs, possible increased operating codts, and possible impairment of machine function
may result in protracted decline in demand for new equipment after regulation and
therefore may shift equipment saes patterns and/or delay the turnover that both industry
and EPA desre. Therefore it cannot be assumed for the cost impact andysis and small
entity evauation that engine and equipment manufacturers will be able to pass through
to consumers the added costs attributable to Tier 2/3 regulation, or that sales of new
equipment will not decline appreciably after Tier 2/3 regulation.

Similar concerns were raised by asmal manufacturer of equipment. This commenter
expressed the concern that engine compliance costs may cause purchasersto delay replacement of
older engines (especidly for smaler engines, which the commenter believes would have higher
compliance cogs as afraction of total engine cost as compared to larger engines).

Contacts als0 expressed the concern that for the Statement of Principles' s equipment
manufacturer flexibility provisonsto have vaue, & least sSome engine manufacturers would have to
continue to produce the older-type engines that equipment manufacturers would be dlowed to ingal in
limited numbers.

In addition, some representatives commented that non-verticaly integrated equipment
manufacturers (i.e., those that do not produce their own engines) may have difficulty in getting
information about engine changes and availability from their engine suppliersin order to comment
knowledgeably on new proposed standards. Commenters have aso requested that EPA urge engine
manufacturers to provide more information to their customers about their product plans and
specifications.  Equipment manufacturers requested that, if such information is not forthcoming from the
engine manufecturers, EPA provide smadl entity equipment manufacturers with a set of hypothetica
scenarios (e.g., with respect to engine availability, cost increase, engine “envelope’ size, additiond
cooling requirements, performance changes) that could result from the new stlandards in order to permit
more thorough comments on a future NPRM. Also, EPA was asked to delay proposa of new
gtandards until an industry-funded cost study is complete.

Some commenters have dso sated that smal equipment deders/digtributors and ultimeate users
(farmers, contractors, loggers, etc.), aswell as smdl suppliers supplying partsto the engine
manufacturers, should be included in smdl entity outreach for the rule. EPA notes that the outreach
requirements of the RFA pertain only to the smal entities that will be subject to the rule, and the entities
mentioned by the commenters would not be subject to the rule. However, the Agency will fully
consider during the rulemaking these and other comments about the effects of the proposed rule on any



and dll parties?

One smdl manufacturer of nonroad equipment Stated that they were not aware of “independent
third-party studies’ of the pollution contribution of various nonroad gpplications and horsepower levels
or of thefinancid impact on samdl businesses. This commenter dso dated that while efforts are
underway to achieve international harmonization of nonroad emission standards, they are concerned
that uncertainties about harmonization, sgnificant compliance costs, and lead-time difficulties may result
in non-U.S. engine suppliers deciding not to supply engines to some U.S. equipment manufacturers.
This commenter stated that they requested information from their supplier about costs and the time
frame for engine availability, but was told that such information is not yet available.

Number of Small Entities Affected

The small manufacturers of nonroad equipment and representatives that EPA and the Pandl
contacted did not have information about the totd number of smal entities that would be subject to the
Nonroad Diesd rule. EPA isworking with the industry and through an EPA contractor to develop
information on the numbers of equipment manufacturers that use nonroad diesel engines and how many
of these are smdll entities.

[nteraction With Other Federa Rules

A representative of the diesd forklift industry indicated that OSHA ambient carbon monoxide
limits, especidly as applied in the state of Minnesota, need to be assessed for any overlap with the
engine-based standards proposed in the Statement of Principles. No other potentia overlaps with
other federd rules were noted by equipment manufacturer representatives.

Reporting and Record keeping

Equipment manufacturers stated that under the flexibility provisonsin the Statement of
Principles, they should only be required to maintain accurate records of the engine typesingdled in
equipment. These records would not be routingly submitted to EPA but would be available upon
request. The commenters believe this gpproach would minimize the administrative burden on
equipment manufacturers while providing for market-driven * self-policing” among competing companies
(dueto the likelihood that competitors would dert EPA to abuses of the flexibility provisons). It should
be noted that no recordkeeping requirements would be proposed for manufacturers which choose not

1SBA does not agree with EPA’slegal interpretation under SBREFA. However, the concerns of the
suppliersin this case should be similar to the concerns raised by small equipment manufacturers who are
represented here.



to take advantage of the voluntary flexibility provisons.

Suggested Requlatory Alternatives

Small manufacturers of nonroad equipment and their representatives suggested severd
dternaive ways in which the provisons of the Statement of Principles might be changed or improved in
order to achieve emission reductions in a more cogt-effective manner. These dternative concepts are
summarized in the gppended document titled “Preiminary EPA Staff Assessment of Alternative
Equipment Manufacturer Flexibility Concepts,” dated 5/14/97, dong with potentialy positive and
negative characteristics of each concept.

Post-Manufacture Engine Marinizers

Most companiesin thisindustry are not represented by an organization. EPA and the Pandl
have contacted severa of them individualy and received comments from two of them. These contacts
dated that if engine suppliers do not provide new engines with sufficient lead time, their production
would be stopped, at great cost. The marinizers need time to redesign the

parts they add to an engine if engines change or if a different company’s engine must be subgtituted.

A marinizer which hastwo years experience with EPA certification and compliance sated that
they spent an average of 2.5 percent of their revenue on certification and compliance tasks.  Thiswas
characterized as alarge burden which larger companies can better absorb. Also, it was stated that
smdl diesd engines such as the ones they produce contribute very little to tota emissons because of
their smdl 9ze and smdl number.

One marinizer dated that the financid impact on smal marinizers could be reduced if the
proposed regulations accomplished the following:

- The regulations should be fair to dl the regulated entities.

- The regulations should be written in plain English without gray areas subject to interpretation.

- The regulations should be organized to have broad coverage and avoid different rules for
different markets or product segments.

- The regulations should provide smal businesses “congderation” regarding certification and
reporting, indluding dlowing amarinizer to use the engine maker’ s certificate of conformity if the
marinizer demongtrates that they have not dtered the performance or combustion parameters
(“dreamlining”).

The Panel observesthat some or al of the equipment manufacturer flexibility provisons discussed
above may aso have gpplication to engine marinizers.
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Members of thisindustry have not provided comments about the number of small entities that
would be covered by the standards discussed in the Statement of Principles. (As stated above, EPA
believes that 12 companies would be subject to the rule, 10 of which meet SBA small-entity criteria).
No comments have been received from this industry about reporting and record keeping or about
overlgp with other government regulations.

Engine Rebuilders’Remanufacturers

EPA daff have aso consulted representatives of companies which rebuild or remanufacture
engines. EPA has discussed plans to propose provisions reating to rebuilding and remanufacturing
nonroad diesd engineswhich are very similar, if not identicd, to the corresponding provisions being
congdered for highway heavy-duty engines. In both cases, these provisons are amed at ensuring no
loss of emission contral &t the time of rebuild or remanufacture. Representatives of the rebuilding and
remanufacturing industry have stated that they are comfortable with such an approach and they do not
believe it would raise new issues for members of thisindustry. They have not to date raised issues
relaing to reporting and record keeping or overlap with other federd rules, and they have not
suggested regulatory dterndives.

ADDITIONAL PANEL FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Asindicated above, the types of small entities to which the Nonroad Diesdl rule will apply
include smdl engine manufacturers, smal equipment manufacturers, smal engine marinizers and
potentidly engine rebuilders or remanufacturers. The number of these amdl entitiesis till uncertain.
The smal entity representatives contacted for the rule were unable to provide additiond information
about thisissue. The Pand supports EPA’ s efforts to seek additiona information about the number of
amdl entities that will be affected by therule.

The background section above describes the basic eements of the Nonroad Diesdl rule.
Recordkeeping and reporting requirements associated with engine emission standards are likely to be
modeled on and ogous requirements aready applicable to some nonroad engines. These requirements
have benefited from previous EPA efforts to smplify the certification process. Marinizers suggestions
for further streamlining certification procedures for marinized engines are worthy of Agency
congderation. Any recordkeeping or reporting requirements associated with potential means for
providing smdl businesses with additiond flexibility have yet to be developed, but the Pand urges EPA
to keegp any such requirementsto aminimum. Thereislittle sensein providing smal businesses with
flexibility only to bog them down with excessive paperwork.

The Pand is unaware of any other relevant Federd rules which may duplicate, overlap or
conflict with the proposed rule, with the possible exception of the OSHA ambient carbon monoxide
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regulations. The Panel encourages EPA to consder the potentid interaction of the Nonroad Diesd rule
with those OSHA regulations.

Regarding regulatory aternatives, the Panel consdered the 10 concepts suggested by small
entity representatives and others. The Pand considered each of the alternativesin light of severa
criteriaincluding whether the dterndive is consgstent with the Clean Air Act; whether it would achieve
emission reductions comparable to those the basic proposed program would achieve; whether it is
reasonably practicable and enforceable; and whether some concepts may complement each other to
maximize the overdl flexibility for small entities

The Pand believesthat aset of five of the ten suggested concepts (see first appendix for alist of
al 10 concepts), consdered as an integrated package, would provide significant flexibility and burden
reduction for smal entities subject to the Nonroad Diesdl regulations that EPA plans to propose.
Together, these five provisions gppear to the Panel to essentidly address the full range of concerns
rased by smdll entity representatives. Further, this set of provisons would alow EPA to meet the gods
of the program envisoned in the Statement of Principles while maximizing the compliance flexibility for
amdl manufacturers of nonroad equipment and smal marinizers and achieving emission reductions
comparable to those of the origina Statement of Principles plan. The Pand bdlieves that EPA should
congder conducting further anadlys's on the following five concepts and proposing or soliciting comment
on them in its planned Notice of Proposed Rulemaking:?

- Concept 3 Allow Respreading of OEM Exemption Allowances

- Concept 4 Equity between <50 hp and >50 hp Categories

- Concept 7 Allow OEMsto buy Engine Program Credits

- Concept 8 Expand Smdl Volume Allowance to More Than One Modd
- Concept 10  Rélief for Hardship Cases

In addition to the above package of flexibility concepts, the Pand believes EPA should carefully
consder dl comments received during this outreach process, as well as comments which will be
received as the rulemaking proceeds, on other issues of concern to small entities.

Appendicess  Document: “Prdiminary EPA Staff Assessment of Alternative Equipment Manufacturer
Hexibility Concepts’

Document: “ Summary of Comments, Nonroad Diesdl Engine Rule, SBREFA Pand
Request for Comments’

Attachments.  Long Manufacturing N.C. Inc. Comments

2SBA recommends the inclusion of these five concepts as part of the proposal.
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Westerbeke Corporation Comments (Three sets of comments)
Alaska Diesdl Electric (Two sets of comments)

OPEI (Two sets of comments)

ITA (Three sets of comments)

EMI (Two sets of comments)

AERA (Two sats of comments)
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