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PREFACE

The future of America's cities depends on how
effectively they can compete as desirable places in
which to live and work. Much of their attractiveness

is determined by the quality of their environment.
Noise is adversely affecting the quality of urban
life and is a threat to the public health, safety,
and welfare of our cities' residents. NLC is

committed to assisting communities throughout the
United States resolve their various noise problems
through the Community and Airport ECHO Programs, by
promoting the "Buy Quiet" Program, and is currently
releasing its 1980 survey data, STATE AND LOCAL
ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL: 1980 SURVEY REPORT.

This publication is an assessment of the principal
sources of state and local noise problems and shows
what municipalities are doing to abate and control
noise in their own communities.

Despite significant progress, direct Federal
assistance to cities has ended and noise control is

the sole problem of state and local governments. Our
public officials will need to become more innovative
in their approach to controlling noise and enhancing
the quality of life in their communities. This
guidebook will help municipalities in their endeavor
to abate and control noise in our nation's cities.

Executive Director

National League of Cities
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 1980 state and local environmental noise

survey is the fourth in a series of noise control
assessments conducted in 1971, 1974 and 1978 by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The
survey was designed to determine the status of noise
control programs in states and cities with over
20,000 population. Eighty-two percent of the states
and 58% of the 1200 cities surveyed returned
questionnaires. The results of the survey are
arranged in the following sections and subsequent
chapters of the report:

• public Awareness of Noise
• Legislation and Enforcement
• Noise Control Programs
• State and Local Resources

• EPA's Technical Assistance Program

pUBLIC AWARENESS

Noise pollution is more likely to be considered a
serious problem in cities than air, water, or solid
waste pollution. Compared to five years ago no
states and only 48 cities (7 percent) believed noise
is a less serious problem now. Both state and local
officials gain an understanding of noise pollution
primarily through individual complaints. The news
media has comparatively little impact on the noise
pollution awareness of state and local officials.

Cities and states were asked to identify specific
noise sources which contribute significantly to noise
levels in their own community or state. Tables A and
B show the number of cities and states affected by
each noise source and the progress being made to
reduce noise levels through legislation and other
means. Motor vehicular noise, particularly
motorcycle and truck noise, is the number one problem
cited by both cities and states. Cities and states
rated their own efforts to control noise. Virtually
no one believes too much is being done to control
noise. Forty-seven per cent of cities and 65 per
cent of states feel that their current noise control
efforts are "not enough."

LEGISLATION AND ENFORCEMENT

The number of cities with some type of noise
ordinance has increased from 59 in 1971 to 474

S-I



TABLE A
CO_4UNITY NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES FROM IDENTIFICATION

OF NOISE SOURCES TO REDUCTION THROHGH PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Progress Made
Specific Identified as Noise Legislation by Program in
Noise a Significant for Source with Reducing Noise
Sources Problem* Decibel Limits* from Source*

Motorcycles 308 207 74

Trucks 292 201 62

Autos 246 210 78

Railroad operations 144 94 37

Aircraft 132 95 39

Animals 106 139 94

Buses 105 185 59

Personal entertainment 92 177 110

Construction equipment 79 175 98

Garbage trucks 77 141 83

Emergency vehicles/sirens 76 i01 41

Home power equipment 52 156 77

Off road vehicles 51 134 56

Fixed industrial 44 213 116
facilities

Residential heating and 42 171 108
cooling equipment

Commercial heating and 35 177 110
cooling equipment

Recreation vehicles 34 140 55

Public entertainment 32 186 106

Other 20 46 13

*Number of cities responding

S-2



TABLE B
STATE NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES FROM IDENTIFICATION

OF NOISE TO REDUCTION THROUGH PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Progress made
Specific Identified as Noise Legislation by Program in
Noise Significant for Source with Reducing Noise
Sources Problem* Decibel Limits* from Source*

Motorcycles 27 ii ].2

Trucks 24 13 14

i Autos 18 13 12

i Aircraft 16 3 5

Buses 13 ii 8

Fixed industrial ii 8 12
facilities

Garbage trucks 10 8 9

Commercial heating and 19 7 ii
cooling equipment

Off roadvehicles 9 8 7

Construction equipment 9 5 7

Railroad operations 8 3 4

Emergency 8 2 2
vehicles/sirens

Residentialheating 7 4 9
and cooling equipment

Recreation vehicles 6 8 5

Animals 5 4 6

Personal entertainment 4 5 5

Public entertainment 4 6 ii

Home power equipment 3 3 2

Other 6 4 4

* Number of states responding

S-3



in 1980. Sixty-eight cities used EPA's Model Noise
Control Ordinance in drafting their own legislation.

There are currently 884 municipal laws which include

specific decibel (noise level) limits. Cities are
most likely to have a general municipal code or a

zoning code which incorporates decibel limits. The

police department and the building and zoning depart-
ment are the most common enforcers of community noise

legislation.

Twenty-three states currently have enabling noise

legislation, compared to only 15 states in 1978.
Decibel limits are included in state legislation in
16 states. There are a total of 54 state laws with

decibel limits; some states have more than one type

of legislation with noise control provisions. Nearly
one-third of state laws with noise control provisions

are vehicle codes. State noise control legislation
is most often enforced by the police and the environ-

mental or pollution control agency.

NOISE CONTROL PROORAMS

Currently 175 cities and 16 states have noise

control programs. The reason given most frequently

by cities and states for not having a program is that
noise control is not a high priority, even though
noise levels are a problem.

Local noise control programs have almost

universally focused on complaint handling and
enforcement. Development of laws and regulations,

administration, and monitoring and surveys follow in
order of frequency. States are less likely to

include enforcement as part of their noise control
activities. However, state noise control programs

are more comprehensive in other areas. Over 90 per
cent of state programs include: complaint handling,

development of laws and regulations, administration,

monitoring and surveys, public education, and
technical assistance to local governments.

Municipal noise control programs have been most
successful in reducing noise from fixed industrial

facilities, public and personal entertainment, and

heating and cooling equipment, by their own estima-
tion. State noise control programs have made the

greatest progress in reducing noise from motor

vehicles, particularly trucks and fixed industrial

I facilities.
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STATEA/ID LOCALRESOURCES

Cities and states were asked to identify the

personnel and budget resources utilized in their
noise control budgets. The number of city and state

employees spending at least 20 per cent of their time
on noise control activities increased from 196 in

1978 to 451 in 1980, which is a 130 per cent

increase. Nearly 80 per cent of noise control

personnel are employed by cities, usually in the
police department. State noise cQntrol personnel are

most often employed by the state environmental or
pollution control agency.

Noise control budget figures reported by cities

and states are for the 1979 fiscal year. Sixteen
states and 148 cities reported noise control budgets

for 1979. Between 1977 and 1979 the total spent by

cities decreased by 4 per cent to $2,544,920. The
total spent by states decreased by 43 per cent from
$3.5 millioll in 1977 to $2 million in 1979.

EPA's TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

EPA's technical assistance program for noise
control is administered by the Office of Noise
Abatement and Control (ONAC). Cities and states were

asked to indicate how useful various parts of the

program currently are to them. Over half of the
cities found technical assistance material and model

legislation useful. States are more likely to
utilize a range of EPA services. Over half of the

states use noise measurement equipment loans,

tschmioal assistance material, training programs,
regional technical assistance centers, direct on-site

technical assistance, and federal new product
regulations.

To assist EPA in focusing its technical

assistance program on meeting state and local needs,

cities and states were asked to identify problems
facing their noise control efforts. Manpower and

funding shortages resulting from the fiscal con-
straints of local governments are unlikely to be

alleviated by EPA assistance. EPA assistance can
help cities which have had problems in drafting and

enforcing noise control legislation due to a lack of

technical information and training. Lack of politi-
cal and citizen support for noise abatement efforts

is generally more of a problem for states than a lack
of technical expertise.

S-5



I. INTRODUCTION

The 1980 assessment of state and local noise
control activities is based on a survey of 51 states
(including Puerto Rico) and 1200 cities over 20,000
in population, based on 1975 General Revenue Sharing
(GRS) population figures. Responses were received
from 43 states (84 per cent) and 706 cities (58 per
cent).

Objectives

The primary objective of the environmental noise
survey is to determine the nature and extent of state
and local noise problems and noise abatement
efforts. The 1980 survey serves as a means to
measure the progress of state and local noise control
programs through comparisons with previously
collected data. Cities will also have a basis for

comparing their noise control efforts with those of
similar communities.

Surve 7 Methodolopy

The 1980 survey of states and local governments
consists of three components:

• small cities (20,000-50,000 population)
e large cities (over 50,000 population)
• 51 states (including Puerto Rico)

A survey questionnaire was developed for each of the
three components. (See Appendix A). The question-
naires for the small and large cities are the same,
except for the addition of a question (Question 7B),
which clarifies types of noise legislaton, in the
large city questionnaire. The small and large city
surveys will be treated together in this report
unless otherwise indicated. The state questionnaire
covers the same substantive material as the city
questionnaires, with additional questions designed
specifically for states.

The procedure for distribution of the survey
questionnaire to cities was as follows:

• initial mailing of cover letter and
questionnaire with instructions to mayor
or city manager,

• second mailing of questionnaire to
cities not returning questionnaire
within 8 weeks,

i-i



• postcard reminder to cities not
returning questionnaires within 12 weeks,

• llst of cities not returning

questionnaires sent to EPA regions, and
• telephone calls to contacts provided by

EPA in cities with known noise control

programs or activities.

Responses of cities were processed by:

• screening and editing of all returned
questionnaires,

• making telephone calls to cities to
clarify inconsistent responses,

• sending copies of returned
questionnaires to EPA regions, and

• making additional phone calls for
clarification to cities which EPA

identified as giving inaccurate
responses.

The procedure for distributing and
processing the state questionnaires was
similar to the procedure for the municipal
questionnaire. Due to the smaller number of
survey respondents, states which did not
return the questionnaire within 6 weeks were
contacted directly by telephone.

A brief summary of respondents and
non-respondents is contained in Table I-l.
A more complete analysis of respondents and
non-respondents is in Appendix B.

Organization of Report

The remainder of the report is organized as follows:

II. Public Awareness of Noise

III. Legislation and Enforcement
IV. Noise Control Programs
V. State and Local Resources

VI. EPA's Technical Assistance Program

1-2



TABLE I-1

SUMMARY OF SHRVEY RESPONDENTS

Population
Total Number of Percent of

Survey Categories Number Respondents Responded Respondents
States 50 42 84% 198,909,357

Territories 1 1 100% 2,712,033

Cities 1223 706 58% 74,836,588

Distribution

of Cities by
Populations
20,000-50,000 800 406 51% 13,092,688

Over' 50,000 423 300 71% 61,743,900

TOTAL 1274 749 59% 276,457,978
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II. PUBLIC AWARENESS OF NOISE

Perception of Noise As a Problem

Awareness of noise as a serious problem is
high in cities of the U.S. Noise pollution is more
likely to be considered a serious problem by city
officials than air, water, or solid waste pollution.
(Table II-l).

Table II-i
SERIOUSNESS OF NOISE AND OTHER TYPES OF POLLUTION

IN CITIES

Type SeriousDess of Problem
of Percent Responding Percent Responding

Pollution Fairly or Very Serious Not Too Serious
Noise 44% 55%

Water 42% 54%

Air 35% 64%

Solid Waste 33% 62%

Drinking Water 12% 84%

Question 1 "Please indicate how serious 9ou feel
each of the following types of pollution are in 9our
munlcipalitg."

Responses: Verg Serious, Fairly Serious, Not too
Serious, Don t Know

Larger cities tend to be more aware of noise as a
problem than smaller cities. Fifty-five percent of
cities over 50,000 population consider noise a serious
problem in their city. Only 39 percent of cities
between 20,000-50,000 population consider noise to be
a serious problem.
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TABLE II-2

SERIOUSNESS OF NOISE AND OTHER TYPES OF POLLHTION

IN STATES

Type Seriousness of Problem

of Percent Responding Percent Responding

Pollution Fairly or Very Not toe Serious

Solid Waste 74% 26%

Water 65% 35%

Air 65% 35%

Noise 53% 40%

Drinkin 9 Water 53% 47%

Question 1 ,Please indicate how serious you feel

each of the following types of pollution are in your
state.

Responses: Very Serious, Fairly Serious, No_ too
Serious, Don,t Know

Table II-2 shows how states view the seriousness

of various forms of pollution. States are more
likely than cities to consider each of the forms of

pollution, including noise, to be serious. Solid

waste, water, and air pollution are sore likely to be
considered serious problems by states than noise.

Cities and states were asked to assess their

current noise problem as compared to five years ago
(see Tables II-3 and II-4). The consensus is clearly

that noise pollution has not decreased in the last

five years. Forty-six percent of cities over 50,000
population and 34% of cities between 20,000 and

50,000 population believe that noise is a more
serious problem now.

No skates and very few cities consider noise to

be a less serious problem now. Respondents who
indicate that noise is more serious now are probably

reacting to actual increased noise levels, rather
than a greater awareness of the potential hazards of
noise.
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TABLE II-3
NOISE IN CITIES --

MORE OR LESS SERIOUS THAN FIVE YEARS AGO

Percent of

Number of Responses to

Response Responses Question

More serious 270 38%

About the same 359 51%

Less serious 48 7%

Don't know 25 4%

TOTAL 702 100%

Question 2 ,Is noise a more or less serious in

problem gout municipality than it was five years
ago?"

TABLE II-4

NOISE IN STATES --

MORE OR LESS SERIOUS THAN FIVE YEARS AGO

Percent of

Number of Responses to

Response Responses Question

More serious 17 40%

About the same 23 53%

Less serious 0 0%

Don't know 3 7%

TOTAL 43 100%

Question 3 "Is noise a more or less serious problem
in your state _han it was five years ago?"

Noise as a Health Threat

Over 20 million people in the U.S. (one out of

every 20 persons) have some degree of irreversible

I nearing loss. Stress caused by excessive noise
levels may be related to heart disease, high blood

pressure, and hypertension. Studies indicate that
noise may lower our resistance to disease and infec-
tion. Even a fetus is susceptible _o excessive noise;
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at_idies have indicated links between noise and birth
defects. Noise from aircraft and other sources can

interfere with the learning development of school
children.

States are much more aware of noise as a health

hazard than cities (Figure If-l), Fifty-eight
percent of state respondents recognized noise as a
health hazard, compared to only 27% of city
respondents. A similar question asked in the 1978
survey indicated that 66 percent of the states and 38

percent of the cities (over 25,000 population)
considered noise a problem affecting the health and

welfare of citizens. From these figures, it appears
that awareness of noise as a health problem has
dropped. This may be misleading, because two factors
ceuld account for at least part of the decrease in
awareness. The wording of the question in 1980 as
noise representing a "threat to health" and not

simply "affecting health" would lead fewer people to
respond affirmatively. Also, smaller cities in the
20,000-25,000 population range are included in the
1980 survey, but not in the 1978 survey. Respondents
from smaller cities are less likely to view noise as
a health threat.

Figure II - 1
PERCEPTION OF NOISE AS A HEALTH PROBLEM

Responses from 699 Cities Responses from 43 States

Question 4 "DO you feel that noise in your state
[community) represents a threat to the health of your

citizens? •
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Noise Control Efforts

Both states and cities rated their own efforts to

control noise (Tables II-5 and II-6). No states and
only one city believe too much is being done to
control noise. States are more likely than cities to
consider current noise control efforts insufficient.
Cities split about evenly on considering noise
control efforts "about right" or "not enough."
Fifty-four percent of large cities over 50,000
population rated current noise control efforts as
inadequate, compared to only 43 per cent of smaller
cities.

TABLE II-5
COMMUNITY RATING OF NOISE CONTROL EFFORTS

Percent of

Number of Responses to

Response Responses Question

Too much 1 --

About right 323 46%

Not enough 330 47%

Don't know 43 6%

TOTAL 697 100%

Question 3 "How would you rate current efforts to
control noise in 9our municipality?,

TABLE II-6
STATE RATING OF NOISE CONTROL EFFORTS

Percent of

Number of Responses to

Response Responses Question

Toomuch 0 0%

Aboutright 11 26%

Notenough 28 65%

Don't know 3 7%

TOTAL 42 100%

Question 3 "How would 9ou rate current efforts to
control noise in your state?"
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Types of Noise Problems

Identifying specific noise sources which are
problems in states and communities is a key objective
of the 1980 survey. Tables II-7 and II-8 show those
sources which substantially contribute to noise
levels. Motor vehicular noise is the number one

problem cited by both cities and states. Motorcycles
and trucks are particularly troublesome sources of
noise. Aircraft ranks as the 5th and 4th substantial
contributor to noise in cities and states

respectively. The seriousness of aircraft noise
should not be underestimated. Not all cities have

airports, or are close to one, but nearly 500 cities
(over 70%) indicated that aircraft make at least some
contribution to noise levels in their community.
States are generally more likely than cities to
consider a particular noise source to be a problem.
Noise from animals and personal entertainment are the
exceptions; these are more often concerns of cities.

Expressions of Public Concern

Tables II-9 and II-10 list the ways state and
local officials have become aware of noise pollution

issues. Individual complaints have the most impact
on the noise pollution awareness of both state and
local officials. Complaints and requests for
assistance from local officials significantly
influenced state noise officials; more so than

complaints and requests for assistance from state
legislators. The news media has surprisingly little
impact; only one state official and 38 city officials
indicated that the news media contributes

substantially to their understanding of noise
pollution issues.
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TABLE II-7

RATING OF SPECIFIC SOURCES AS

SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTORS TO NOISE LEVELS
IN CITIES

Percent of

Noise Number of Responding
Sources Cities Cities

Motorcycles 308 44%

Trucks 292 41%

Autos 246 35%

Railroad operations 144 21%

Aircraft 132 19%

Animals 106 15%

Buses 105 15%

Personal Entertainment 92 13%

Construction Equipment 79 11%

Garbage trucks 77 11%

Emergency vehicles/sirens 76 i1%

Home power equipment 52 7%

Off-road vehicles 51 7%

Fixed industrial 44 6%
facilities

Residential heating and 42 6%

cooling equipment

Commercial heating and 35 5%

cooling equipment

Recreation vehicles 34 5%

Public entertainment 32 5%

Question 6 .Please indicate how much of the
following contribute to the current noise levels in

9our communitg."

Responses: Substantial Contribution, Some
Contribution, No Contribution, Don,t Know
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TABLE 11-8

RATING OF SPECIFIC SOURCES AS
SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTORS TO NOISE LEVELS

IN STATES

Percent of

Responding
Sources Number of Cities Cities

Motorcycles 27 63%

Trucks 24 56%

i
Autos 18 42%

Aircraft 16 37%

Buses 13 30%

Fixed industrial ii 26%
facilities

Garbage trucks i0 23%

Commercial heating and l0 23%

cooling equipment

Off-road vehicles 9 21%

Construction Equipment 9 21%

Railroad operations 8 19%

Emergency vehicles/sirens 8 17%

Residential heating and 7 16%

cooling equipment

Recreation vehicles 6 14%

Animals 5 12%

Personal Entertainment 4 9%

Public entertainment 4 9%

Home _ower equipment 3 7%

Question 6 ,Please indicate how much of the
following contribute to the current noise levels in

9our state..

Responses: Substantial Contribution, Some
Contribution, No Contribution, Don't Know
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TABLE II - 9

NOISE INFORMATION SOURCES FOR CITY OFFICIALS

Number Substan- Percent of Cities

tially Influenced Responding to

Source by Source Question

Individual complaints 282 40%

Surveys/monitorlng i15 17%

Activities or complaints 98 14%

initiated by groups

Public hearing 69 10%

News media 38 5%

Question 5 "How much does each of the following
contribute to your understanding of noise pollution

issues in 9our munlcipalitg?"

Responses: Substantial Contribution, Some Contribu-

tion, No Contribution, Do_t Know
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TABLE II - I0
NOISE INFORMATION SOURCES FOR STATE OFFICIALS

Number Substan- Percent of

tially Influenced Responding to

Source by Source Question

Individual complaints 29 69%

Complaints, requests for 15 36%
assistance from local officials

Activities or complaints i0 24%

initiated by groups

Surveysmonitoring i0 24%

Complaints, requests for 4 10%
assistance from state

legislators

Public hearings or 4 10%
meetings

Newsmedia 1 2%

Question 5 .How much does each of the following

contribute to _our understanding of noise pollution
issues in your state?"

Responses: SubstanTial Contribution, Some Contri-
bution, No Contribution, Donlt Know
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III. LEGISLATION AND ENFORCEMENT

During the 1970's the number of states and
communities using noise control legislation as a
basis to control noise increased dramatically. These

changes are detailed below.

Community Legislation

The number of communities with local noise

ordinances has steadily increased from 59 in 1971, to

404 in 1978, and to 474 in 1980. Table III-1 shows
the number of cities with legislation in 1978 and

1980 by population and density. Over two-thirds of

all cities responding in 1980 had some type of law
with noise control provisions.

TABLE IIl- 1

COMMUNITIES WITH NOISE CONTROL LEGISLATION
1978 and 1980

Number of Cities

Population with Legislation

and Density 1978 1980 Change

00 39 48 +9

100,000 - 250,000 58 63 +5

50,000 - 100,000 112 132 +20

25,000 - 50,000 195 171 -24

20,000 - 25,000 Not Surveyed 60 ---
404* 474*

Population Density

Over 5,000/sq.mi. 105 120 +15

2,500 - 5,000/sq.mi. 157 199 +42

Under 2,500/sq.ml. 97 145 +48
358 464*

*Totals are not consistent because population density
(or area) was not available for some communities.

Question 7 "Does your municipality have an_

existing legislation wi_h noise control provisions?,
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Table III-2 illustrates the relationship between

population and density of a city and the existence of
a noise control law. Larger cities are generally

more likely to have noise control ordinances than
smaller cities. Once cities reach 100,000

population, over 90 per cent of cities have noise
ordinances. Furthermore, when cities reach a

population density of 2500 per square mile, further
increases in density do not affect the percentage of

cities with noise control legislation. Cities with
fewer than 2500 people per square mile are less

likely to have noise control legislation.

TABLE IIl- 2

COMMUNITIES WITH SOME TYPE OF NOISE CONTROL LAW

Percenta@e of Responses
Population and Density

Yes No Total

Population

Over 250,000 91% 9% 100%

100,000 - 250,000 91% 9% 100%

50,000 - i00,000 73% 27% 100%

25,000 - 50,000 58% 42% 100%

20,000 - 25,000 57% 43% 100%

Total 67% 33% I00%

Population Density

Over 5,000/sq,mi. 72% 28% 100%

2,500 - 5,000/sq.ml. 72% 28% 100%

Under 2,500/sq.mi. 58% 42% 100%

Total 67% 33% 100%

QuesTion 7 ,Does your municipality have any

existing legislation with noise control provisions?,
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State Legislation

Legislation enacted by states which outlines a
policy regarding noise control is referred to as
enabling legislation. Under enabling legislation

more than one level of government may be permitted to

perform noise control activities. Twenty-three
states had enabling legislation in 1980,1 compared

to only 15 states with enabling legislation in 1978.
Of the states with enabling legislation, 21 permitted

the state government to enforce noise control, 13

permitted the county level, and 17 permitted the
municipal level. 2 Ohio currently has enabling

noise legislation pending.

Sixteen states indicated that decibel limits are

included in state legislation with noise control

provisions. 3 Ohio and Delaware anticipate
legislation with decibel limits in the near future.

EPA Model Legislation

In 1980 a total of 68 cities (15%) indicated that

EPA's Model Community Noise Control Ordinance was

used in formulating their noise control legislation.
Only 32 cities reported using EPA model legislation
in 1978. Over 50% of the new noise ordinances

reported between 1978 and 1980 were based on EPA

model legislation. Table III-3 shows the number of
cities utilizing EPA model legislation by population

and density. Cities with greater population density
are more likely to use model legislation. Population
had no direct affect.

1Question 7A: "Has legislation been enacted by
state to enable any level of government to perform
noise control activities."

2Question 7B: "If there is legislation, please

indicate which level(s) of government may enforce
noise control according to the legislation,"

3Question 8: "Are specific decibel (noise level)

limits included in any state legislation with noise
control provisions?"
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TABLE III- 3

COMMUNITY UTILIZATION OF EPA MODEL LEGISLATION

Number of Responses

PoPulation and Density
i Yes No Total

Population

Over 250,000 7 37 44

100,000 - 250,000 16 43 59

50,000 - 100,000 19 95 114

• 25,000 - 50,000 21 149 170

20,000 - 25,000 5 53 58

Total 68 377 445

Population Density

Over 5,000/sq.mi. 20 91 iii

2,500 - 5,000/sq.ml 29 161 190

Under 2,500/sq.mi 17 120 137

Total 66 372 438

Q_es_ion 8 "If you have a municipal codeordinance,
was it based on EPA's .Model Noise Control

Ordinance?.
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Types of Legislation and Enforcement Agencies

Noise legislation with decibel limits for
communities and states are shown in Tables III-4 and

III-5 respectively. In cities, noise legislation
with decibel limits is usually in the form of a

municipal code. Decibel limits in zoning, vehicle
and building codes are also fairly common. The

police, and building and zoning departments are most
likely to enforce noise legislation at the municipal

level. Police usually enforce municipal ordinances
and vehicle codes. Building and zoning codes are

most often enforced by the building and zoning
department.

TABLE III- 4

MUNICIPAL LEGISLATION WITH DECIBEL LIMITS

Type of Legislation Number of Laws Percent

Municipal Code 232 26%

ZoningCode 178 20%

Vehicle Code 116 13%

State Statute 112 13%

Building Code i01 11%

Health/Safety Code 66 7%

Administrative Code 36 4%

Aircraft/Airport Code 28 3%

Other 15 2%

TOTAL 884 100%
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TABLE III- 5

STATE LEGISLATION WITH DECIBEL LIMITS

T_pe of Legislatlon Number of Laws Percent

VehicleCode 17 31%

Off-road Recreational 9 17%
Vehicle Code

Boating/Navigation Code 7 13%

Streets and Highways 7 13%

Health/Safety Code 6 11%

Land Use Code 3 6%

Building Code 1 2%

Aircraft/Airport Code 1 2%

Other 4 7%

TOTAL 54 I00%

Vehicle codes are the most common type of state
legislation with specific decibel limits and are

usually enforced by the state police. Eleven of the

17 state vehicle codes are enforced by police. Nine
states' off-road recreational vehicle codes contain

decibel limits. This code is usually enforced by the

parks or recreation department in cooperation with
state police. The police department is the most

likely enforcement agency for all noise legislation
at the state level, followed by the environment or

pollution control department.

Regulation of Specific Noise Sources

Cities generally eontroi a broader range of noise
sources than states. Tables III-6 and III-7 show the

types of noise source controlled with decibel limits

by cities and states respectively. Both cities and
states control motor vehicles of all types to about

I the same degree. Cities are more likely than states
to have laws controlling construction equipment,
fixed industrial facilities, heating and cool_ng

equipment, home power equipment, and animals.
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TABLE III- 6

LEGISLATION WITH DECIBEL LIMITS FOR SPECIFIC
NOISE SOURCES IN CITIES

Number of Percent of

Cities with Responding

Noise Source Legislation Cities

Fixed industrial facilities 213 30%

Autos 209 30%

Motorcycles 208 29%

Trucks 201 28%

Public entertainment 186 26%

Buses iS5 26%

Personal entertainment 177 25%

Commercial heating & 177 25%

cooling equipment

Construction equipment 175 25%

Residential heating &
cooling equipment 171 24%

Home power equipment 156 22%

Garbage trucks 141 20%

Recreation vehicles 140 20%

Animals 139 20%

Off-road vehicles 134 19%

Emergency vehicles/sirens 1Ol 14%

Aircraft 95 13%

Railroad operations 94 13%

Question Ii "For each of the following type5 of laws
with specific decibel limits please indicate which

noise sources are covered b 9 the legislation."

3-7



TABLE III- 7

LEGISLATION WITH DECIBEL LIMITS FOR SPECIFIC

NOISE SOURCES IN STATES

Number of Percent

States with Responding

Noise Source Legislation States

Autos 13 30%

Trucks 13 30%

Motorcycles ii 26%

Buses ll 26%

Fixed industrial facilities 8 19%

Garbage trucks 8 19%

Recreation vehicles 8 19%

Off-road vehicles 8 19%

Commercial heating &
cooling equipment 7 16%

Public entertainment 6 14%

Personal entertainment S 12%

Construction equipment 5 12%

Residential heating &
cooling equipment 4 9%

Animals 4 9%

Home power equipment 3 7%

Aircraft 3 7%

Railroad operations 3 7%

Emergency vehiclessirens 2 5%

Question ii .For each of the following types of

laws with specific decibel limits please indicate

I which noise sources are covered b 9 the legislation."
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Appropriate legislation is lagging behind

recognition of noise problems in many states and
communities. The number of cities and states with

legislation on particular noise sources is

significantly less than those experiencing an
enforcement problem (sEe Tables II-8 and II-9).

Enforcement ProbIems

Tables III-8 and III-9 depict the problems cities

and states have encountered in enforcing noise

control legislation. Lack of funding and manpower
are the two most prevalent problems for both cities
and states. Inadequate measurement devices and

techniques as well as unenforceable or ambiguous

legislation are significant factors hampering
enforcement of noise legislation in over 494 cities.

Lack of political support, both from local officials
and citizens, is a relatively more significant
problem for states than for cities.

TABLE III- 8
NOISE LEGISLATION ENFORCEMENT PROBLEMS IN CITIES

Percent Indicating //// Major Problem
Problem 0 20 40 60 80 100

Inadequate manpower //////////// 55% 247

Inadequate funding /////////// 52% 228

Inadequate measurement ////////// 47% 209

Unenforceable legislation //////// 34% 147

Ambiguous legislation ////// 32% 13S

Enforcement actions not ///// 18% 78

Lack of citizen support //// 12% 50

Question 12 "In your opinion, to what degree does
each of the following represen_ a problem in the
enforcement of noise regulations?.

Responses: Major Problem, Minor Problem, No Problem,
Donf_ Know
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TABLE III- 9

NOISE LEGISLATION ENFORCEMENT PROBLEMS IN STATES

Percent indicating /// Major Problem
Problem 0 20 40 60 80 i00

Inadequate funding Ifllllllllllllllll 6s_ 13

Inadequate manpower 11HillI/l 61% II

Lack of local official ///////////// 44% 8

support i'

Unenforceable legislation ////////// 28% 5

Lack of citizen support //////// 26% 5

Ambiguous legislation ////// 22% 4

Enforcement actions not ///// 17% 3

upheld in court

Inadequate measurement //// ll% 2
devices/techniques

Question 12 .In your opinion, to what degree does
each of the following represent a problem in the

enforcement of noise regulations?"

Responses: Major Problem, Minor Problem, No Problem,
Donlr Know.
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IV. NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS

A strict definition of noise control programs was
employed in the 1980 survey. Previous assessments of

state and local noise control programs have relied
solely upon the respondents' own judgement of what

constitutes a noise control program. The 1980 survey
questionnaire defined a noise control program as a

program having the following components: funding,
staff, equipment, and enforcement of a law or

regulation which includes decibel (noise level)
limits. The law or regulation must include decibel

limits in any one of the following areas: vehicles,

property line, construction and land use. A city may
have a noise control program without specific

legislation as long as a county, state or federal law
is enforced.

Community Noise Control Pro@rams

i
The number of cities with noise control programs

increased from 150 in 1978 to 175 in 1988.

Twenty-five percent of the cities responding in 1980
had implemented noise control programs.

i

TABLE IV - 1

LOCAL NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS

Number of community responses 706
Number of communities with noise

controlprogram 175
Percent of communities with noise

control program 25%

•able IV - 2 lists the reasons given by cities

for not having a noise control program. The reason
cited most often is the same as for states - noise is

not considered a high priority problem.

Unlike states, cost and noise not being a problem
are the next most common factors. These three

reasons are identical to those given most often in

1978 by cities without noise control programs. Fewer
cities give cost as a factor in 1980 (91 cities) than

in 1978 (139 cities). The misconception that noise

control is expensive seems to be gradually

disappearing from the nation's cities.
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TABLE IV - 2
REASONS GIVEN BY COMMUNITIES FOR NOT

HAVING A NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM

Numbe_ of Percent of Cities

Reason Cities with No Program

Not a high priority problem 346 66%

Not a problem 102 19%

TOO expensive 91 17%

NO legislative basis 44 8%

Not a local responsibility 19 4%

Opposition from industry 7 i%

Nothing can be done 6 1%

Other 72 14%

Question 14 .If your munlcipalit_ does nor have a
noise control program, why not?"

TABLE IV - 3
ACTIVITIES INCLUDED AS PART OF COMMUNITY

NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM

Number of Percent of

Communities Responding

Activity with Activity Communities

Complaint handling 170 100%

Enforcement 163 96%

Development of laws and 121 78%

regulations

Administration 113 74%

Monitoring/surveys I13 72%

! .
i Public education 85 55%
I
! Environmental impact 80 53%

Research 47 32%

Question Z6 .Please indicate whether or not these

activities are part of your municipalirg,s noise

control program..
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Table IV - 3 lists the activities that are part
of community noise control programs. Complaint
handling and enforcement are part of almost every
city's noise control program. Approximately three
quarters of community noise control programs include
development of laws and regulations, monitoring and
surveys, and administration. Few cities have noise
control programs which are as comprehensive as state
programs. Community noise control programs are more
likely to deal with the enforcement aspect of noise
control than state programs.

State Noise Control Programs

The number of states with noise control programs
decreased between 1978 and 1980.

TABLE IV - 4
STATE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS

1978 - 1980

1978 [980
Number of states with noise control
program 18 16

Number of state responses 33 43

Percent of states with noise control

program $5 37%

The decrease from 18 state programs to 16 state
programs may he due to the use of a stricter
definition of a noise control program in 1980.

The reasons states gave for not having a noise
control program are listed Table IV - 5. The most
common reason cited in both 1978 and 1980 was that

noise is not a high priority. Lack of legislation
and support from local officials are the other major
factors inhibiting the establishment of state noise
control programs. Cost was the second most important
factor given by states in 1978, but it only ranked
seventh in 1980.

State noise control programs are generally
broader in scope than community programs. Table IV -
6 lists the activities included by states in their
noise control programs. Complaint handling,
development of laws and regulations, technical
assistance to local governments, monitoring and
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TABLE IV - 5

REASONS GIVEN BY STATES

FOR NOT HAVING A NOISE CONTROL
PROGRAM

Number of Percent of

Reason States States

Not a high priority 19 70%
problem

No legislative basis 12 44%

Not a state responsibility 7 26%

Opposition from industry 3 11%

Not a problem 2 7%

Too expensive 2 7%

Nothing can be done 0 0%

Question 14 "If your state does nor have a noise

control program, why nor? '_
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TABLE IV - 6
ACTIVITIES INCLUDED AS PART OF STATE

NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM

Number of Percent of

States w_th Responding

Activity Activity States

Complaint handling 18 100%

Enforcement ii 58%

Development of laws and
regulations 18 95%

Administration 17 94%
[

Monltoring/surveys 18 95%

Public education 17 90%
i

Environmental impact

reports ii 61%

Research 13 72%

Technical assistance

_' t__olocal governments 18 95%

Question 16 .Please indicate whether or not these
activities are part of geur state,s noise control

program,"
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TABLE IV - 7

FIVE YEAR PROGRESS BY COMMUNITY NOISE CONTROL
PREX3RAMS IN REDUCING NOISE FROM VARIOUS SOURCES

Number of Percent

Communities oE cities

Noise Source Making Progress Responding

Fixed industrial

facilities 116 70%

Personal entertainment 110 67%

Commercial heating and

cooling equipment 110 67%

Residential heating and

cooling equipment 108 66%

Public entertainment 106 65%

Construction equipment 98 61%

Animals 94 58%

Garbage trucks 83 50%

Autos 78 47%

Home power equipment 77 47%

Motorcycles 74 44%

Trucks 62 37%

Buses 59 36%

Off-road vehicles 56 35%

Recreation vehicles 55 35%

Emergency vehicles/ 41 25%
sirens

Aircraft 39 25%

Railroad operations 37 23%

Question 18 .How much progress over the last five

years has been made by your noise control program in

reducing the noise from each of the following
sources?.

Responses: Significant Progress, Minimal Progress,

No Progress, Donet Know
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TABLE IV - 8

FIVE YEAR PROGRESS BY STATE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS

IN REDUCING NOISE FROM VARIOUS SOURCES

Number of Percent of

States Making States

Noise Source Progress Respondin@

Trucks 14 77%

Autos 12 67%

Motorcycles 12 67%

Fixed industrial

faclities 12 67%

Public entertainment ii 61%

Commercial heating and

cooling equipment !i 61%

Residential hsating and
cooling equipment 9 50%

Buses 8 44%

Garbage trucks 7 41%

Off-road vehicles 7 41%

Construction equipment 7 39%
i!.

:_ Animals 6 33%

Airoraft 5 28%

Recreation vehicles 5 28%

Personal entertainment 5 28%

Railroad operations 4 22%

Emergency vehicles
sirens 2 12%

Question 18 "How much progress over the last 5

years has been made b 9 your noise control program in
reducing the noise from each of the following
sources?.

Responses: Significant Progress, Minimal Progress,
No progress, Don't Know
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surveys, administration, and public education are
almost universal components of state noise programs.
In 1978, state programs put most of their effort into
environmental impact report preparation and the
development of noise control legislation. The 1980
results indicate that state noise programs have
broadened in scope.

Progress by Cities and States

The progress made by city and state programs in
reducing noise from particular sources is shown in
Tables IV - 7 and IV - 8. Over 50% of c_ties have

made progress in reducing noise from industrial
facilities, public and personal entertainment,
heating and cooling equipment, construction
equipment, and animals. Fewer than 50% of cities
have been able to quiet motor vehicle noise. Cities
are generally more effective in controlling
stationary noise sources. States have been making
progress in controlling noise from motor vehicles and
industrial facilities.

Problems in Noise Control Programs

Cities and states which have noise control

programs were asked to identify the problems they
encountered (Tables IV-9 and IV-10). Lack of
manpower (60%) and money (52%) were once again the
two most common problems facing city noise control
programs, as they are in state noise enforcement
efforts (58% and 53% respectl-ely). Untrained
personnel (29%), enforcement related problems (29%),
and lack of effective legislation (22%) are problems
experienced by 152 local noise control programs.

In states, lack of political support (53%) is
just as critical a problem for noise control programs
as lack of manpower (58%) or funding (53%). Cities
generally do not experience technical problems to as
great a degree as states do. Only 3 (16%) states as
compared to 56 (29%) communities indicated that
untrained personnel were a problem in effectively
conducting their noise control programs.
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TABLE IV - 9
NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM PROBLEMS IN CITIES

Percent Indicating 77-7 Significant Problem
Problem 0 20 40 60 80 i00

Lack of manpower /2////////////////////////// 60% i15

Inadequate operating budget /////////////////////// 52% i00

Untraimed personnel _[///////////// 29% 56

Enforcement related ////////////// 29% 55

problems

Lack of effective IIIIIIIIIII 22% 41
legislation

Lack Of political support ///////// 19% 36

General inability to meet ////// 14% 26
program objectives

Inability to demonstrate ////// 14% 25
program success

Lack of citizen support 7777 8% 16

Question 17 ,Please indicate the significance of the following
problems facing your noise control efforts..

Responses: Significant Problem, Minor Problem, No P_oblem, Don't

I Know
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TABLE IV - i0

NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM PROBLEMS IN STATES

Percent Indicating 77_ Significant Problem
Problem 0 20 40 60 80 i00

Lack of manpower ///////////////////////// 58% ii

Inadequate operating budget ////////////////////// 53% i0

Lack of political support ///////////////////// 53% lO

Lack of effective legislation ////////////////// 47% 9

Enforcement related ///////////////// 39% 7

problems

Lack of citizen support ///////////// 28% 5

Inability to demonstrate ////////// 26% 5

program success

General inability to meet ////// 17% 3

program objectives

Untrained personnel //// 16% 3

Question 17 .Please indicate the significance of the following

problems facing your noise control efforts."

Responses: Significant Problem, Minor Problem, No Problem, Don,t
Know

4-10



V. STATE AND LOCA/_ RESOURCES

This section discusses the resources utilized by

state and local governments to conduct environmental

noise control programs. The specific resources
examined are personnel who spend at least 20% of

their time on noise control and budget allocations
for noise control activities.

Noise Control Personnel

Table V-I shows the increase between 1978 and

1980 of city and state employees who spend at least
20% of their workweek on noise control. The number

of noise control personnel doubled within those two
years.

TABLE V - 1

STATE AND COMMUNITY
PERSONNEL SPENDING AT LEAST 20%

OF TIME ON NOISE, 1978 and 1980

1978 1980

State personnel 54 98

Community personnel 142 353

Total personnel 196 451

Tables V-2 and V-3 details the number of city and

i[ state noise control personnel by employing

department. Noise control personnel in cities are
usually police officers, of 353 community noise

personnel, 42% are in the police department, 17% in
the environmental control department, 16% in building

and zoning, and 11% in the public health department.
Fewer than 10% of the community noise personnel are

in any of the other departments.

In contrast to cities, state noise control

personnel are usually employed by the state
environmental control agency. Of the 98 state noise

control personnel, 62% are employed in the
environmental control agency, 13% in the public

health department, and 15% in the highway
department. Eighteen states have one or more

I employees who devote at least 20% of their time to
noise control activities. Over 50% of all state

personnel are employed by only four states:

Illinois, New Jersey, Hawaii, and Maryland.
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TABLE V - 2

CITY PERSONNEL BY DEPARTMENT
WHO SPEND 20% OF TIME ON NOISE CONTROL

Number of Percent of Personnel

Department Persons in each Department

Public Safety/Police 147 42%

Environmental Control 60 17%

Building/Zoning 57 16%

Public Health 38 11%

Public Works 21 6%

Planning/Development 20 6%

Transportation 2 1%

Other 8 2%

Total Personnel 353 100%

Question 15 .Indicate the approximate number of

full-time municipal employees in each categor 9 who
usuall 9 spend more than 20_ of their workweek on
noise control activities..
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TABLE V _ 3
NUMBER OF STATE PERSONNEL

BY STATE AND DEPARTMENT
WHO SPEND 20% OF TIME ON NOISE CONTROL

t. Public Environ- ParksSafety/ Public mental and High-

State_ Police Health Control Recreation ways Other Totals

Arkansas 1 1

Arizona 1 1 2

California 5 2 7

Colorado 1 1 2

Connecticut 1 2 3

Delaware 1 1

Hawaii i0 i0

Illinois 18 18

Kentucky 4 3 7

Louisiana 1 1

Maryland 5 5 i0

Minnesota 1 1

Nebraska 1 1 2

New Jersey 5 7 12

NewYork 3 1 1 5
i

Oklahoma 1 1

Oregon 8 8

Puerto Rico 7 7

Totals 5 13 61 1 15 3 98

Question 15 "Indicate the approximate number ef full-tlme state

I empleyees in each categor 9 who usuall 9 spend more than 20% of their
workweek en noise contrel activities..

(No states employed noise personnel in either the planning/development
or motor vehicles departments).
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The majority of states have only one, two, or three
noise control personnel.

Table V-4 summarizes all state and community

noise control personnel by state. 0nly 4 states,
California, New Jersey, New York, and Minnesota, have
more than 20 noise control personnel working in
cities. California has 19% of all community noise
control personnel in the U.S., New Jersey and New
York have 15% each, and Minnesota has 7%. The
remaining 14% of community noise control personnel
are spread out among the rsmaining states. Five
states, California, New Jersey, New York, Illinois,
and Minnesota, have at least 25 state and community
noise control personnel. These 5 states combined
have over 55% of all noise control personnel in the
U.S.

Noise Control Budgets

Noise control budget figures collected in the
1980 survey are for the 1979 fiscal year. Table V-5
summarizes community and state noise control budgets
in 1977 and 1979.

Cities spent over $2.5 million on noise control
in 1979. Table V-6 lists cities which spent at least
$10,000 or 15 cents per capita on noise control. San
Diego, Colorado Springs, West Palm Beach, New york
City, and Salt Lake City spent more than $100,000
each on noise abatement. The following ll cities
spent at least 50 cents per capita on noise control
in 1979: Simi Valley, CA; Boulder, CO; Colorado
Springs, CO; Pompano Beach, FL; West Palm Beach, FL;
Normal, IL; Park Ridge, IL; Columbia Heights, MN;
Norman, OK; Eugene, OR; and Salt Lake City, ST. 1

States spent over S2 million on noise control in
1979. Total and per capita noise control budget
figures for individual states are shown in Table
V-7. Between 1977 and 1979, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Montana, New Hampshire, and South Carolina eliminated
their noise control budgets. Arizona, Florida, and
Indiana decreased their budgets significantly. The
states of Connecticut, Kentucky, New Jersey, New
York, and Puerto Rico increased their noise control

budgets by more than 50% between 1977 and 1979.
Louisiana reinstated a modest noise control budget of
$5500 in 1979. Hawaii, Illinois, Kentucky, New
Jersey, Oregon, and Puerto Rico spent over $100,000
each on noise control in 1979.

IA complete listing of municipal noise control

budgets is in Appendix C.
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TABLE V - 4

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY AND STATE
CONTROL PERSONNEL BY STATE

WHO SPEND 20% OF TIME ON NOISE CONTROL

Total

Number of Number of Percent

State City Number of All
State Personnel Personnel Personnel Personnel

Alaska 1 1 0.2%

Alabama 8 8 1.7%

Arkansas 1 1 0.2%

Arizona 2 2 0.4%

California 7 67 74 16.4%

Colorado 2 ii 13 2.9%

Connecticut 3 3 6 1.3%

Delaware 1 1 0.2%

District of

of Columbla 1 1 0.2%

Florida ii ii 2.4%

Hawaii 10 i0 2.2%

Iowa 15 15 3,3%

Illinois 18 13 31 6.9%

Indiana 12 12 2.7%

Kentucky 7 7 1.6%

Louisiana 1 1 0.2%

Maryland i0 8 18 4.0%

Massachusetts 1 1 0.2%

Michigan 4 4 0.9%
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TABLE V - 4

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY AND STATE
CONTROL PERSONNEL BY STATE

WHO SPEND 20% OF TIME ON NOISE CONTROL

Total

Number of Number of Percent

State City Number of of All
State Personnel Personnel Personnel Personnel

Minnesota 1 24 25 5.6%

Missouri 3 3 0.7%

Nebraska 2 i 3 0.7%

New Jersey 12 54 66 14.7%

New Mexico 2 2 0.4%

New York 5 52 57 12.7%

NorthCarolina 1 1 0.2%

Ohio 5 5 1.1%

Oklahoma 1 4 5 0.9%

Oregon 8 8 16 3.6%

Pennsylvania 6 6 1.3%

Puerto Rico 7 7 1.6%

South Carolina 1 I 0.2%

Texas 1 1 0.2%

Utah 8 8 1.7%

Virginia ii ii 2,4%

Washington 8 8 1.7%

Wisconsin 7 7 1.6%

Wyoming 1 1 0,2%

Total 98 352 450 lEO%
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TABLE V - 5

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY AND STATE NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS

Noise Control Budgets 1977 1979
S S

Community 2,651,074 (140)* 2,544,920 (148)

State 3,58],352 (20) 2,045,360 (16)

Total 6,232,426 4,590,280

*Numbers in parentheses are numbers of communities or states
reporting noise control budgets.
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TABLE V - 6
CITIES WITH NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS
OF $i0,000 OR MORE OR 15 CENTS

PER CAPITA OR MORE, 1979

1979

Budget Per Capita
City and State $

Alaska

Anchorage 45,000 27.9

Alabama

Huntsville 25,000 18.3
Mobile 76,000 38.7

California

ChulaVista 20,000 26.5
Downey 18,000 21.0
Livermore 10,000 12.2
Los Angeles 43,200 12.9
MenloPark 35,800 1.3
Ontario 20,000 31.7
Palo Alto 10,000 19.1
Pasadena 10,000 12.2
San Diego 104,000 13.4
Simi Valley 50,000 71.3

Colorado

Boulder 64,000 81.4
Colorado Springs 116,000 64.6
Denver 70,000 14.4
North Glenn 40,000 128.2
Thornton 8,000 32.3

District of Columbia

Washington 10,000 1.4

Florida

Boca Raton 14,000 33.0
Fort Lauderdale 10,000 6.3
PompanoBeach 25,000 51.2
RivieraBeach 10,000 41.8
West Palm Beach 100,000 162.7
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TABLE V - 6 (cont'd)
CITIES WITH NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS

OF $i0,000 OR MORE OR 15 CENTS
PER CAPITA OR MORE, 1979

1979

Budget Per Capita

CitZ andState $

Georgia

CollegePark 6,000 24.3

Illinois

Glenview 5,000 16.4
Normal 30,000 90.0
ParkRidge 30,000 69.8

Iowa

Council Bluffs 20,000 34.1
Des Moines 33,000 17.0

Sioux City 10,00O 11.7

Massachusetts

i
Boston 14,000 2.2

Maryland

Rockville 21,500 48.6

Michigan

Ann Arbor 10,000 9.7
Grand Rapids 30,000 16.0
Saginaw 40,000 46.4

Minnesota

Bloomington 25,000 31.6
Columbia Heights 12,500 51.6

Nebraska

Lincoln 50,000 30.7

New Jersey

Elizabeth 30,000 28.7
Teaneek Twp. 18,175 43.8
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TABLE V - 6 (cont'd)
CITIES WrTH NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS

OF $I0,000 OR MORE OR 15 CENTS

PER CAPITA OR MOR_, 1979

1979

Budget Per Capita

City and State $

New Mexico

Albuquerque 50,000 17.9

New York

Ithaca 26,000 90.4

New York City 250,000 3.3

Ohio

Columbus 17,500 3.3

Dayton 10,000 4.9

Lakewood 10,000 15.3

North Olmstead 10,000 26.7

Oklahoma

Norman 30,000 50.0

Oklahoma City 28,000 7.7

Ore@on

Eugene 70,000 75.7
Portland 70,000 19.6

Pennsylvania

Allentown 50,000 46.9

Philadelphia 62,000 3.4

Williamsport 10,000 27.8
York 9,700 20.0

Texas

Dallas ]I,000 1.3

Utah

Salt Lake City 248,000 146.0
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TABLE V - 6 (cont'd)
CITIES WITH NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS
OF $10,000 OR MORE OR 15 CENTS

PER CAPITA OR MORE, 1979

1979

Budget Per Capita

CityandState $

Virginia

Alexandria 20,000 19.0

Washington

Longview i0,000 34.3
Seattle 90,000 18.5

Wisconsin

GreenBay 25,000 27.4
Milwaukee 30,000 4.5
West Allis 10,000 14.5
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TABLE V - 7

STATE BUDGETARY DATA, 1973, 1977, AND 1979

1973 1977 1979

Per * Per * Per

1975 Budget Capita Budget Capita Budget Capita
State Population (S) (_) ($) (_) (_) (_)

ARIZONA 2,225,077 1,500 0.i 215,000 12.1 i0,000 .4

ARKANSAS 2,106,793 N/A -- N/A -- 2,000 .I

CALIFORNIA 21,202,544 1,348,800a 6.8 1,645,000 8.3 645,000

CONNECTICUT 3,100,188 0 0.0 24,353 0.8 75,000 2.4

DELAWARE 579,405 N/A -- N/A -- 26,316 4.5

FLORIDA 8,283,074 45,000 0.7 93,000 ].4 47,000 .6

GEORGIA 4,931,083 0 0.0 22,000 0.5 N/A --

HAWAII 868,396 56,491 7.3 135,132 17.6 165,333 19.0

ILLLINOIS 11,206,393 200,000 1.8 304,400 2.7 350,000 3.1

INDIANA 5,309,197 0b -- 39,270 0.8 4,000 .i

KANSAS 2,279,899 1,925 0.1 no report -- 0 0.0

KENTUCKY 3,378,860 0 c -- 92,075 2.9 175,000 5.2

LOUISIANA 3,803,937 4,650 0.I 0 0.0 5,464 .i

MARYLAND 4,121,603 0 0.0 24,000 0.6 307,247 7.5

MASSACHUSETTS 5,812,489 23,800 0.4 400,000 7.0 0 0.0

MICHIGAN 9,116,699 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0



TABLE V - 7 (eont'd)

STATE BUDGETARY DATA, 1973, 1977, AND 1979

1973 1977 1979
Per * Per * Per

1975 Budget Capita Budget Capita Budget Capita

State Population (S) (6) (_) (_) (_) (_)

MINNESOTA 3,916,105 N/A -- N/A -- 60,000 1.5

MONTANA 746,244 2,000 0.3 3,000 0.5 0 0.0

NEVADA 590,268 127 0.03 0 0.0 0 0.0

NEW HAMPSHIRE 811,804 0 0.0 810 0.i 0 0.0

NEW JERSEY 7,332,965 89,900 0.3 75,000 1.0 375,000 5.1

NEW YORK 18,075,472 147,800 0.8 50,000 0.3 85,000 .5
I

w NORTH CAROLINA 5,441,366 7,000 .i 0 0.0 0 0.0

OKLAHOMA 2,711,263 1,000 0.04 0 0.0 0 0.0

OREGON 2,284,335 44,300 2.1 215,600 10.3 250,000 10.9

PUERTO RICO 2,712,033 0 0.0 47,077 1.7 108,000 4.0

SOUTH CAROLINA 2,815,762 16,800 .7 700 0.0 0 0.0

WASHINGTON 3,553,231 0 0.0 30,000 0.9 N/A --

TOTALS SI,991,093 $3,581,852 $2,045,360

Question 19 ,Estimate the total amount spent by 9our state on all noise control activities
during the last fiscal year including costs of personnel and equipment."

"1973 and 1977 per capita figures based on 1970 population. N/A Budget figure not available.

aExeludes one-time expenditure Of _Ii,000,000 for construction costs for a school noise

attenuation program.
bNo funds budgeted in 1973 or 1974; _20,000 projected for 1975.

CNo funds budgeted in 1973; $20,000 projected for 1974.



VI. EPA's TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

The UoS. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA)

technical assistance program began as a mandate •f

the Noise Control Act of 1972 and was expanded with
the passage of the Quiet Communities Act of 1978.
EPA's Office of Noise Abatement and Control (ONAC) is

responsible for administering the technical
assistance program. The program has included the
following activities:

• training of noise control personnel,
• providing of technical advice to

state and local program officials on
the types and uses of sound level
meters and noise monitoring systems,

• establishing of regional technical
assistance centers,

• developing of improved methods for

measuring and monitoring noise,
• distributing of state and local model

noise legislation,
• developing of airport, railroad and

highway noise abatament planning, and
• establishing of the peer match ECHO

(Each Community Helps Others) and

Airport ECHO programs.

Evaluation of EPA Assistance

Cities and states were asked to evaluate the

types of assistance offered by EPA (Tables VI-I and
Vl-2). States generally find EPA services more
useful than cities. This could be due to the more
direct contact between the federal and state levels

than between the federal and municipal levels of
government. Technical assistance material and

training program• are often utilised by both state
and local governments. Noise measurement and

monitoring equipment loans are used by 73 percent of
the state• responding but only 38 percent of the

cities. Model legislation ranks second in use by
cities, but assistance with formulating legislation
ranks only seventh for states. This indicated that

states are generally farther along in the development
of their noise control capabilities than cities. The
relatively heavier use by states of sound level meter

loans indicates that noise control programs are
currently being implemented by states. Cities on the

p other hand are more likely to be establishing noise

i
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TABLE VI-I
EVALUATION OF CURRENT EPA PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

BY CITIES

.... Number of Percent of

cities Finding Cities

EPA Product/ Product or Responding to
Service Service Useful Question

Technical assistance

material 361 55%

Model legislation 326 50%

Training programs 279 43%

Noise measurement and

monitoring equipment
loans 248 38%

Health and welfare impact

reports 235 36%

Direct on--site technical

assistance 230 35%

Federal new product
regulations 225 35%

Regional technical
assistance center 192 30%

Peer match exchange through

Each Community Helps Others
(ECHO) program 154 24%

_'Bgy Quiet" program 103 16%

Question 21 "_lease indicate the current usefulness

to 9our municipalit 9 of the following products or

services provided b 9 the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency,"

Responses: Vet 9 Useful_ Somewhat Useful, Not
Useful, Don't Know
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TABLE VI-2

EVALUATION OF CURRENT EPA PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

BY STATES

Percent of

Number of States States

Finding Product Responding
EPA ProductService or Service Useful to Question

Noise measurement and

monitoring equipment loans 30 73%

Technical assistance material 29 71%

Trainingprograms 27 66%

Regional technical
assistance center 26 65%

Direct on-site technical

assistance 26 63%

Federal new product
regulations 22 55%

Assistance with formulating
legislation 20 49%

Health and welfare impact

reports 20 49%

"Buy Quiet" program 17 42%

Peer match exchange through
Each Community Helps Others

(ECHO) program 16 41%

Question 21 Please indicate the current usefulness

to your state of the following products or services

provided b 9 the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency"

Responses: Vet 9 Useful, Somewhat Useful, Not
Useful, Donft Know
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control programs through legislation and other
means. However, there is a core group of cities
which have fairly well developed, comprehensive noise
control ordinances and programs.

Both cities and states believe that EPA products
and services could be more useful in the future than

they are now (Tables VI-3 and VI-4). The services
and products which are used or would be used by
cities is closely related to the types of assistance
they are aware of. Sixty percent and 41 percent of
the cities and states respectively have no knowledge
of the "Buy Quiet" program. Over 55 percent of
cities and states would use these new procurement
procedures to obtain quieter equipment in the
future. 1 The "Buy Quiet" program which
incorporates noise level considerations into
procurement procedures is particularly suitable for
governments facing fiscal constraints. Fifty-two
percent of cities and 45 percent of states have no
knowledge of the ECHO program, but over 57 percent of
cities and 62 percent of states would use a peer
exchange program in the future. 2

1 Twenty-nine percent and 33 percent of cities and
states respectively "don't know" if they would use
quiet equipment procurement procedures in the
future. Only 14 percent of cities and 8 percent of
states would not use these procedures.

2 Twenty-four percent of cities and 31 percent of
states "don't know" if they would use a peer exchange
program in the future. Only 19 percent of cities and
8 percent of states would not use it.
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TABLE VI-3

POTENTIAL USEFULNESS OF EPA PRODUCTS AND SERVICES
TO CITIES

Number of Cities Percent of Cities

Seeing Future Use for Responding to

EPA Product/Service Product or Service Question

Public information materials 537 83%

Model legislation 522 80%

Noise measurement equipment 518 80%

Enforcement procedures 508 79%

Manpower training/workshops 508 78%

Noise control program on-slte
technical assistance 483 75%

Noise technical assistance

reports 473 74%

Manpower 456 71%

Land use planning guides 436 68%

National/Regional/State

workshops 411 64%

Vehicle inspection/maintenance

procedures 387 61%

New product regulations 383 61%

Regional technical assistance
centers 372 59%

Peer exchange programs 361 57%

Local "Quiet" equipment

procurement procedures 359 57%

Airport plannin@ 269 42%

Question 22 "Please indicate the extent to which th_ following tgpes
of U.S. Environmental Protection Agency assistance would be of sig-

nificant use to gout municipality's noise abatement and control
efforts."

Responses: Ver 9 Useful, Somewhat Useful, Not Useful_ Don't Know
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TABLE VI-4

POTENTIAL USEFULNESS OF EPA PRODUCTS AND SERVICES
TO STATES

Number of States

Seeing Future Percent of

Use for Product Cities Respond-

EPA Product/Service ar Service in_ to Question

Noise measurement equipment 33 85%

Public information materials 33 83%

Noise technical assistance

reports 33 80%

Natlonal/Regional/State

workshops 31 79%

Manpower training/workshops 30 77%

Noise control program an-site
technical assistance 30 75%

Manpower 29' 74%

New product regulations 29 72%

Model legislation 29 71%

Land use planning guides 27 69%

Regional technical assistance
centers 27 69%

Airportplanning 27 67%

Vehicle inspection/maintenance
procedures 26 65%

Peer exchange programs 24 62%

Enforcement procedures 23 59%

Local "Quiet" equipment

procurement procedures 23 59%

Question 22 .Please indicate the extent to which the following
types of U,S. Environmental Protection Agency assistance would be
of significant use to your state,s noise abatement and control
effects,.

Responses: Very Useful, Somewhat Useful, Not Useful, Don't Know
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Summary and Recommendations

The difficulties in managing adequate local noise
control efforts stem from _wo sources: fiscal

constraints and lack of technical expertise. The

fiscal constraints of local government are less
amenable to short-term solution. A lack of technical

information and training accounts for the difficulty
cities have experienced in drafting and enforcing

appropriate legislation. Specific types of technical
assistance, such as assistance in formulating
legislation or training city personnel in enforcement

techniques, targeted to those cities lacking
experience in a given area could alleviate the lack
of technical expertise. Many states have mastered

the technical aspects of noise control and may be

able to provide some technical assistance to cities.
However, funding and manpower shortages will affect

the ability of states to assist cities in noise
control.

In an era of fiscal restraint on the federal

level, it is unrealistic to expect the federal

government to provide funding for state and local
noise control programs. However, the federal
government, through EPA, could provide cities with

the necessary tools to initiate noise abatement and
control strategies before noise levels become

unmanageable. To minimize costs for cities,
technical assistance to cities should be aimed at

eliminating as much of the "trial and error" as

possible involved in implementing any new program.
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APPENDIX A

MUNICIPAL AND STATE QUESTIONNAIRES



City Code: ..........
(NLC use only)

ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM SURVEY

General Instructions

This surveyisdesignedtoprovidetheNalional PartillJssimilartoPartIIandcontainsquestions
League of Cities (NLC)andthe U.S.Environ- relatedto the nature of existingnoise contmlpro-
mental ProtectionAgency(EPA)withvaluablein- grams inyour municipality.Itis understoodthat
formation onthe scopeandnatureof environ- your municipalitymayhavea noise controlpro-
mental noise controlactivitiesin the nation'smuni- gram withoutspecificlegislation.Similarly,your
cipalities. It is importantthat youcomplete the municipalitymayhave specificnoise controllegis-
entire survey. Formunicipalitiesthatdo not cur- lationwithouthavinga noisecontrolprogram.
rently undertakenoisecontrol activities,those Part IVof this surveyprovidesanopportunityfor
questionsthat donotapply havebeennoted inthe you to indicatethe utilityof varioustypesof infor-
survey, mationon noise relatedissues.

Part Iof thesurveyincludesaseriesof questions Participationin thissurveyprogramis strictlyon
about noise in yourcommunity.Throughthese a voluntarybasis.All returnedquestionnaireswill
questions, NLCandEPAwill bebetterable to becomepublic record.Uponcompletion of the
determinethe natureandscopeofnoiseproblems analysisof the surveyresults,youwill be senta
encountered in thenation'scities.Answersto copyof the ExecutiveSummaryofthe report.
these questionsshouldbe basedonyour percep- Ifyou have any questionsor problemsineom-
tions and opinions,andaredesignedto be corn- pletingthesurvey,pleasefeelfreetocontactCraig
pleted in arelativelyshorttime. Caywoodat (202)293-7174.

Part IIof this surveycontainsanumberof ques- Please return the surveyin the enclosed enve-
tions to determine the specificnatureandscopeof lope byJune 30, 1980.
noise legislation in yourmunicipality.Inthose Thankyou for yourcooperation.
municipalitieswithoutnoisecontrollegislation,
somequestionswillnotapplywhileothersare Returnto:
designedspecificallyformunicipalitiesthatdo not
currentlyhavesuchlegislation,Ifyourmunicipality CraigCaywood
has noisecontrollegislation,youmaywishto NationalLeagueofCities
requestthatthepersoninchargeof theenforce- 1620EyeStreetN.W.
mentof the legislationcompletethissection. Washington,D. C,20006

Person completingthisquestionnaire:

Name

Title _

Department

Address

City State Zip

Phone ( )

OMB Clearance No 158-R0099 ,__1

Expiralion dalo: May 1980
Hq, folm 8800-6A (1-80)



Part I COMMUNITY NOISE

1. P_easeindi_ateh_wseri_usy_ufee_each_fthef____wingtypes__p__iuti_nareiny_urmun_cipa_ity'(Circ_ethe
numberoftheappropriateresponseforeachitem.)

Very Fairly Nottoo Don't
serious serious serious know

a. Airpollution .............................. 1 2 3 8

b. Pollutionofdrinkingwater .................. 1 2 3 8

c. Pollutionof waterways,
rivers, lakes,oceans ....................... 1 2 3 S

d. Noisepollutionfrom
traffic,construction,etc..................... 1 2 3 8

!
e, Solidwastepollution ...................... 1 2 3 8

2. tsnoisea moreseriousora lessseriousprobleminyour municipalilythan it wasfive yearsago?
(Checkone,)

I [] More serious
2 [] Aboutthesame
3 [] Lessserious
8 [] Don't know

3. Howwould yourate currenteffortsto controlnoisein yourmunicipality?(Checkone.)

1 [] Too much
2 [] About right
3 [] Notenough
8 [] Don'tknow

4. Do youfeelthat noiseinyourmunicipalityrepresentsa threatto thehealthof yourcitizens?
(Checkone.)

1 [] Yes
2_ No
8 [] Don'tknow

5. H_wmuchd_esea_h_fth_f_i__wings_urces_finf_rmati_nc_ntributet_y_urunder_tanding_fn_is_p__iu_i_n
issuesin yourmunicipality?(Circle the numberof theappropriateresponsefor eachitem.)

Substantial Some No Don't
ContributionContributionContribution Know

a, Individualcomplaints ................. 1 2 3 8

b. Activitiesor complaintsinitiatedby groups 1 2 3 8

c, Publichearingsormeetings............ 1 2 3 8

d, Surveys/monitoring .................. 1 2 3 8

e, Newsmedia ......................... 1 2 3 8

f. Other
(Specify) 1 2 3 8
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6. Pieaseindicateh_wmucheach_f_hef__i_wingc_ntributet__h_curr_ntn_isei_ve_siny_urmunicip_ii_y_
(Cirde the number of theappropriate responsefor each item,)

Substantial Some No Don't
Contribution Contribution Contribution Know

a. Aircraft .............................. 1 2 3 8

b. Trucks .............................. 1 2 3 8

c. Buses ............................... 1 2 3 8

d. Autos ............................... 1 2 3 B

e. Motorcycles ......................... 1 2 3 8

f. Railroad operations ................... 1 2 3 8

g. Construction equipment ............... 1 2 3 8

h. Fixed industrial facilities ............... 1 2 3 8

I. Emergency vehicJes/sirens ............ 1 2 3 8

j, Garbage trucks ....................... 1 2 3 8

'_. Reereationalvehicles ................. 1 2 3 8

t. Pi,blic entertainment (Le,
public address systems, etc.) ........... 1 2 3 8

m. Personal entertainment (i.e.
home stereos, radios, etc.) ............. 1 2 3 8

n. Animals ............................. 1 2 3 8

o. Home power equipment
(i.e. lawn mowers, etc.) ................ 1 2 3 8

p. Off road vehicles ..................... 1 2 3 8

,1, Residential heating and cooling equip-
ment (i.e. air conditioners, heat pumps,
etc,) ................................ 1 2 3 8

r, Commercial heating and cooling equip-
ment (i.e. air conditioners, heat pumps,
etc.) ................................ 1 2 3 8

s. Other
(Specify) 1 2 3 8

I
I
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Part II LEGISLATION AND ENFORCEMENT

7, a. D_es y_ur municipaIity have any exis_ing_egis_ati_n_ith n_ise __n_m_pr_visi_ns?(Check _ne_)

1 [] Yes IF YES, THEN CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 7, Part b,
2 [_ No IFNO, THEN ANSWER QUESTION 9, Parta.

b. _fYES_p_easeindicatethetype__existing_egis_ati_nwithn_isec_ntr_Ipr_visi_nsy_urmunic_p__ity
has, (Check one.)

1 [] Legislationspecificallydesignedtocontrolnoisewlthnodecibel (noise tevel) limits
2 [] Legis_ati_nspeci_ca__ydesigned__contr__n_isew_thspeci_cdecibef(n_ise_eve_)limits
3 [] General public nuisance legislation designed to control noise and other disruptions to public

order
4 [] Other (specify)

8. __y_uhav_amunicipa_c_de/_rdinance_wasitbased_nEPA's''M_delN_iseC_n_r_r_rdinance?'_
(Check one,)

1 [] Yes
2•No

9. Please answer onfy one part ef this question,eitheraorb.
a. Ifyoudonothaveatocalnoisecontrofcode/ordinance, isanysuchlegislationpendingor
anticipated?

1 [] Yes
2 I-] No

b. If you do have legislation with noise control provisions, do you anticipate further legislation or
modifications?

1 [] Yes
2 r7 No

IF YOU HAVE NO LEGISLATION WITH NOISE CONTROL PROVISIONS OF ANY KIND,
PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 13.

IF YOU HAVE LEGISLATION WITH NORSECONTROL PROVISIONS BUT NO SPECIFIC
DECIBEL (NOISE LEVEL) LIMITSt PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 12.

IF YOU HAVE LEGISLATION WITH SPECIFIC DECIBEL (NOISE LEVEL) LIMITS, PLEASE
CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 10.

7',.-4



10. D___y_urmun_c_pa_itycurrent_yhaveany_fthef_l__wingraws_r_rdinances(exc_udingnuis_nce_aws)which
incorporatenotsecontrolprovisionswJlhspecificdecibel(noiseieve])limits?ForthoselawsorordJnanoes
whichyou havepleaseindicatetheagency(s)responsibleforenforcement,(Circlethenumberofthe
appropriateresponsebelow.)Note:Itwouldbeappreciatedifyouwouldenclosecopiesofanyexistingor
proposedlawsorordinancesincorporatingnoisecontrolprovisions.

ENFORCEMENTPROVIDEDBY:

Police/ ENvironment/

TYPE OF Loglllatlon No Tranlpor- Pubrlo Public Pollution Planning/ Public Building/
LEnlSLATION: F.tilt S Enforcement ration Safety Health Control Development Works Zoning Other (Specify)

Yes No

a, Municipalcode/
ordJnanco ......... 1 2 9 2 3 4 5 6 7 S

b. Zoning code/
ofciinance ......... 1 2 S 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8

c, Vehicle code ...... 1 2 9 2 3 4 5 6 7 S

d, eul!dlng code ...... 1 2 9 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

I_ e, Heedth/safelyu1
code ............. 1 2 S 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

f. Aircraft/airport
COde ............. 1 2 9 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

g. Administrative
code ............. 1 2 9 2 3 4 5 8 7 8

h, Sta_ stalute ....... 1 2 9 2 3 4 5 S 7 8
L Other

{SpocJfy)_ I 2 9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8



11. Foreach of the followingtypesof lawsor ordinanceswithspecifieddecibel (noiselevel) limitscurrently in
effect(seequestion#10), pleaseindicatewhichnoisesourcesarecoveredby the legislation.(Circlethe
numbersof allappropriateresponsesforeachitem.Makesuretheanswersto thisquestioncorrespondwith

i theanswersgiven in question10.)
Typeof Legislation:

a, Aircraft ................. 2 4 5 6 7 8 a

b. Trucks ................. 2 4 5 a 7 s 9

¢. Buses .................. 2 4 5 6 7 8 9

d,Autos .................. 2 4 5 6 7 8 9

e. Motorcycles ............. 2 4 5 6 7 a 9

f. Railroad operaliens ....... 2 4 5 6 7 8 9

g. Conslruction equipmenl , .. 2 4 5 6 7 8 9

h, FixedJndustdalfaoltities ..." 2 4 5 6 7 8 9

I. Emergencyvehicleslsirens 2 4 a s 7 s 9

J. Garbage trucks ........... 2 4 5 6 7 8 9

k. Recreational vehicles ..... 1 2 4 5 6 7 8 9

I, Public enlertainmenl
(Le. public address
systems, etc.) ........... 1 2 3 4 a 6 7 8 9

m. Personal enleftainment

(i.e, home stersos,
radios, e[c,) ............. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 s 9

n. Animals ................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 a 9

o. Home power equipment
(i.e. Jawnmowers.elc,) .... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 a 9

p. Off road vehicles ......... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

q, Residential healing
and cooling equipmenl
(I,e. air conditioners,

heat pumps, etc.) ........ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

r. Commercial heating

and cooling equipment
(I,e, air condilioners.
heat pumps, elc,} ........ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 a 9

S. Olher

(Specify) 1 a 3 4 5 6 7 a 9
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12. Inyouropinion,towhatdegreedoeseachof the followingrepresenta problemin the enforcementof
noiseregulations,(Circlethenumberof theappropriateresponseforeachitem.)

Major Minor No Don't
Problem Problem Problem Know

a. Ambiguouslegislation................. 1 2 3 8

b. Unenforceablelegislation.............. 1 2 3 8

c. Inadequatemeasurement
devices/techniques................... 1 2 3 8

d. Lackof citizensupport ................ 1 2 3 8

e. Inadequatemanpower................ 1 2 3 8

f. Enforcementactionsnotupheldincourt . 1 2 3 8

g. Inadequatefunding................... 1 2 3 8

h. Other
(Specify) 1 2 3 8

PARTIII NOISECONTROLPROGRAMS

13. Doesyourmunicipalityhavee noisecontrolprogram?A noisecontrolprogramisdefinedasa
programhavingthefollowing:funding,staff,equipment,andenfomementofalaworordinancewhich
includesdecibel(noiselevel)limits,Thelaworordinancemustincludedecibel(noiselevel)limitsin
any oneof thefollowingareas:vehicles,properlyline,constructionandlandusa,Yourmunicipality
mayhavea noisecontrolpingrainwithoutspecificmunicipallegislationaslongassomeotherfederal,
stateorcountylaworordinanceisenforced.(Checkone.)

1 I--I Yes /F YES,THENANSWERQUEST/ON15,PART/11.
2 [] No /FNO, THENANSWERQUEST/ON14,PART//IANDSKIPTOQUESTION21, PARTIV.

14. Ifyourmunicipalitydoesnothaveanoisecontrolprogram,whynot?(Checkeachresponseas
applicable.)

1 [] Notaprobiem
2 [] Natahigh

priorityproblem
3 [] Nothingcan

bedone
4 [] Nolegislative

basis
5 [] Notalocal

responsibility
6 [] Tooexpensive
7 [] Oppositionfrom

industry
' 8 [] Other

(Specify)__
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15. IndicatethaapproximatenumberofMII-timemunicipalemployeas(includingpubUcsafety
employees)ineachcategorywhousuallyspendmorethan20%oftheirworkweekonnoisecontrol
activities.(Indicatetheappropriatenumberineachcategory.)

a, PublicSafety/Police
b. PublicHealth
c. EnvironmentatControl

__ d. Planning/Development
e. PublicWorks

f. Building/Zoning
g. Transportation

__ h, Other(Specify)

16. P_easeindicatewhether_rn_ttheseactivitiesarepart__y_urmunicipa_ity_sn_isec_ntre_pregram_
(Circlethe numberoftheappropriateresponseforeachitem.)

Part of Program
Yes No

a. Enforcement 1 2
b. Complainthandling 1 2
c. Developmentof

laws/regulations 1 2
d. Publiceducation 1 2
a. Environmentalimpactreports 1 2
f. Monitoring/surveys 1 2
g. Research 1 2
h. Administration 1 2
i. Other

(Specify) 1 2

17. Pieaseindica__th__ignificanc__fthef____wingpr_b_emsfacingy_urn_isec_ntr__eff_rts_(Circ_ethe
numberof theappropriateresponseforeachitem.)

Significant Minor No Don't
Problem Problem Problem Know

a. Lackofcitizensupport..................... 1 2 3 8

b. Lackofpoliticalsupport.................... 1 2 3 8

c. Lackofmanpower ........................ 1 2 3 8

d. Untrainedpersonnel ...................... 1 2 3 8

e. Inadequateoperatingbudget ............... 1 2 3 8

f. Lackofeffectivelegislation ................. 1 2 3 8

g. Enforcementrelatedproblems .............. 1 2 3 8

h. Inabilitytodemonstrateprogramsuccess .... 1 2 3 8

i. Generalinabilitytomeetprogramobjectives .. 1 2 3 8

j. Other
(Specify) 1 2 3 8

A-9



18. H_wmuchpr_gress_verthe__stfiveyear_hasbeenmadebyy_urcoisec_ntr__pr_graminreducing
thenoisefromeachofthefollowingsources?(Circlethenumberof theappropriateresponseforeach
item.)

Significant Mlnlmal No Don't
Progress Progress Progress Know

a. Aircraft 1 2 3 8

b.Trucks 1 2 3 8

c,Buses 1 2 3 8

d.Autos 1 2 3 8

e. Motorcycles 1 2 3 8

f, Railroadoperations 1 2 3 8

g. Constructionequipment 1 2 3 8

h, Fixedindustrialfacilities 1 2 3 8

i. Emergencyvehicles/sirens 1 2 3 8

j, Garbage trucks 1 2 3 8

k, Recreationvehicles 1 2 3 8

L Publicentertainment(i.e.
publicaddresssystems,etc,) 1 2 3 8

m, Personalentertainment(i,e,
home stereos,radios,etc,) 1 2 3 8

n. Animals 1 2 3 8

o. Home powerequipment
(lawn mowers,etc,) 1 2 3 8

p. Off roadvehicles 1 2 3 8

q. Residentialheatingandcooling
equipment(i,e,air conditioners,
heat pumps,etc.) 1 2 3 8

r. Commercialheatingandcooling
equipment (i,e,airconditioners,
heatpumps,etc.) 1 2 3 8

s. Other
(Specify) 1 2 3 8
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19. Estima_e_he__ta_am_un_spentbyy_urmunicipa_ity_na__n_isec_ntr__activitiesduringtheiast_sca_
year includingcostsof personnelandequipment.

TOTAL $.

20. Who inyourmunicipalityisthemostappropriateeontactfor noiseabatementinforrnation?
Name
Title
Department
Address

PART IV EVALUATIONOF ASSISTANCEFROMEPAANDNATIONALLEAGUEOF CITIES

2"1. Please indicatethe current usefulnessto yourmunicipalityof the followingproductsor
servicesprovidedbythe U.S.EnvironmentalProtectionAgency.(Circlethenumberof the
appropriateresponseforeachilem.)

Very Somewhat Not Don't
Useful Useful Useful Know

a. Model legislation..................... 1 2 3 8

b. Trainingprograms .................... 1 2 3 8

c. Technicalassistancematerial
(surveyworkbooks,levels
document,etc.) ...................... t 2 3 8

d. Noisemeasurementand
monitoringequipmentloans ............ 1 2 3 8

e. Directon-sitetechniealassistance...... 1 2 3 8

f, Healthandwelfareimpactreports 1 2 3 8

g, Regional technicalassistance
center ............................... 1 2 3 8

h. Federal newproductregulations........ 1 2 3 8

i, Peer matchexchangethrough
Each CommunityHelpsOthers
(ECHO) Program ..................... 1 2 3 8

J, "Buy Quiet" program .................. 1 2 3 8

k. Other
(Specie/) __ 1 2 3 8

A-IO



22. Please indtcate the extentto which the followingtypesof U.S. EnvironmentalProtection
Agencyassistancewou/d be of significantuse to yourmunicipality'snoiseabatementand
controlefforts.(Circlethenumberottheappropriateresponsefor each.)

Very Somewhat Not Don't
Useful Useful Useful Know

a, Moderlegislation..................... 1 2 3 8

b. Manpower........................... 1 2 3 8

c. Manpowortraining/workshops......... 1 2 3 8

d. Noisecontrolprogram
on-sitetechnicalassistance............ 1 2 3 8

e. Enforcementprocedures .............. 1 2 3 8

f. Noise technical
assistancereports .................... 1 2 3 8

g. Landuseplanningguides ............. t 2 3 8

h. Noisemeasurementequipment ........ I 2 3 8

i. Publlclnformationmaterials ............ 1 2 3 8

J. Vehicleinspection/
maintenanceprocedures.............. 1 2 3 8

k. Peerexchangeprograms .............. 1 2 3 8

I. National/Regional/
Stateworkshops..................... 1 2 3 8

m. Airportplanning...................... 1 2 3 8

n. Regionaltechnical
assistancecenters.................... 1 2 3 8

o. Newproductregulations............... 1 2 3 8

p. Local"Quiet"equipment
procurementprocedures .............. 1 2 3 8

q. Other
(Specify) 1 2 3 8
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23. Please indicate the current usefulnessto your municipalityof the following products or
services provided by the NationalLeagueof Cities. (Circle the number of the appropriate
responsefor eachitem.)

Very Somewhat Not Don't
Useful Useful Useful Know

a. Nation's CitiesWeekly
Reports ............................. 1 2 3 8

b. Providing EPAdocuments
and materials ........................ 1 2 3 8

c. Responsestoinquiries ................ 1 2 3 8

d. Comparativerepodsonother
noisecontrolprograms ................ 1 2 3 8

e. Articlesdiscussing
Jegislationorpolicy ................... 1 2 3 8

f, Other
(Specify) 1 2 3 8

Thank you for your cooperation in completing this survey.
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StaleCoda........
(NLCuseonly)

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM
SURVEY

General Instructions

The NationalLeagueof Cities(NLC) is Part rillssimilar toPartIIandcontainsquestions
conductingasurveyon statenoisecontrolactivities related to Ihe natureof existingnoisecontrol
to learn howstatesare assistingcities in thisarea. programsin your state.It isunderstoodthatyour
The supplementenclosedwiththis survey state mayhavea noisecontrolprogramwithout
questionnairedealsspecificallywith municipal specific legislation.Simirarfy,yourstate mayhave
noise controlprogramsinyourstate,andwillverify specificnoisecontrollegislationwithout havinga
data previouslycollectedbyNLC.It is important noise controlprogram,
that boththesurveyquestionnaireandsupplement Part iVof thissurveyprovidesan opportunityfor
be completed.(Thesupplementmaybereturned you to indicatethe utilityofvarioustypesof
separatelyat a laterdate ifthedataaskedforis not informationonnoiserelatedissues.
readily avaJlabre).EVEN iFYOURSTATEDOES Participationin thissurveyprogram isstrictlyon
NOT HAVEA NOISECONTROLPROGRAM, avoluntary basis. Uponcompletionof the analysis
PLEASE COMPLETETHIS QUESTIONNAIRE. of the surveyresults,you willbesent a copyof the
Those questionsthatdonotapplyto stateswithout ExecutiveSummaryofthe report.
noise controlactivitieshavebeennotedin the if you have anyquestionsor problemsin
survey, completingthe survey,preasefeelfree to contact

Part I ofthesurveyincludesaseriesofquestions KoranO'B_'ienat (202)626-3260.
about noise incommunitiesinyourstate.Through Pleasereturnthesurveyintheenclosedenvelope
these questions,NLCwill bebetterableto by March6, 1981.
determinethe natureand scopeof noiseproblems Pleasereturnthe supplementassoon asyou
encounteredin thenation.Answersto lhese can completethedatarequired.
questionsshouldbebased onyourperceptions Thankyou for yourcooperation.
andopinions,andaredesignedtobecompletedin
a relalively short time.

Part IIof thissurveycontainsa numberof Return to:
questionstodeterminethe specificnatureand
scope ofnoiselegisrationinyourstate,rnthose Karen O'Brien
stateswithoutnoisecontrollegislation,some NallonarLeagueof Cities
questionswillnotapplywhileothersaredesigned 1301Penn.Ave.N.W.
specifically forstatesthatdo notcurrentlyhave Washington,D.C. 20004
such legislation.Ifyourstate hasnoise control (202)626-3260
legislation,youmaywishto requestthat theperson
in chargeof theenforcementof thelegislation
completethissection.

Person completingthisquestionnaire:

Name

Title

Department

Address

City State Zip

Phone ( )
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Part I COMMUNITY NOISE

1. Please indicate how serious you feel each of the following types of pollutionare inyour state. (Circle the
number of the appropriate response for each item.)

Very Fairly Not too Don't
serious serious serious know

a. Air pollution ............................. 1 2 3 8

b. Pollution of drinking water ................. 1 2 3 8

c. Pollution of waterways.
rivers, lakes, oceans ...................... 1 2 3 8

d. Noise pollution from
traffic, construction, etc .................... 1 2 3 8

e. Solid waste pollution ...................... 1 2 3 8

2. Is noise a more serious ora ;c._sserious problem in your state than itwas fiveyears ago? (Check one.)

1 [] Moreserious
2 [] Aboutthe same
3 [] Lsssserious
8 [] Don'tknow

3. Howwould you rate current efforts to controlnoise in your state? (Check one)

1 [] Toomuch
2 [] About right
3 [] Notenough
8 [] Oon'tknow

4. Do you feel that noise in your state represents a threat to the health ofyour citizens? (Check one.)

1 [] Yes
2_ No
8 [] Don'tknow

5. How much does each of the following sourcesof information contribute to your understanding of noise
pollution issues in your state? (Circle the number of the appropriate response for each item,)

Substantial Some No Don't
Contribution Contribution Contribution Know

a, Individual complaints .................. 1 2 3 8

b. Activities or complaints initiated by groups . 1 2 3 8

c. Public hearings or meetings ............ t 2 3 8

d. Surveys/monitoring ................... 1 2 3 8

e. News media .......................... 1 2 3 8

f. Complaints, requestsforassistanee
from local officials ..................... 1 2 3 8

g. Complaints, requests for assistance
from state legislators .................. 1 2 3 8

h. Other (Specify) ....................... 1 2 3 8
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6, Please indicatehowmucheachof thefollowingcontributeto the currentnoiselevelsinyourstate.
(Circlethenumberoftheappropriateresponseforeachitem,)

Substantial Some No Don't
Contribution Contribution Contribution Know

a, Aircraft .............................. 1 2 3 8

b, Trucks ............................... 1 2 3 8

c. Buses ............................... 1 2 3 8

d, Autos ............................... 1 2 3 8

e, Motorcycles .......................... 1 2 3 8

f, Railroadoperations ................... 1 2 3 8

g. Constructionequipment ............... 1 2 3 8

h. Fixed industrialfacilities................ 1 2 3 8

i, Emergencyvehicles/sirens............. 1 2 3 8

j. Garbagetrucks ....................... 1 2 3 8

k, Recrealionalvehicles .................. 1 2 3 8

I, Publicentertainment
(i.e. public addresssystems,etc.) ....... 1 2 3 8

m. Personalentertainment
(i,e,home stereos,radios,etc,) ......... 1 2 3 8

n. Animals ............................. 1 2 3 8

o, Home power equipment
(i.e. lawn mowers,sic.) ................ 1 2 3 8

p. Off road vehicles ...................... 1 2 3 8

q. Residentialheatingandcoo_lngequipment
(i,e,aircondilioners,heatpumps,etc,) ... 1 2 3 8

r. Comrnemfalheatingandcoolingequipment
(i.e, air conditioners,heatpumps,etc.) , ,. 1 2 3 8

s. Other
(Specify) 1 2 3 8
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Part II LEGISLATION AND ENFORCEMENT

7a. Has legislation been enacted byyour stale toenable any levelof government toperform noise control
activities? (Check one.)

1 [] Yes Title
Chapter
Seclion

Date Enacted

IF YESCONTINUE WITHQUESTION 7bAND THENSKIP TOQUES "lION 8.

2 [] No /FNO, THENSK/PTOQUESTION7c.

7b. If there is legislation, please indicate which level(s) of government may enforce noise control
according to the legislation. (Check the applicable responses.)

1 [] State
2 [] County
3 [] Municipal
4 [] Other(Specify) _

7o. If there is no enabling legislation for noise control, is any such legislation pending or anticipated?
(Check one,)

1 [] Yes
21-1 No

S. Ar_speci_cdecibe_(n_ise_eve_)_imitsinc_udedinanystate_eg_s_at__nwithn_isec_ntr__pmvisi_ns?
(Check one.)

1 [] Yes IF YES, THEN SKIP TO QUESTION 10.
2 [] No /FNO, THENANSWERQUEST/ONgANDSKIPTOQUESTION13PARTl/I

9. If your state does not have legislation with specific decibel (noise level) limits, is any such legislation
pending or anticipated? (Check one.)

1 [] Yes
2 r-] No
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10. Doesyourstatecurrentlyhaveanyof thefonowinglaws(excludingnuisancelaws)whichincorporatenoise
controlprovisionswithspecificdecibel(noiselevel)limits?Forthoselawswhichyouhaveplease indicatethe
agency(s)responsibleforenforcement.(Circlethenumberoftheappropriateresponsebelow.)Note:Itwould
be appreciatedif youwouldenclosecopiesof anyexistingor proposedlawsincorporatingnoisecontrol
provisions.

ENFORCEMENT PROVIDED BY:

PoliCe/ Envlronmantl Parks/
TYPEOF Leglolotlon No PubUc Public Pollution Plannlngl Recreation Motor
LEGISLATION: exlll= Enforcement Safoly HoMth Control Devetopment Department Highways Vehicles Other(Specify)

Yas NO
a. [Jnd use

code/low ......... 1 9 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 --

b. Streets&
HJghways......... 1 9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B

c, Vehicle
codo ............. 1 9 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8

d, Building
code ............. 1 9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

o, H0a]mlSofely
o0¢10............. 1 9 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8

f. AIrcrafthdrport
code ............. 1 9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

g. Beating/
navigoUon
code/law ......... 1 2 9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 O

h. Ofl-road
r_rbalJorlal
vohiclo
cede/law ......... 1 2 9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

l, Other
(SlX_fy) 1 a 9 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 e

i,+,+_+,.:,+_++................................................................



11. F_reach_fthef__l_wingtypes_ftaws_ithspeci_cdecib__(n__se__ve_)limitscurrent_yineffect_see
question #10), please indicate which noise sources are covered by the legislation. (Circle the
numbers of all appropriate responses for each item. Make sure the answers to this question
correspond with the answers given in question 10.)

Type of Legislation:

.o,.s=.
_, Aircraft ................. 1 2 3 4 5 e 7 S S

b. Trucks ................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Cl BUSES ................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

d. Autos .................. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

e. Motorcyctes ............ 1 2 3 4 5 s 7 8 9

f, Railroad operations ...... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

g. Constructtonequipmenl ,. 1 2 3 4 5 s 7 8 9

h, Fix_induslrianec_lities ,.. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

I, Eme_jency vehicles/sirens 1 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8

J. Garbage trucks ......... 2 3 4 5 8 7 fi 9

k, Recrealionalvehtctes .... 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

I, Public entertainment

(i.e. publicaddress
systems, etc.) ........... 2 3 4 5 6 7 6 9

m. Personal entertalnmenl

(i,e, home stereos.
radios, etc.) ............. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

n, Animals ................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

o, Home power equipment
(i.e.lawnmowers, etc.) ,,, I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

p. Off-road vehicles ........ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

q. Res_dentlatheating
and cooling equipment
(i.e. airCOnditioners.
heat pumps, etc,) ........ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

r. Commercial healing
and cooling equipment
(i,e. air conditioners,
heat pumps,elc.] ........ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

s. Olher

(Specily) __ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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12. in your opinion, Io what degree does each of the followingrepresent e problem in the enforcement of
noise regulations. (Circte the number of the appropriale response for eac_ item.)

Major Minor No Don't
Problem Problem Problem Know

a. Ambiguous legislation ................. 1 2 3 8

b. Unenfomeable legislation .............. 1 2 3 8

c. hladequate measurement
devices/techniques ................... 1 2 3 8

d. Lack of citizen support ................. 1 2 3 8

e. Inadequate manpower ................. 1 2 3 8

f. Enforcementactionsnotupheldincourt .. 1 2 3 8

g. Inadequate funding ................... 1 2 3 8

h. Lack of local official support ............ 1 2 3 8

i. Other (Specify) 1 2 3 8

PART I1! NOISE CONTROL PROGRAMS

13. Has your state implemented a noise control program? A noise control program is defined as a
program having the following:funding,staff,equipment, and enforcementof a lawor regulation which
includes decibel (noise level) limits.The law or regulation must includedecibel(noise level) limits in
any one of the followingareas: vehicles,property line,constructionand land use.Your state may have
a noise controlprogram withoutspecific legislation as long as some other federal law is enforced.
(Check one.)

1 [] Yes
2[]No

IF YES, THEN ANSWER QUESTION 15, PART II1.
IF NO, THEN ANSWER QUESTION 14, PART lit AND SKIP TO QUESTION 21, PART IV.

14. ffy_urstatedoesn_thavean__sec_ntr__pr_gr_mwhyn_t?(_heckea_hresp_nseasapp_icab_e_)

1 [] Nol a problem
2 [] Nota high priority

probJem
3 [] Nothingcan

bedone

4 [] No legislative
basis

5 [] Not a state
responsibility

6 [] Too expensive
7 [] Opposition from

industry
8 [] Nosupportfrom

local officials

9 [] Olher (Specify)
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15. Indicatethe approximatenumberof lull-timestateemployees(includingpublicsafety employees,
excludingOSHA employees)ineachcategorywhousuallyspendmorethan20%of their workweek
on environmentalnoisecontrolactivities.(Indicatethe appropriatenumberIneachcategory,)

a. PublicSafety/Police
b. PublicHealth
e, EnvironmentalControl
d. Planning/Development
e. Parks/Recreation
f. Highways
g. MotorVehicles
h. Other(Specify) __

16. Please Indicatewhetheror nottheseactivitiesarepartofyourstate'snoisecontrolprogram. (Circle
the numberof the appropriateresponseforeachitem,)

Part of Program
Yes No

a. Enforcement 1 2
b. Complainthandling 1 2
c. Developmentof

laws/regulations 1 2
d. Publiceducation 1 2
e. Environmentalimpactreports 1 2
f. Monitoring/surveys 1 2
g. Research 1 2
h. Administration 1 2
i. Technicalassistanceto local

governments 1 2
j, Other(Specify) 1 2

17. P__as_indica_ethesignificance_fthepr_biemsfacingy_urn_isec_ntr__e__rts_(Circ_ethenumber_f
theappropriateresponseforeach item,)

Significant Minor No Don't
Problem Problem Problem Know

a. Lackof citizensupport ................. 1 2 3 8

b, Lackof politicalsupport ................ 1 2 3 8

c. Lackof manpower .................... 1 2 3 8

d. Untrainedpersonnel ................... 1 2 3 8

e. Inadequateoperatingbudget ........... 1 2 3 8

f. Lackof effectivelegislation ............. 1 2 3 8

g. Enforcementrelatedproblems .......... 1 2 3 8

_t h. fnabilitytodemonstrateprogramsuccess . 1 2 3 8

i. Generalinabilitytomeet
programobjectives.................... 1 2 3 8

j. Other
(Specify) 1 2 3 8
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18. Howmuchprogressover thelastfiveyearshasbeenmadebyyournoisecontrolprograminreducing
thenoisefromeachof thefoUowingsources?(Circlethe numberof theappropriateresponsetoteach
item,)

Significant Minimal No Don't
Progress Progress Progress Know

a, Aircraft 1 2 3 8

b. Trucks 1 2 3 8

o. Buses 1 2 3 8

d. Autos 1 2 3 8

e. MotomycJes 1 2 3 8

f, Railroadoperations 1 2 3 8

g. Constructionequipment f 2 3 8

h. Fixedindustrialfacirlties 1 2 3 8

i, Emergencyvehicles/sirans I 2 3 8

j, Garbagetrucks 1 2 3 8

k. Recreationvehicres 1 2 3 8

I. Publicentertainment(Le.
publicaddresssyslems,etc,) 1 2 3 8

m. Peraonalentertainment(I,e.
homestereos,radios,etc,) 1 2 3 8

n. Animals 1 2 3 8

o. Homepowerequipment
, (lawnmowers,etc.) t 2 3 8

p. Offroadvehicles 1 2 3 8

q. Residentialheatingandcooling
equipment(i.e,airconditioners,
heatpumps,etc,) t 2 3 8

r. Commercialheatingandcooling
equipment(i.e,air conditioners,
heatpumps,etc.) 1 2 3 8

s, Other
(Specify) 1 2 3 8

A-21



19, Estimatethetotalamountspentby yourstate onaUnoisecontrolactivitiesduringthe lastfiscalyear
including costsof personneland equipment.Note;Figureshouldreflectall stateagenciesinvolvedin
noisecontrol,

TOTAL $

20. Whoin yourstate isthemostappropriatecontactfornoiseabatementinformation?
Name
Title
Department
Address

PART IV. EVALUATION OF ASSISTANCE FROM EPA AND NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES

21. Plea_eindicatethecurrentusefu_nesst_y_urstate__th_f_1__wingpr_ducts_rservicespr_videdby
theU. S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency.(Circlethenumberoftheappropriateresponseforeach
item.)

Very Somewhat Not Don't
Useful Useful Useful Know

a. Assistancewithformulating
legislation............................ 1 2 3 8

b. Trainingprograms .................... 1 2 3 8

c. Technicalassistancematerial
(surveyworkbooks,leve_s
document,etc.) ....................... 1 2 3 8

d, Noisemeasurementand
monitoringequipmentloans............. 1 2 3 8

e. Directon-sitetechnicalassistance ....... 1 2 3 8

f, Healthandwelfare impactreports ........ 1 2 3 8

g. Regional technicalassistance
center ................................ 1 2 3 8

h. Federal newproductregulations ........ 1 2 3 8

L Peermatch exchangethrough
EachCommunityHelpsOthers
(ECHO) Program...................... 1 2 3 8

J. "Buy Quiet" program ................... 1 2 3 8

k. Other
(Specify) 1 2 3 8
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22, Please indicateIho extenttowhichthe followingtypesof U. S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency
assistancewould be of significantusa toyourstate'snoiseabatementandcontrolefforts,(Circlethe
number of theappropriateresponsefor eachitem,)

Very Somewhat Not Don't
Useful Useful Useful Know

a, Model tegisfatlon ..................... 1 2 3 8

b. Manpower ........................... 1 2 3 8

c. Manpowertraining/workshops.......... 1 2 3 8

d. Noisecontrolprogram
on-sitetechnicalassistance ............ 1 2 3 8

e. Enforcementprocedures............... 1 2 3 8

f. Noise technical
assistancereports ..................... 1 2 3 8

g. Landuse planningguides .............. 1 2 3 8

h. Noisemeasurementequipment......... 1 2 3 8

i. Public informationmaterials ............ 1 2 3 8

j. Vehicleinspection/
maintenanceprocedures............... 1 2 3 8

k. Peerexchangeprograms .............. 1 2 3 8

I. National/Regional/
Stateworkshops...................... 1 2 3 8

m. Airportplanning ....................... 1 2 3 8

n. Regionaltechnieal
assistancecenters..................... 1 2 3 8

o. New productregulations............... 1 2 3 8

p. Local"Quiet" equipment
procurementprocedures............... 1 2 3 8

q. Other
(Specify) 1 2 3 8

I

I
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23. Pleaseindicatethecurrentusefulnesstoyourstateof the followingproductsorservicesprovidedby
the NationalLeagueof Cities.(Circlethenumberof theappropriateresponseforeachilem.)

Very Somewhat Not Don't
Useful Useful Useful Know

a. Nation's Cities WeeklyRepods ......... 1 2 3 8

b. ProvidingEPAdocuments
and materiats ......................... 1 2 3 8

c. Responsesto inquiries................. 1 2 3 8

d. Comparativereportsonother
noisecontrolprograms................. t 2 3 8

e. Articlesdiscussingregislatlon...........
or poricy.............................. 1 2 3 8

f. Other
(Specify) 1 2 3 8

Thank you for your cooperation in completing this survey.
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SUPPLEMENT ON MUNICIPAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIVITIES

THISPORTIONOFTHESURVEYMAYBERETURNEDSEPARATELYATALATERDATE.

1. Estimatethe numberof municipalitiesinyourstatewhichhaveanytypeof legislationwith specific
decibel(noiselevel)limits.(Indicatetheappropriatenumber.)

2. A noise control program is defined as having the following: funding, staff, equipment, and en-
forcementera law or erdinancewhich includesdecibel (noiselevel)limits,Thelaw orordinancemust
include decibel (noise level) limits in any one of the /o/lowing areas: vehicles, property line,
construction, and/and use. A municipalitymay/;ave a noise control program without specific
municipal legislationaslongas someother federal,state,orcountylaw orordinanceis enforced.

Accordingtotheabovedefinition,howmanymunicipalitiesinyourstatehavea noisecontrolprogram?
(Indicatetheappropriatenumber.)

Pleaselist thenamesofthemunicipalitieswhichcurrentlyhavenoisecontrolprogramsalongwiththe
nameofthe appropriatepersontocontactregardingtheprogram,(Useadditionalsheetsof paperif
neccessary.)

CITY NAME CONTACTPERSON ADDRESSANDPHONE#

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15 __
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3. How many municipalitiesin yourstatedo youconsideractivein noisecontrol,but whosenoise
abatementaclivltiosdonotfit thedefinition(giveninquestion23) ofanoisecontrolprogram?(Indicate
theappropriatenumber,)

Please list the names of these municipalitiesactive in noisecontrol along with the name el an
appropriatecontactperson.

CITY NAME CONTACTPERSON ADDRESSANDPHONE#

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

PleaseReturn to:

NationalLeagueelCities
Attention:

Ms,KarenO'erien
1301Penn,Ave,N,W.
Washington,D.C. 20004

(202)626-3260
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APPENDIX B

ANALYSIS OF RESPONDENTS AND NON-RESPONDENTS



ANALYSIS OF CITY RESPONDENTS
AND NON-RESPONDENTS

Percentage/ Percentage/
Number Number Not

Type Of City Returned Returned Total

Central City 66% 34% 100%
(256) (131) (387)

Suburb 54% 46% 100%

(263) (222) (485)

Independent 53% 47% 100%
(187) (164) (3S1)

(706) (517) (1223)

Percentage/ Percentage/
Form of Number Number Not
Government Returned Returned Total

Mayor/Council 57% 43% 100%
(263) (200) (463)

City Manager 59% 41% 100%
(386) (264) (650)

Commission 57% 43% 100%

(37) (28) (65)

Other 44% 56% I00%

(20) (25) (45)

(706) (517) (1223)
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ANALYSIS OF CITY RESPONDENTS

AND NON-RESPONDENTS

Percentage/ Percentage/
Number Number Not

Population Returned Returned Total

Over 150,000 80% 20% 100%

(80) (20) (100)

100,000-150,000 63% 37% 100%

(40) (23) (63)

50,000-100,000 69% 31% I00%

(180) (80) (260)

40,000-50,000 60% 40% 100%

(82) (55) (137)

30,000-40,000 52% 48% 100%
(131) (123) (254)

20,000-30,000 47_ 53% 100%
(193) (216) (409)

(706) (517) (1223)
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ANALYSIS OF CITY RESPONDENTS
AND NON-RESPONDENTS

Number Number Not

State Returned Returned Total

Alaska 2 0 2

Alabama i0 7 17

Arkansas 3 9 12

Arizona 4 4 8

California 97 64 161

Colorado 13 5 18

Connecticut 27 13 40

District of Columbia 1 0 1

Delaware 2 1 3

Florida 32 19 51

Georgia 8 8 16

Hawaii 1 0 1

Iowa 15 3 18

Idaho 2 4 6

Illinois 43 34 77

Indiana 13 15 28

Kansas '7 6 13

Kentucky 5 6 ii

5ouimiana 9 4 13

Massachusetts 31 42 73

Maryland 7 2 9

Maine 3 3 6
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ANALYSIS OF CITY RESPONDENTS

AND NON-RESPONDENTS (cont'd)

Number Number Not

State Returned Returned Total

Michigan 35 22 57

Minnesota 18 12 30

Missouri 13 7 20

Mississippi 5 8 13

Montana 1 4 5

North Carolina 13 6 19

North Dakota 3 1 4

Nebraska 3 3 6

New Hampshire 5 2 7

New Jersey 33 48 81

New Mexico 5 4 9

Nevada 5 0 5

New York 21 28 60

Ohio 32 28 60

Oklahoma 9 8 17

Oregon 9 0 9

Pennsylvania 41 22 63

Rhode Island 7 5 12

South Carolin_ 7 3 i0

South Dakota i 2 3

Tennessee 6 8 14
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ANALYSIS OF CITY RESPONDENTS

AND NON-RESPONDENTS (cont'd)

Number Number Not

State Returned Returned Total

Texas 38 23 61

Utah 7 0 7

Virginia 15 6 21

Vermont 1 0 1

Washington 16 1 17

Wisconsin 17 ll 28

West Virginia 2 6 8

Wyoming 3 0 3

Total 706 513 1223
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State Noise Survey

Respondents Non-Respondents

Alabama Alaska
Arkansas Georgia

Arizona New Mexico
California North Dakota
Colorado Tennessee

Connecticut Washington
Delaware West Virginia

Florida Wyoming
Hawaii

Iowa
Idaho
Illinois

Indiana
Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana
Massachusetts

Maryland
Maine

Michigan
Minnesota

Missouri

Mississippi
Montana

North Carolina

Nebraska

New Hampshire

New Jersey
Nevada

Mew York
Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South Dakota
Texas

Utah

Virginia
Vermont
Wisconsin

Puerto Rico
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APPENDIX C

LOCAL NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS



LOCAL NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS

1977 1979

1975 Budget Per Capita Budget Par _apitaCity and State Population _ _

Alaska

Anchorage 161,018 40,000 24.8 45,000 27.9

Alabama

Huntsville 136,419 i0,000 7.3 25,000 18.3

Mobile 196,441 N/A 76,000 38.7

Arizona

Phoenix 664,721 215,000 32.3 N/A

California

Anaheim 193,616 25,000 12.9 5,000 2.6

Arcadia 46,697 I, 000 2.1 0 0.0
Bell Gardens i0,961 N/A 0 0.0

Beverly Hills 34,952 N/A 500 1.4
Brea 21,599 N/A i, 500 6.9
B_ena Park 61,840 1,000 1.6 9,000 14.6

Chula Vista 75,497 N/A 20,000 26.5

Concord 95,114 N/A 4,000 4.2
Corona 33,061 N/A 250 0.3

Cesta Mesa 76,058 12,000 1.6 N/A
Covina 33,761 i, 800 5.3 0 0.0

Culver City 38,211 5,000 13.1 N/A
Downey 85,812 N/A 18,000 21.0

E1 Cajon 60,404 N/A 500 0.8
E1 Cerritto 22,846 N/A i00 0.4

Fountain Valley 52,377 N/A 800 1.5
Fremont 117,862 20,000 17.0 0 O. 0

Fresno 176,528 20,000 17.3 0 O. 0

Gardena 45,202 2,900 6.4 i00 O. 2
Glendora 33,365 3,200 9.6 N/A

Hawthorne 53,953 N/A l, 500 2.8
Inglewood 81,802 34,900 42.7 0 0.0

La Habra 43,037 3,000 7.0 N/A
La Mesa 42,587 N/A 1,000 2.3

Lakewood 81,802 200 0.2 i0,000 12.2

l
l
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LOCAL NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS (cont'd)

1977 1979

1975 Budgst Per Capita Budget Per Capita

City and State Population _ _

Livermore 49,850 4,000 8.0 N/A

Lompoc 24,296 500 2.1 0 0.0
Long Beach 335,602 106,851 31.8 43,200 12.9

Los Angeles 2,727,399 i00,000 3.7 35,000 1.3
Menlo Park 25,832 8,500 32.9 0 0.0
Modesto 83,540 ii,i00 13.3 2,000 2.4

Monterey 29,063 7,000 24.1 N/A
Mountain View 55,143 2,000 3.6 0 0.0
Oakland 330,651 200 0.1 0 0.0

Ontario 63,140 50,922 80.6 20,000 31.7
Orange 82,157 N/A 2,300 2.8

Palo Alto 52,277 N/A i0,000 19.1
Paramount 31,170 16,300 52.3 0 0.0

Pasadena 82,275 10,000 12.2 i0,000 12.2
Placentia 30,420 N/A 1,500 4.9

Redondo Beach 62,400 N/A 500 0.8
Rialto 31,149 3,000 9.6 0 0.0

San Diego 773,996 55,300 7.1 104,000 13.4
San Francisco 664,520 43,500 6.5 0 0.0

San Leandro 66,953 9,300 13.9 0 0.0

Santa Cruz 36,807 1,500 4.1 4,000 10.9

Santa Rosa 65,087 20,00Q 30.1 N/A
Saratoga 29,267 N/A 300 1.0

Simi Valley 70,086 8,900 12.7 50,000 71.3

Sunnyvale 102,462 2,300 2.2 N/A
Temple City 30,458 N/A 750 2.5
Torrance 139,776 40,000 28.6 0 0.0

Westminster 66,758 N/A 5,000 7.5

Colorado

Arvada 74,254 1,000 1.3 0 0.0

Aurora 118,060 600 0.5 N/A
Boulder 78,560 36,000 45.8 64,000 81.4
Colorado

Springs 179,584 47,847 26.6 i].6,000 64.6

Denver 484,531 37,280 7.7 70,000 14.4

Greeley 47,362 5,300 ii.I N/A
Lakewood 120,350 200 O.l 0 0.0

North Glenn 35,318 N/A 40,000 128.2
Pueblo 105,312 4,000 3.8 0 0.0

Thornton 24,757 N/A 24,757 32.3
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LOCAL NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS (cont'd)

1977 1979

1975 Budget Per _apita Budget Per _apitaCity and State Population

Connecticut

New Haven 126,845 300 0.2 N/A

Norwalk 76,688 635 0.8 0 0.0

Stamford i05,151 N/A 3,000 2.9
Trumball 33,496 N/A 0 0.0

Vernon 29,355 N/A 20 0.i

District of Columbia

Washington 711,518 43,200 6.1 i0,000 1.4

Delaware

Newark 26,645 N/A 0

Wilmington 76,152 20,000 26.3 0 0.0

Florida

Boca Raton 42,363 3,000 7.1 14,000 33.0

Coral Gables 43,370 N/A 200 0.5

Daytona Beach 48,037 1,500 3.1 1,000 2.1
Ft. Lauderdale 159,959 10,000 6.3 10,000 6.3

Galnesville 72,236 35,000 48.5 N/A
Jacksonville 535,030 18,315 3.4 0 0.0

Miami 365,082 N/A 7,500 2.1
Miami Beach 94,063 35,000 37.2 5,000 5.3

Pompano Beach 48,821 N/A 25,000 51.2
Riviera Beach 23,929 N/A i0,000 41.8
Sunrise 21,547 N/A 0 0.0

Tampa 280,340 7,250 2.6 0 0.0
West Palm Beach 61,471 N/A lO0,000 162.7

Georgia

Columbus 159,352 15,000 9.4 0 0.0

College Park 24,671 N/A 6,000 24.3
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LOCAL NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS (cont'd)

1977 1979

1975 Budget Per Capit_ Budget Per _apltaCity and State Population '_

Illinois

Carbondale 22,633 N/A 300 1.3
Chicago 3,099,391 127,155 4.1 0 0.0
Downers Grove 38,597 2,000 5.2 150 0.4

Elk Grove Village 25,936 N/A 500 1.9

Elmhurst 45,020 N/A 5,000 ii.i
Glenview 30,550 N/A 5,000 16.4

Jollst 91,870 N/A 1,500 1.6
Normal 33,336 1,400 4.2 30,000 90.0

Park Ridge 42,957 N/A 30,000 69.8
Rockford 145,459 1,500 1.0 0 0.0

Waukegan 65,133 N/A 2,000 3.1

Indiana

Elkhart 2,602 N/A I00 3.8
Evansville 133,566 8,876 6.6 0 0.0

Hammond 104,892 4,250 4.1 4,000 3.8

Indianapolis 714,878 39,270 5.4 0 0.0

Iowa

Ames 43,412 4,750 10.9

Clinton 33,794 1,000 3.0 200 0.6
Council Bluffs 58,660 573 1.0 20,000 34.1

Davenport 99,941 N/A 2,800 2.8

Des Molnes 194,168 N/A 33,000 17.0
Dubuque 61,754 4,250 6.9 3,000 4.9
Iowa City 47,899 N/A 0 0.0

Sioux City 85,710 N/A 10,000 11.7

Kansas

Prairie Village 26,631 25,000 93.9 N/A
Wichita 264,901 1,000 0.3 0 0.0
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LOCAL NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS (cont'd)

1977 1979

1975 Budget Per Capita Budget Per Capita

City and State Population _ _

Louisiana

Slidell 21,014 N/A 500 2.4

Maine

Lewiston 41,045 i0,000 24.4 0 0.0

Massachusetts

Boston 636,725 18,500 2.9 14,000 2.2

Holyoke 46,435 400 0.9 0 0.0

Springfield 170,790 700 0.4 N/A

Maryland

Bowie 37,323 N/A 1,200 3.2

Rockville 44,229 N/A 21,500 48.6

Michigan

Ann Arbor 103,542 N/A I0,000 9.7

Birmingham 23,339 700 2.9 0 0.0

Grand Rapids 187,946 26,614 14.2 30,000 16.0
Livonia 114,881 18,206 15.8 N/A

Saginaw 86,202 19,680 22.8 40,000 46.4
Sterling Heights 86,932 N/A 1,000 1.2

Taylor 76,626 5,000 6.5 0 0.0
Trenton 28,432 N/A 1,500 5.3

Wyoming 57,918 N/A 3,500 6.0

Minnesota

Bloomington 79,210 43,200 54.5 25,000 31.6
Columbia 24,202 N/A 12,500 51.6

Edina 47,989 500 1.0 N/A

Eridley 35,427 500 1.4 0 0.0
Golden Valley 22,626 N/A 100 0.4
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LOCAL NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS (cont'd)

1977 1979

1975 Budget Per Capita Budget Per Capita

City and State Population S _ _

Minnesota (cont'd[

Minneapolis 378,112 I0,000 2.6 1,200 0.3
Minnstonka 42,202 2,500 6.0 N/A

New Hope 22,554 N/A 3,000 13.3
Richfield 43,186 4,500 10.4 N/A
St. Cloud 40,621 4,500 Ii.i 0 0.0

Mississippi

Biloxi 46,407 5,080 10.7 N/A

Missouri

Independence 111,481 N/A 2,000 1.8

Montana

Great Falls 60,868 2,000 3.3 N/A

Helena 26,251 3,300 12.6 N/A

Nebraska

Grand Island 33,304 2,000 6.0 N/A

Lincoln 163,112 25,800 15.8 50,000 30.7
Omaha 371,455 6,000 1.6 0 0.0

New Hampshire

Concord 29,321 N/A 0 0.0

Dover 21,431 N/A 0 0.0

Portsmough 24,780 N/A 0 0.0

.New Jersey

Bridgewater 31,591 i, 200 3.8 N/A
Cherry Hill 68,794 N/A 3,000 4.4

b

i
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LOCAL NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS (ccnt'd)

1977 1979

1975 Budget Per Capita Budget Per Capita

City and State Population _ _

New Jersey (cont'd)

East Windsor 21,370 N/A 0 0.0
Elizabeth 104,405 N/A 30,000 28.7

Jackson 23,761 N/A 0 0.0

Kearney 39,202 2,100 5.4 N/A
Lodi 24,109 N/A 0 0.0

Newark 339,568 N/A 0 0.0
New Brunswick 47,420 N/A 0 0.0

Orange 30,452 500 1.6 N/A

Perth Amboy 35,963 400 1.1 0 0.0
Teaneck Twp 41,527 1,500 3.6 18,175 43.8

Wayne TWp 49,197 3,150 6.4 0 0.0

New Mexico

Alamogordo 23,535 N/A i00 0.4

Albuquerque 279,401 20,869 7.5 50,000 17.9

New York

Ithaca 28,770 N/A 26,000 90.4

New Rochelle 71,841 100,000 139.2 N/A

New York City 7,481,613 250,000 3.3 250,000 3.3
Rome 49,014 N/A 2,000 4.1

North Carolina

Burlington 37,586 N/A 1,828 4.9
Fayetteville 65,915 1,000 1.5 0 0.0

Raleigh 134,231 N/A 1,500 1.1

North Dakota

Grand Forks 41,909 8,000 19.1 0 0.0

Minot 32,790 1,600 4.9 2,000 6.1
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LOCAL NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS (cont'd)

1977 1979

1975 Budget Per Capita Budget Per Capita

City and State Population _ _ _

Ohio

Akron 251,747 43,900 17.4 0 0.0

Columbus 535,610 N/A 17,800 3.3

Dayton 205,986 N/A 1O, O00 4.9
Kettering 69,949 N/A 3,500 5.0
Lakewood 65,395 N/A 10,000 15.3

North Olmstead 37,420 N/A 10,O00 26.7

Shaker Heights 34,759 2,000 5.8 750 2.2
Toledo 367,650 4,800 1.3 500 0.I

Xenia 28,765 N/A 2,500 8.7

Youngstown 132,203 N/A 500 0.4

Oklahoma

Norman 59,948 18_000 30.0 30,O00 50.0
Oklahoma 365,916 23,000 6.3 28,000 7.7

Tulsa 331,726 4,080 1.2 0 0.0

Ore@on

Corvallis 38,502 2,800 7.3 0 000

Eugene 92,451 12,980 14.O 70,000 75,7
Portland 356,732 61,700 17.3 70,000 19.6

Pennsylvania

Allentown 106,624 67,000 62.8 50,000 46.9

Bristol Town 66,184 N/A 500 0.8

Johnston 7,025 N/A 0 0.0
Easton 29,263 N/A 0 O.O

Marple 24,586 N/A O 0.0
Philadelphia 1,815,808 N/A 62,000 3.4

Ridley Township 37,384 N/A 1,000 2.7
Upper Darby 91,521 N/A 300 0.3
Willlamsport 35,915 N/A I0,000 27.8
York 48,587 N/A 9,700 20.0
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LOCAL NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS (cont'd)

1977 1979

1975 Budget Per Capita Budget Per Capita

City and State Population _ _

Rhode Island

Cranston 74,381 N/A 9,000 12.1

East Providence 49,636 i00 0.2 N/A
Pawtucket 72,024 1,000 1.4 1,000 1.4

South Carolina

Columbia 111,616 5,200 4.7 0 0.0

Spartanburg 46,929 N/A 2,777 5.9

South Dakota

Rapid City 48,156 N/A 2,000 4.2

Sioux Palls 43,925 2,500 3.4 N/A

Texas

Bryan 37,160 2,000 5.4 0 0.0

Dallas 822,451 N/A ll,000 1.3
Farmers Branch 33,101 N/A 1,500 4.5

Galveston 60,125 3,100 5.2 0 0.0
Garland 111,322 N/A 4,500 4.0

Houston 1,357,394 24,733 1.8 0 0.0
Hurst 28,176 125 0.4 0 O.O

Pasadena 97,561 500 0.5 0 0.0

Port Arthur 53,557 N/A 2,000 3.7

Utah

Bountiful 30,358 1,100 3.6 1,000 3.3
Murray 22,595 N/A 720 3.2

Salt Lake City 169,917 100,000 58.9 248,000 146.0

Virginia

Alexandria 105,220 3,500 3.3 20,000 19.0

Arlington 1,555,518 15,800 10.2 N/A
Charlottesville 41,655 N/A 0 0.0

Chesapeake 104,459 1,500 1.4 0 0.0

Norfolk 286,694 24,000 8.4 4,500 1.6
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LOCAL NOISE CONTROL BUDGETS (cont'd)

1977 1979

1975 Budget Per _apita Budget Per _apitaCity and State Population

Washington

Everett 48,371 12,980 26.8 0 0.0

Longview 29,187 N/A i0,000 34.3

Olympia 26,811 30,000 111.9 0 0.0
Pullman 23,396 N/A 500 2.1

Richland 29,543 N/A 500 0.0
Seattle 487,091 99,200 20.4 90,000 18.5

Tacoma 151,267 N/A 600 0.4
Vancouver 47,742 N/A i00 0.2

Wisconsin

Green Bay 91,189 N/A 25,000 27.4
Kenosha 80,727 8,250 10.2 0 0.0

Manitowoc 33,057 2,000 6.0 3,500 10.6

Marathon 1,214 100 8.2 N/A
Milwaukee 665,796 26,893 4.0 30,000 4.5

Oshkosh 50,107 la250 2.5 1,500 2.0
Racine 94,744 2,700 2.8 400 0.4

West Allis 69,084 4,700 6.8 10,000 14.5

Wyomin9

Cheyenne 46.677 N/A 3,000 6.4
Laramie 63,212 N/A 1,000 1.6
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APPENDIX D

MUNICIPAL AND STATE NOISE CONTROL OFFICIALS



Municipal Noise Control officials

Alaska

Susan Oswalt Roy Hedge
Senior Environmental Zoning Enforcement Officer

Specialist Building and Housing
Health and Environmental P.O. Box 1087

Protection Chula Vista, CA 92102
825 L Street

Anchorage, AK 99501 David Golick
Associate Planner

Planning Department

Alabama Civic Center
1950 Parkside Drive

I. N. Vaoghan Concord, CA 94521
Noise Control Officer

Air Pollution Control Mr. Harry Rayson

2033C Airport Road Building Official
Huntsville, AL 35802 Building and Safety Division

8425 Second Street

Downey, CA 90241

Arizona
Virgil R. Hanson

Andre Tevlin Director of Building
Management Assistant and Planning
City Manager's Office 200 E. Main Street
P.O. Box 5002 E1 Cajen, CA

Tempe, AZ 85281
Clinton Sherrod

Planning Director

Californla Planning Department
10200 Slater Avenue

Robert E. Apodaca Fountain Valley, CA 92708
Senior Code Enforcement Officer

Department of Housing and Clyde N. Bradley
Community Development Mechanical Engineer III

Ill South First Street Planning & Inspection

Alhambra, CA 91801 c/o City of Fresno
2326 Fresno Street

Robert J. Kelley Fresno, CA 93721
Associate Planner

Planning Department William Kumer
Anaheim, CA 92803 Manager

Public Works and Development

D.F. (Rick) Sowder Department

Zoning Administrator i1391 Acacia Parkway

Planning and Building Garden Grove, CA 92640
6650 Beach Blvd.

Bueno Park, CA 90620 Colman Young
Chief of Police

Police Department
4460 West 126 Street

Hawthorne, CA 9025Q
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California (cont'd)

Jack R. G0nsalves Allan Savitz
Assistant Planner Director of Public Works

Community Development Public Works
5050 Clark Avenue City of Chico
Lakewood, CA 90714 Chico, CA 95927

Stephen Glass Bill Wojtkowski
Noise Control Specialist Director of Community

Health Department Development Department
2655 Pime Ave. 207 Harvard Avenue

Long Beach, CA 90806 Claremont, CA 91711

Frank V. Kroeger Roy M. Evans
Chief of Conservation Bureau Associate Planner

Building and Safety Planning Department

City Hall, Room 418 815 West Sixth Street

200 North Spring Street Corona, CA 91720
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Building Superintendent

Ralph Acosta Community Development
Community Services Coordinator 1700 West 162nd Street
7100 South Garfield Avenue Gardena, CA 90249

Bell Gardens, CA 90201
David Wear

Charles Aronberg, MD Planning Director

Council Member Planning
450 North Croscent Drive 8130 Allison Avenue

Beverly Hills, CA 90210 La Mesa, CA 92041

Mr. Hogan George Argante
Junior Civil Engineer Senior Building Inspector

Development Services Building and Safety
401 South Brea Blvd. 11330 Bullis Road

Brea, CA 92621 Lynwmod, CA 90262

Mathew A. Boden Captain Harry Kuhlmeyer

Director of Planning Manhattan Beach Police Department
and Community Development 420 15th Street

P.O. Box 248 Manhattan Beach, CA 90226

Camarillo, CA 93010
Jim Strat

Ali Soliman Police Department
Assistant Director 320 W. Newmark

Environmental Affairs Monterey Park, CA 91754

Cerritos City Hall
Bloomfield Avenue at 183rd st. Malcolm C. Gerschter

Cerritos, CA 90701 Planning Director
1243 National City Blvd.

National City, CA 92050
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California (cont'd)

Bob Street Deanna Clark
Associate Planner Code Enforcement Officer

Planning ,. Planning & Development Services
401 E. Chapman Avenue City of Orange
Placenta, CA 92670 300 East Chapman Ave.

Orange, CA 92666
R.T. Bottarins

Associate Planner Bill Zamer

Community Development City Manager
3300 N. Main Street 250 Hamilton Street

Pleasant Hill, CA 94523 Palo Alto, CA 94301

Susan Tebo Murray Cooper
Assistant Planner Environmental Health Coordinator

Planning Public Health, Room 104
i00 Avenida Presidio Pasadena, CA 91104
San Clemente, CA 92672

Frank Meehan

Jeffrey Redding Chief

Associate Planner Police Department
Planning and Community 415 Diamond Street

Development, Room 206 Redondo Beach, CA 90277
809 Center Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 Stephen Whyld

Principal Planner
The Honorable Elwin E. Mussell Planning Department

Mayor of Sant Maria City Hall
City Hall 3900 Main Street

ll0 E. Cook Riverside, CA 92522
Santa Maria, CA 93454

Harry Sen

George Dragicevich Sacramento County Health Agency
Planning Director 3701 Branch Center Road

City Hall Sacramento, CA 95827
P.O. Box 668

Temple City, CA 91780 Sob Prodoehl

Superintendent of Building and
Dale E. Davis safety, Community Development
Public Services Officer P.O. Box 99

Management Services Ventura, CA 93002
P.O. Box 642

Modesto, CA 95353 James Dukes

Administrator

Paul Clark Building Inspection
Noise Control Engineer 1222 First Ave.

Planning Department San Diego, CA 92101
303 East B Street

Ontario, CA 91764 Michael Kuhn

Environmental Planner/Senior Planner

Community Development
3200 Cochran Street

Simi Valley, CA 93065
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California (cont'd) Connecticut

Monte MeElray Donna I. King
Administrator Environmental Councilmember

Division Chairman, Quiet

Bldg. and Safety Department City Committee
3031 Torrance Blvd. 51 Noah's Lane

Torrance, CA 90503 Norwalk, CT 06851

Jerry Kenny Ralph M. Gofstein, MD
Planning Director Director of Health

Community Development Dept. 229 North Street
Westminister, CA 92683 Stamford, CT 06903

Mr. Thomas M. Upson Mr. Charles Vassilopoulos
Code Enforcement Officer Environmental Health Officer

Code Enformemt Health Department

Saratoga City Offices 14 Park Place
13777 Frvitvale Ave. Vernon, CT 06066

Saratoga, CA 95070
Ms. Jean M. Fillmann

Planning and Zoning Technician
Colorado Planning and Zoning

Town Hall

Corporal Richard Burdorf Trumbull, CT 06611

Police Department
10969 Irma Drive

Northglenn, CO 80233 Delaware

Mr. Tom Clouser Police Department
Administrative Assistant Building Department

8992 North Washington Newark, DE 19711
Thornton, CO 80229

James V° Adams Washington, D.C.
Environmental Protection o_ficer

Building Inspection Department Herbert T. Wood
P.O. Box 791 Program Manager
Boulder, CO 80306 Environmental Services

Room 314

Thomas A. Conay 415 12th Street, N.W.

Professional Sanitarian Washington, D.C. 20017

Public Health Engineering Dept.
605 Bannaca Street

Denver, CO 80204 Florida

Joseph A. Zunieh Frank Paglianite

Noise Control Administrator Code Compliance Inspector

Noise Control Office Building and Zoning
P.O. Box 1575 P.O. Box 14250

Colorado Springs, CO 80901 Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33302
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Florida (cont'd)

Curt Wild Davender Kant

Code Enforcement Director Director

Economic Development Community Development and
1700 Convention Ctr. Dr. Environmental Control,

Miami Beach, FL 33139 Municipal Complex
600 West Blud Heron Blvd.

Richard E. Wolf Riviera Beach, FL 33404

Chief Environmental Officer

Community Development Mr. Robert Clark
201 W. Palmetto Park Road City Clerk

Boca Raton, FL 33232 Dept. of City Clerk
10770 W. Oakland Park Blvd.

Captain Peter Petracco Sunrise, FL 33321

Police Department

201 W. Palmetto Park Road Georgia
Boca Eaton, FL 33432

Lynn B. Curry, Jr., P.E.

Vern Cuddy City Engineer
Mechanical Inspector P.O. Box F
P.O. Box 341540 College Park, GA 30337

Coral Gables, FL 33134

Frank Habelka, Jr. Illinois

Mechanical Inspector/
Noise Control Officer John A. Yow

License and Inspection Director
Department Code Enforcement Division

P.O. Box 551 P.O. Box 3067

Daytona Beach, FL 32015 Carbondale, IL 62901

Pinellas County Government Michael Little

Pinellas County Environmental Director

Control Building and Zoning
315 Haven Street 801 Burlington
Clearwater, FL 33516 Downers Grove, IL 60515

Peter S. Padowitz Thoms F. Rettenbacher

Energy Conservation Officer Building Commissioner

Building and zoning Inspectimn Building and Development
Department 901 Wellington Avenue

P.O. Box 330708 Elk Grove Village, IL 60007
Miami, FL 33133

The Honorable Abner S. Ganet

George B. Chapman Mayor of Elmhurst

Director City Hall
Dept. of Planning 119 Schiller Street
P.O. Box 3366 Elmhurst, IL 60126
West Palm Beach, FL 33405

George Weinand
Mr. Walter Williams Director of Health Services

Chief Building Official Health Department

P.O. Box 1300 33 South Arlington Hts. Rd.

Pompano Beach, FL 33061 Arlington Heights, IL 60005
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Illinois (cont'd)

Don B. Galley Karl Bandemer
Chief Director

Environmental Services Urban Grants

City Hall, Room 810 City-County Building, Room 880
121 North LaSalle Street One Main Street

Chicago, IL 60602 Fort Wayne, IN 46802

Philip Lindahl, P.E. Ronald L. Novak

Environmental Department Chief
1420 Miner Street Hammond Air Pollution Control
Des Plaines, IL 60016 5925 Calumet Avenue

Hammond, IN 46320
Fredrick Breen

Chief of Police Steve Rockwell

Police Department Zoning Administrator

150 West Jefferson Street Planning and Zoning
Joliet, IL 60431 229 S. Second Street

Elkhart, IN 46514
Roger L. Harrison
Environmental Control Director

Environmental Control Iowa
106 North Utica

Waukegan, IL 60085 Richard G. Siondi, MPA

Director of Public Health
Richard D. Koziol City Hall
Building and Zoning Director 209 Pearl Street

1930 Prairie Street Council Bluffs, IA 51501
Glenview, IL 60025

Janet Heigren
Walter Newman Noise Specialist

Director City Hall
Community Development 209 Pearl Street

175 West Jackson Council Bluffs, IA 51501
Naperville, IL 60540

Curtis H° Snow

Ron Allers Assistant to Administrator

Building Commissioner City Hall
Building and Zoning Office 226 West 4th

100 E. Phoeniz Ave. Davenport, IA 52801
Normal, IL 61761

Mr. John Klaus

H. Spahn City Attorney
City Manager City of Ames

505 Park Place Ames City Hall
Park Ridge, IL 60068 Ames, IA 50010

Indiana Mr. Richard Vcss

Captain
Joan Sheeton Police

Executive Director 220 Clay Street
Evansville Environmental Cedar Falls, IA 50613

Protection Agency

Civic Center Complex, Room 207
Evansville, IN 47708
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Iowa (cont'd) Maryland

Sgt. Dwaine Gray Elkins W. Dahle, Jr.
•rafflc Bureau Sgt. Director
Clinton Police Department Bureau of Industrial H_'giene

241 7th Ave. North Baltimore City Health Department,
Clinton, IA 52732 Room 5219

llll North Calvert Street

C.F. Myhr Baltimore, MD 21202
Chief of Police

Police Department Andrew J. Cressmsn
Public Safety Bldg. Code Enforcement Officer
Museatine, IA 52761 Adm- Services

2614 Kenhill Drive

Vernon Adams Bowie, MD 207].5

Noise Control Specialist
Building Inspection Paul Radauskas

City Hall Superintendent of Licenses
East let & Locust and Inspections

Des Moines, IA 50307 Community Development and

Housing Assistance
A.J. Roth, Jr. Maryland Avenue at Vinson Street
Health Director Rockville, MD 20850

Health Department

City Hall
Dubuque, IA 52001 Massachusetts

Chief Robert O'Brien Geoffrey M. Boehm
Law Enforcement Center Senior Administrative Assistant

Dubuque, IA 52001 City of Boston Air Pollution
Control Commission

Paul A. Flynn 182 Tremont Street
City Manager Boston, MA 02111
c/o P.O. Box 447

Sioux City, IA 51102 David Vickery

Assistant City Manager

Kentucky Community Development Department
57 Inman Street

Chief Lyle Schwartz Cambridge, MA 02139
Police Chief

Police Department

City-County Bldg. Michigan
Covington, KY 41011

Godfrey W. Collins

Louisiana Assistant City Administrator

Engineering Services
Norman Pedelahore i00 North Fifth Avenue

Building Official Ann Arbor, MI 48107
Permits
2056 Second Street Robert Gerds

Slidell, LA 70458 Administrator

Inspection Services

91 North Saginaw
Pontiac, MI 48058
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Michigan (cont'd)

Gordon W. Foster Ms. Bonnie Bilinsky

Chief Building Inspector Environmental Health Inspector

Building and Zoning 14600 Minnetonka Blvd.
1155 28th St. S.W. Minnetonka, MN 55343

Wyoming, MI 49509

Doug Sarlsted

James A0 Biener Building Inspections

Director 4401Xylon Ave.
Environmental Protection New Hope, MN 55428

Department

509 Wealthy, S.W. Lcn Loken
Grand Rapids, MI 49509 Environmental Health Specialist

Environmental Services

The Honorable George B. Jackson 2215 West Old Shakopee Road

Mayor of Birmingham Bloomington, MN 55431
City Hall
575 West Frank Street Glenn D- Kiecker

Birmingham, MI 48009 Pollution Control Specialist

Inspections Department
Ghassan J. Hami, P.E. Public Health Center, Room 300

Senior Civil Engineer Minneapolis, MN 55415
Engineer & Building Dept.
2800 Third Street

Trenton, MI 48183 Missouri

M. Christine Smith
Minnesota Sanitarian III

Independence Health Department
Stuart Andersen 223 North Memorial Drive

Chief Independence, MO 64050

Police Department
590 40th Ave. N.E. Lt. Pat Nunn

Columbia Heights, MN 55421 Police Department
710 South 9th St.

Dwight P. Wells St. Joseph, MO 64501

Sergeant
Public Safety

7800 Golden Valley Road Nebraska

Golden Valley, MN 55427
Terry Obteshka

Herb Wenkel Noise Control Specialist

Sanitarian Lincoln-Lancaster County Health
Community Development Department

202 E. Jackson Street 2200 St. Mary's Avenue
Mankato, MN 56001 Lincoln, NB 68502

Officer Hoffman

Police Department New Jersey
Law Enforcement Center

710 South Front Street Robert S. Outlaw
Mankato, MN 56001 Environmental Health Coordinator

Health Department
820 Mercer Street

Cherry Hill, NJ 08002
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New Jersey (cont'd) New Mexico

John N. Surmay Miles B. Orton
Director Manager, Noise Control Program

Health Welfare & Housing Department of Services-Technical
60 Winfield Scott Place Service Division

Elizabeth, NJ 07207 P.O. Box 1293
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103

Stephen L. McKee
Health Officer Environmental Improvement Agency

Health Department 200 E. 5th Street

Second Kings Highway Roswell, NM 88201
Middletown, NJ 07748

John Santosuosso New York

Township Engineer

E.W.T. Engineering Department Gerald Giordano
Ward Street Chief of Police

East Windsor, NJ 08520 Glen Cove Police Station
Glen Street

Reagan Burkholder Glen Cove, NY 11542
Township Manager

Municipal Building Ethel B. Nichols
Ward Street Alderwoman

East Windsor, NJ 08520 Planning Department
108 E. Green Street

Peter J. Hendricks Ithaca, NY 14850

Director of Program Services

Housing and Urban Development Joseph R. Staehla

Authority Deputy Chief
303 George Street Suite 308 Police Department
New Brunswick, NJ 08901 Roosevelt Square North

Mount Vernon, NY 10550

John A. Gald/Rod W. Priess

Sanitary Inspector Robert S. Bennin

Health Department Director
Teaneck Municipal Building Bureau of Noise Abatement
Teaneck, NJ 07666 120 Wall Street

New York City, NY 10007

Hudson Regional Health Commission
313 Harrison

Harrison, NJ 10709 North Carolina

Cornelius D. Brightman Captain John E. Pipitona
Chief-Divislon of Env. Health Police Department

Paterson Department of Health P.O. Box 7148
176 Broadway Asheville, NC 28807
Paterson, NJ 07505

J.R. Jones

Transportation Program Coordinator

I Office of Special Projectst

City of Charlotte
600 E. Trade Street

Charlotte, NC 28202
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North Carolina (cont'd) ohio

Marion Berkley John Gray

Safety Director Zoning Administrator

City of Raleigh Division of Building Inspection
ii0 MoDowell Street P.O. Box 22

Raleigh, NC 27602 Dayton, OH 45401

Chief of Police Raymond Shelton Ronald A. Zurawski, P.E.

City Of Burlington City Engineer
Burlington, NC 27215 5252 Dover Center Road

North Olmsted, OH 44070

North Dakota Dan Aultman

Chief of Police

Dennis L. Smetana Xenia Police Division

Minot Police Department i01 M. Detroit Street
515 2nd Ave. S.W. Xenia, OH 45385

Minot, ND 58701
Beth Jenkins
Code Enforcement Officer

Ohio City Attorney's Office
4950 S.W. Hall Blvd.

Gary Brown Beaverton, OH 97005
Public Health Sanitarian

Columbus Health Department

181 South Washington Blvd. Oklahoma
Columbus, OH 43215

Ed E. Saln
Lieutenant Paul Hendarshot Chief

Traffic Division Noise Control and

Police Department Zoning Inspection
3600 Shroyer Road Code Enforcement

Kstterling, OH 45429 200 N. Walker, Room 505
Oklahoma City, OK 73102

J.H. Childs

city Engineer Richard C. Pant, Sr.
12650 Detroit Ave. Noise Control Officer

Lakewood, OH 44107 Code Enforcement
Box 370

Leon Pfouts Norman, OK 73070

Chief Pollution Control Officer

Pollution Control Agency Terrence L. Brenna
26 Main Street Assistant Director of Law

Toledo, OH 43605 Law Department
3400 Lea Road

Stanley Peterson Shaker Heights, OR 44120
Public Chief

Police Department R.A. Laws
c/o City Hall Sgt. Police Department

Youngstown, OH 44503 City of Eugene
777 Pearl St.

Eugene, OR 97401
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Oregon (cont'd)

Terry Smith Donald J. Hughes
Environmental Analyst Code Enforcement Officer

Planning Dept. Administration

City of Eugene Morton Avenue and MacDade
777 Pearl St. Boulevard

Eugene, OR 97401 Folsom, PA 19033

Grag Page George Dooris

Technology Coordinator Health Officer

City Manager's Office Bureau of Code Enforcement

City of Eugene City Hall
777 Pearl St. 245 W. Fourth Street

Eugene, OR 97401 Williamsport, PA 17701

i Paul Herman Lieutenant Dennis W. McMaster
Noise Control Officer Division Commander

Neighborhood Quality-Bureau Community Services Division
of Buildings P.o. Box 509

234 South West Salmon Street York, PA 17405

Portland, OR 97204

Anthony M. Petrucci
Denise Klelm Sr. Code Enforcement Officer

Administrative Assistant Health Department

Community Development 1176 Old York Road
555 Liberty Street S.E. Abington, PA 19001

Salem, OR 97301

Cynthia A. Clark
Coordinator

Pennsylvania Quiet Community Program
435 Hamilton Street

Dr. Robert Stein Allentown, PA 18101
Health Officer

City Hall Charles T. Held

650 Ferry Street Director
Easton, PA 18042 Codes and Building Enforcement

2325 E. Darby Road
Mr. Michael Piskuric Havertown, PA 19083
Code Administrator

Code Enforcement William Green

R. 205, City Hall Staff Engineer
Johnstown, PA 15901 Health-Air Management Services

801 Arch Street

Sergeant Gordon E. Spiller Philadelphia, PA 19107

Police Department
Township of Marple George N. Harris

Springfield and Sproul Roads Director of Public Health
Broomall, PA 19008 Health Department

Long Lane & Garrett Road

Upper Darby, PA 19082
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Rhode Island

Capt. O. E. Carello Pat Fowler
Lieut. R. Ricard Director

Police Department Environmental Management
275 Atwood Ave. P.O. Box 401889

Cranston, E_ 02910 Garland, TX 75040

Eugene J. Jeffers, P.E. Ross Wilhite
City Engineer Director of Planning

Engineering Department Planning Department
City Hall P.O. Box 1089
Pawtucket, RI 02860 Port Arthur, TX 77640

Utah

South Carolina
Ed Clantz

Kenneth S. Gray Ordinance Inspector
Chief of Planning Planning Department

Planning & Community Development 790 South 100 East
Box 1749 Broad Street Bauntiful, UT 84010

Spartanburg, SC 29304
Charles D. Clay, P.E.
Director of Public Works

South Dakota 5461 South State Street

Murray, UT 84107
Donald Hemstock

Sergeant Swen Nelsen
Rapid City Police Dept. Police Chief
300 Kansas City Street Office of Police Operations

Rapid City, SD 57701 P.O. Box 1849
Provo, UT 84601

Texas
Richard B. Ranck, Jr.

Building Inspection Division Director, Bureau of Env. Prot.
Public Works Salt Lake City-County Health Dept.
P.O. Box 34435 610 South 2nd East

Farmers Branch, TX 75234 Salt Lake City, UT 84111

Fred M. Barnes Virginia

Manager, Environmental Health
1500 W. Mockingbird, Room A-16 Sydney Baker
Dallas, TX 75235 Noise Pollution Control

Health Department

Captain Sweet 517 North St. Assaph St.

Police Department Alexandria, VA 22314
7 AN City Hall
Dallas, TX 75201 John Darling

Planning Administrator

of Development
I 240DWashingtonAve.

Newport News, VA 23607
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Virginia (cont'd) Wisconsin

A.E. Rhodenizer, Jr. Milton Steeno

Administrative Assistant Deputy Chief of Police

Police Department Training and Administration
606 E. Market Street Police Department

Charlottesville, VA 22902 307 South Adams

Green Bay, WI 54301

W. G. Light
Zoning Administrator Barry Lloyd

Building Inspection Administrator

Municipal Building Health Department
Roanoke, VA 24011 625 52nd Street

Kenosha, WI 53140

Washington George A. Kupfer
Superintendent

Kermit White Bureau of Consumer Protection and
Chief of Police Environmental Health, Room 105

Police Department Municipal Building
P.O. Box 128 841 North Broadway

Longview, WA 98632 Milwaukee, W_ 53202

William T, Weatherly Mike Weber
Director Sanitarian

Department of Public Safety Health and Welfare Department
Northeast 205 Kamiaken City Hall
Pullman, WA 99163 Box 1130

Oshkosh, WI 54902
Curt Horner

Coordinator Robert R. Anderson

Noise Abatement Program Sanitarian

Seattle-King County Dept. of Environmental Health
Department of Public Health 730 Washington Ave.

151O Public Safety Building Racine, WI 53403
Seattle, WA 98104

Ronald M. Buege
Ed Pickett Director of Environmental Health

Supervisor of Environmental West Allis Health Department
Health 7120 West National Ave.

Spokane County Health District West Allls, WI 53214
West ll01 College

Spokane, WA 99201 LeRoy Strauss
Chief of Police

Don Manke or Tom Rogers Manitowoc Police Department
Senior Environmental Health P.O. Box 765

Specialist Manitowoc, Wisconsin 54220
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Dept.
3629 South "D" Street

Tacoma, WA 98408 Wyomin_

Teri Wilson

Administrative Assistant

City Manager's Office
P.O. Box C

Laramie, WY 82070
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STATE NOISE CONTROL OFFICIALS

Arizona Florida

A. J. Battistone Harold A. Utt, Jr.

State Noise Coordinator Program Manager

Arizona Dept. of Health Services Environmental Regulation
411 N. 24th Street 2600 Blair Stone Road

Phoenix, AZ 85254 Tallahassee, FL 32301

California Hawaii

Ed Lowe Thomas M. Anamizu

Chief, O_fiee of Noise Control Chief, Noise & Radiation Branch

Health Services Department of Health

2151 Berkely Way, P.O. Box 3378
Barkely, CA 94704 Honolulu, HI 96801

Colorado
Illinois

David Gourdin

Project Officer, Noise Control James C. Reid
Colorado Department of Health Manager, Field Operations
4210 E. llth Avenue Illinois Environmental

Denver, CO 80220 Protection Agency
Springfield, IL 62706

A1 Hazel

Noise Control Director

Colorado Department of Health Indiana
4210 E. llth Avenue

Denver, CO 80220 Virgil J. Konopiniski

Director, Industrial Hygiene &
Radiological Health

Connecticut Indiana State Board of Health

1330 W. Michigan
Joseph B. Pulaski Indianapolis, IN 46206
Director
Noise Control Unit

Connecticut Department of Kentucky
Environmental Protection

State Office Building Tommy Jackson
Hartford, CT 00115 Chief

Noise Control Section
Natural Resources and

Delaware Environmental Protection

1050 U.S. 127 South

Charles W. Wilkins, Ill Frankford, KY 40601

Resources Engineer
Department of Natural Resources Louisiana

and Environmental Control, AIR

I P.O. Box Box 1401 Roy W. Keiser, Jr.
Dover, DE 19901 Sanitarian V

Department of Health and
Human Resources

P.O. Box 60630

New Orleans, LA 70160
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Maryland Oklahoma

Michael L. Hurney Emily Dale Allen
Division Chief, Noise Control Environmental Health Specialist

Community Health Management Occupational & Radiological
Program Health Service

Health & Mental Hygiene P.O. Box 53551
201 W. Preston Street Oklahoma City, OK 73152

Baltimore, MD 21201

Oregon
Minnesota

John Hectur

Dave Kelso Noise Control Program Manager

Pollution Control Specialist- Oregon Dept. of Environmental
Noise Quality

Minnesota Pollution Control P.O. Box 1760

Agency Portland, OR 97207

1935 W. County Road 8-2
Roseville, MN 55113

Rhode Island

Nebraska Marie Stoeckel

Environmental Health Specialist

Dan T. Drain Dept. of Health/Division of
Director Occupational Health

Department of Environmental 75 Davis Street
Control Providence, RI 02908

Box 94877

Lincoln, NE 68509
South Dakota

New Jersey Joel Smith
Director, Division of

Edward J. DiPolrere Environmental Health,

Chief Office of Noise Control Department of Health

Department of Environmental Foss Building
Protection Pierre, SD 57501

65 Prospect Street
Trenton, NJ 08618

Puerto Rico

New York Olga V. de Pernlomo
Acting Director

William J. Webster Noise Control Program

Chief, Noise and Air Studies 204 Del Parque Street
Section Santurce, PR 00910

Dept. of Environmental
Conservation

i 50 Wolf Roadi

I Albany, NY 12233
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IMPROVING THE CITY'S ENVIRONMENT

WATER REUSE: A CITY WATER RESOURCE ALTERNATIVE
A Short, Readable Guide. Designed to provide local elected
_fflcials and water managers with an overview of water reuse
techniques, groundwater recharge options. Includes case
studies of water reuse programs in three cities and provides a
current listing of references and contact persons in the water
reuse field.

25 pp, 1981
$6.00/NLC members $4.00 Order No. 4502

THE CLEAN AIR ACT: AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL PARTNERSHIP

Presents a basic summary of the major provisions of the federal
Clean Air Act and highlights the roles which federal, state,
and local governments play in complying with clean air
provisions. Also discussed are the major controversial issues
surrounding revisions to the Act which will be considered by
Congress in 1982.
8 pp, 1981
$2.00/NLC members $1.00 Order No. 4503

MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL . . . HOW CITIES SITE LANDFILLS
A report based on the experiences of five communities that
identifies the general types of technical, institutional, and
political problems encountered by policy-makers in solid waste
landfill siting controversies, and suggest various strategies
for resolving the problems.
80 pp, 1977
$9.80/NLC members $4.50 Order No. 4501

STATE AND LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE CONTROL: 1980 SURVEY REPORT

What Cities are Doing to Control Noise. A 1980 survey of state
and local noise control programs covering public attitudes on
noise, legislation, and enforcement, and state and local
resources on EPA's technical assistance program. Excellent
background on the state-of-the art in noise abatement.
60 pp., 1981
$12.95/NLC members $9.95 Order No. 4504

Additional copies of these publications are available from the
Publications Center of the National League of Cities at 1301
Pennsylvania Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20004 or call (202)
626-3072.



The National League of Cities was
established in 1924 by and for reform-minded
state municipal leagues. It now represents 48
leagues and almost 1,000 cities directly and,
through the membership of the state municipal
leagues, almost 15,000 cities indirectly.

The League is an advocate for its members in
Washington in the legislative, administrative,
and judicial processes that affect them;
develops and pursues a national urban policy
that meets the present and future needs of our
nation's cities and of the people who live in
them; and offers training, technical assistance,
and information to municipal officials to help
them improve the quality of local government in
our urban nation.

A National League of Cities' Publication


